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PREFACE

Not being learned in the ‘Science’ or ‘Art’ of ‘Chronology,’
1 red in 1920 a contribution on that subject from my
colleague, Pandit Gopinatha Kaviraj, which is reproduced here
as the ‘Introduction’ ; and I am thankful to him for having thus
removed a'serious defect from my work. It remains for me
only to indicate in brief the materials that I made use of in
preparing this translation. For the Bhasya I relied mainly
upon my own Edition published in the ‘Chaukhambha Sanskrit
Series’ along with a commentary of my own. In the case of the
former I was helped by the following manuscripts :—

I. Palm-leaf, styled in the notes as ‘Puti Ms. B’ which
contains the Bhasya from 1-2-4 to the end.

II. Palm-leaf, styled as ‘Puri Ms. A’, containing the Bhasya
from the beginning to 3-2-42. .

III. A palm-leaf Ms. of the Satra only.

These three were kindly lent to me by the revered Sankara-
ciarya of Govardhanamatha, Puri.

IV. A palm-leaf Ms. of the Bhasya, Adhydaya V only—
styled ‘C’.

V. A palm-leaf Ms. of the Bhasya, Adhyaya V only—
styled ‘D’.

VI. Paper Ms. of the Sitra only belonging to Jagadisa
Mishra.

VII. Paper Ms. of Sutra only belonging to Babu Govinda-
dasa,

Every one of these manuscripts was found to be quite
correct, specially the first two, which proved of incalculable help
in fixing the text of the Bhasya in several places.

For the Tatparya 1 have used the edition in the ‘Vizia-
nagaram Sanskrit Series’.

For ‘the Parishuddhi, 1 have had to rely upon a manuscript
secured for me several years ago from Madras, by my friend
Babu Govindadasa.
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Of the Bhasyacandra, I had a single manuscript, obtained
from Babu Govindadasa’s valuable collection.

In addition to these I have also used, for my notes, (a) the
Bodhasiddhi, also called Nyayaparisista, of Udayana, and the
Anviksanayatattvabodha of Vardhamaina ;—manuscripts of both
of them having been secured for me by Mahamahopadhyaya P.
Vindhyeshwari Prasad Dube of the Sanskrit College Library.

When the translation was first published in Indian Thought,
it was accompanied by a complete translation of the Nyaya-
vartika also. The publishers of this revised Edition however
have decided to omit the Vartika, in order to make the work
handier and more within the means of the Sanskrit Scholar
whose circumstances are seldom affluent.

With this brief preface I lay this Edition also at the feet of
those to whom I owe all I am and all I have—
feneviwar —ddaaafgaitas |
wig: sifEarganes sRssHaRe 9 0

ALLAHABAD )

b GANGANATHA JHA.
February, 11, 1939, ) I



INTRODUCTION

L —PRELIMINARY

The Works, of which an English translation has been
offered for the ﬁrst time in the following pages, consist of
(a) Nyaya-sitras by Gotama, (b)) Nyaya-bhisya by Vitsyiyana
~and (c¢) Nyaya-Vartika by Uddyotakara. Vacaspati Miéra’s
Tatparyatika, Udayana’s TatparyapariSuddhi and Raghiittama’s
Bhisyacandra, have been utilised only in so far as they have
beén deemed useful for illuminating the more obscure points
‘in the Siitras or in their Commentaries.

"The history of Nyaya remains still to be written, and it is
not known with certainty how and when this system came to
be associated with Vai§esika. In the Nyayabhasya, and natur-
ally in all subsequent works based upon it, we find the two
systems generally mixed up. The VaiSesika categories are
everywhere tacitly assumed in Nyaya, and, though on certain
points, metaphysical (e. g. ‘pilupaka’ versus ‘pitharapaka’) and
epistemological (e. g. recognition of the number of pramainas,
vis. four in Nyiya and two in Vaiesika), the two schools di-
verge from each other, their general harmony is still very re-
markable and would seem to be fundamental.* In the present
state of our knowledge it is not possible to discriminate the two
systems with any degree of accuracy, except by characterising
one as mainly logical and methodological and the other as me-
taphysical. And besides this-there are other factors to be counted.
There have been theological influences at work in the elaboration
of the ideas of each school. The allied Jain and Buddhist
thought of the age must also have had some effect on the system
as a whole. The age in which the early Nyaya literature was
written was an age of polemics, and until the history of contem-
porary thought, especially what is revealed in the oldest Buddhist
and Jain literature, comes to be written, all speculations regard-
ing the fundamental character of this literature are bound to be
more :or less unsuccessful. Then again, there is the almost

* Cf. in this connection Dr. D, Faddegon’s ‘‘The Vaicesika System,’’
pp. 48-49,
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insurmountable difficulty of determining, in the case of the
Sttras and the Bhasya, whether the whole work proceeded from
one author or consists of parts ascribable to different’ authors
belonging to different times. The subject is complicated, and
a study of the Bhasya and of the Vartika is calculated to be
very helpful in this direction.

IL—THE NYAYA SUTRAS AND VATSYAYANA
BHASHYA.

(1) OPINIONS OF SCHOLARS.
(i) On Nyaya Satras.

The Nyaya system of philosophy, like every other Indian
system, is based upon a body of aphoristic sayings, called ‘Satras’
which are ascribed by tradition to one Aksapida ( called in
Chinese soc-mock, lit. ‘foot-eye’), more popularly known as
Gotama or Gautama. Who this Gotama was and in what time
and country he flourished are questions to which no satisfactory
answer can be given. Scholars have, of course, attempted to
offer an answer, but all in different ways. -

(a) Mahamahopadhyaya Haraprasada Sastri (J. A. S. B., 1905,
pp. 177-180) tries to show, on Chinese evidence, that Aksapada,
the ‘founder’ of Nyaya, was a pre-Buddhistic' teacher, but he
adds that the Sitras as we have them are comparatively modern,
being probably post-Mahayanic in age. He places them in the
2nd Century A. D, ' a e

() Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. Satis Candra Vidyibhusana
(Introduction to “The Nyaya Sutras of Gotama”, S. B. H.,'pp.
v-viii; Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, pp- 161-162). be-
lieves that the author of the Nyiya Sitras, who was identical
with the author of Gautama Dharma Siitras and of the Pitrimedha
Satras and was an inhabitant of Mithila, lived in the 6th Century
B. C. and was a contemporary of Buddha.. He was the author- of
the first chapter of the work, the later chapters being subsequent
additions. : ‘

(c) Professor Jacobi (]. A. O. S., XXXI, 1911, pp. 2, 13) says
that the Sitras and the Bhasya are later than the origin of Siinya
Vida (i. e., end of 2nd Century A. D.) and earlier than that of
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theory and allows an interval of about a generation between the
Siitras and the Bhisya.

() Suali (loc. cit.) accepts Jacobi’s date for Vatsyayana, as
already noted. -

" () Bodas (Introduction, p. XLI) assigns Vatsyiyana to the
end of 500°A.D. on the ground that “he preceded the well-known
Buddhist teacher, Dinindga, who is said to have lived in the
early part of the 6th Century

) REVIEW AND REMARKS.

We have attempted to give above the views of some of the
best authorities on the chronology of the Nydya Sutras and Vitsy-
dyana’s Commentary upon them. The time of the Satras is
found to range from the pre-Buddhistic or Buddhistic age to
about 600 A. D. So about Vitsyayana the dates assigned vary
from 200 B. C. to about 700 A. D. This wild confusion is a sure
indication of the fact that we are travelling on insecure ground.
And as a matter of fact it is not possible to be quite precise when
the premises are so shaky. The Sutras and the Bhiasya do not
seem to have yet been studied with that minuteness and tho-
roughness which their nature demands. A critical edition of the
Stutrapédtha of Nyaya, based upon a collation of all available Mss.
of different recensions and of the Satras as accepted by the
various glosses and commentaries still existing, is the greatest
deésideratum of the day, and until this is done it is vain to.en-
deavour to'determine the siitratva of a particular aphorism. In the
translation efforts have been made to determine this, as far as
possible. . From the very nature of the present work, the trans-
lator has had to rely upon the verdict, direct or implied, of the
Bhiasya, the Vartika, and the Tatparya, and also upon Vicaspati
Miéra’s Nyayasicinibandha ; but help was also derived from
two old manuscripts, obtained from two different sources.

The question of Bhasya is even more complicated, as Mss.
of this work are comparatively very rare. In these circumstances
therefore all such theories as have a bearing more or less direct
on the character of the text have to be accepted as only tentative.
Then again there is the inevitable danger of a tendency to read
modern thought into old words. If there be a passage illustrat-
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ing an old theory which has died out but which survives in its
developed form in a recent but better known Vada it is very
likely that we shall understand it as representing the latter.
The early history of Indian thought being not known in detail
it becomes really very hard at times to identify a particular
doctrine.

Professor Stcherbatskoi’s theory does not seem to call for
any new comments. Jacobi has already treated it at some
length and tried to shew that neither the Sitras nor the Bhisya
can be proved to contain allusions to Buddhist Idealism, so that
they must be earlier than the age of Asanga and Vasubandhu
(500 A.D.). Vacaspati’s interpretation of Siitras 4, 2, 26, 35
as directed against Vijfidinavada is erroneous. So far it is all.
right. But Jacobi, Vidyabhiisapa, H. P. Sastri and Suali all find
in the Sitras and Bhisya traces of Sinyavida. This seems to
me problematic. That there is a doctrine much allied to the later.
Buddhist Siinyavida need not be gainsaid. But it does not seem
to have yet been established that this doctrine is really the same
as the so-called Sinyavada of Nagirjuna’s school. And even if
it is there is no necessity to assume a priori that the whole
work proceeded from one pen and belongs to one, vzz the post-
Nigarjuna period.

(3) The Age of the Sutras and the Bhashya

Assuming that all the Nydya-siitras, as we have them to day,
are not genuine and that some of them may possibly represent
later interpolations,* there is no reason to deny that the general
framework of the system is of a much earlier date. There is
nothing to contradict Dr. Vidyibhisana’s view that the Satras
belong to 600 B. C. Mm. Sastri’s opinion that Akshapada was pre-
Buddhist and was the founder of the school is also acceptable,
but where is the proof to show that-a{l the Sutras came after the
development of the Mahiyanic School “and that even some of:
them were not composed by Aksapada himself ? The suggestion’
of the Sttras having passed through several redactions may - be
accepted in the main, but this does not militate against the anti-
quity and genuineness of some par‘tp of the work at any rate.

* Cf. Faddegon, *‘The Vaicesika Syitem,"’ pp. 46-47.
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The introduction of Yoga in a work on Nyiya is not altogether
inexplicable, if we remember that both Yoga and Nyiya ( includ-
ing Vaifesika ), as systems of theological philosophy, belonged
to the Saiva School. The very word I§vara, (as distinguished
from ‘Puru$ottama’ of Sankhya which, as Haribhadra points out,
was affiliated to Vaispavism) signifies Siva. Even in later
times the Saiva Naiyiyika Bhasarvajiia (800 A. D.) intro-
duced Yoga in his Nyiya tract, vig., Nydya-Sara. The section on
Yoga in Gotama’s work (Sitras 4, 2, 38-48) does not bear on it
any special mark of later development. The “peculiar character”
referred to by the Sastriji is not apparent to me.

It is interesting to observe that the several doctrines which
have been introduced in the 1st Lecture of Chapter IV as qIqT:
does not refer explicitly either to Sinya Vada or to Vijfiana-Vada.
They may well stand for theories so widely current in Buddhis-
tic and post-Buddhistic ( but generally pre-Christian) times,
and a detailed examination of these in connection with the his-
tory of contemporary thought is sure to be highly profitable and
enlightening. The Siitras and the Bhigya must be subjected to
such an examination before any final opinion regarding their
age can be fitly pronounced.

This is not the right place to enter into a discussion of this
kind, but we may just note a word or two here briefly in order
to suggest that this line of pursuit is likely to yield valuable
results.

(1) First of all, we may refer to the doctrine as stated in
Satra 3-1-52, which states that fa’i‘touch’ is the only sense-organ,
the other so-called sense-organs being only modifications of it.
This is a queer, but a very old view, and we find it as early as
500 B. C. in Greece, where Democritus ( and later on Aristotle
too) advocated a similar theory. And even in modern Nyiya,
though the unity of sense-organs has been rejected as such, the
importance of ®% and its distinctive character have been strong-
ly emphasised. The doctrine of Wl;fﬂ*ﬁ!ﬁ'ﬂ, i.e. the view
that relative consciousness is possible only when there is con-
tact between manas and tvak, is based upon the recognition of
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the fact that the function of &% in our mental life is unique.*
But the doctrine as mentioned in the SGtra asserting that ™%
is the only sense-organ stands by itself. It is unknown to any of
the existing systems of philosophy. But we know that it is the
old Sankhya theory. Both Ratnaprabha and Bhamati under Ved.
Sat. 2-2-10, attribute it to Sankhya. It does not exist in the
Karika of I§varakrsna and appears to be much older than this
author. The date of I§varakrsna :is uncertain. Dr. Keith
(Sankhya System, p. 69) places him about 450 A. D. and Dr.
Vidyabhiisana’s opinion is very much the same (Med. Logic, p. 83).
For reasons into which I cannot enter here I feel inclined
to assign a much earlier date to the work. Probably the publica-
tion or Mathara Vrtti undertaken by Dr. Belvalkar will help to
clear up much confusion on the matter. At any rate it seems
probable that the view on @% was very old and Gotama’s allu-
sion to it is a probable sign of the antiquity of the Sutras.

(2) Then we may pass in review the various Vadas discussed
in the 4th Chapter, Lecture 1. We should remember that these
were all extremist theories @®Hial: in connection with the origin
and nature of the world.

(i) The first Vada (4. 1. 14-18) which affirms the origin of
things from pre-existing AT, is as old as the Upanisads and
is found in the Pali literature. It amounts to-a denial of what
is technically called SUTFIAAN |

(ii) The next Vida known as Iévaravada (4.1.19-21) de-
clares that the Ultimate Nimitta of production is God and
not JE9FHA or JEIHRT | This ultra-theistic position disavows
the efficiency of human will altogether and assigns every

* It is for this reason that in Sudupti or dreamless sleep, when the
manas happens to be within the ‘puritat’ beyond the sphere of <% it enjoys
rest and there is abeyance of conscious life altogether. For details see my
forthcoming work ‘Nydya Vaiseshika System of Thought’ (Part III, Section
on Psycho-physics, etc.)

1 Probably this was a reaction against the extreme Mimansa theory of
Karma. The theory istas old as Buddha’s day. And it is not impossible,
though not likely, that the word Ui in the phrase ‘ $47(; FIU’ etc. im-
plies material (STIRTH ) as well. In that cate it would be an allusion to the
early Brahmavada. In this connection the reader is referred to the notes
given in the present translation in loco.
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product to the direct intervention of a Divine Resolve.
The human will is said to be efficient in subordination to ac-
tuation from Above. The Ancient Pali and Prakrit literature is
replete with accounts of similar theories. The statement
SEEISTARHA: EL: @A | TATIREY v, @l ar @R v
(M. Bht. 9994, 33. 28 ) says plainly that pleasure and pain, i. e.
the fruits (W) come directly from God and not from human
effort, for the simple reason that man as such is ignorant (9% )
and impotent ( %A ) in regard to his pleasure and pain. The
& is God. Such gIAATT exists in the Upanisads,* and we
may detect it in some shape in the PaSupata Dar$ana of Madhava-
carya’s Sarvadar§anasangraha. This is, of course, slightly dis-
tinguished from the Iévaravada of which the Svetat Upt (1. 2)
speaks.

(iii) The next Vada (4. 1. 22-24) leads us to a denial of all
kinds of nimittas. This is evidently an aspect of ¥FAW@EAR Cf.
A$vaghosha’s Buddhacarita, 9. 52. Here too the freedom of
will is repudiated. This doctrine is really the same as ®tf¥==-
FEIArT described in the Brahmajilasutta of Digha Nikaya.
In the Sumangala Vilasini (1.118) Buddhagho$a explains the
term as*springing up without a cause’, and in the Udina (6. 5) it
is said to signify negation of origin from a cause, whether intrin-
sic (€9 IMA: ) or extrinsic (9@ IqA: ). This is TAAEAR
pure and simple, and was an old doctrine, associated, in one of
its phases, with the name of Makkhaliputta Gosala who denied
not only freedom of will (gl‘tﬂ’iﬁfi) but also all forms of causality
& or S@A*. This doctrine is also called SI8GFATE and was one
of the three views which the Com. on Dhammasangam charac-
terises as incorrigible and hopeless.

(iv) Now the rejection of ¥I{I®, own nature or individuality
of a thing ends in AWTAATE—a doctrine which is discussed in
Sutras 4. 1. 37-40, This AAATT is the preliminary to the his-
torical Sanyavada.

(v). This is closely related to the other doctrine,i. e. @&AT-
fAegamang, viz, that everything is impermanent. This is the

* Cf. Kaush. Up., 3. 9.

1 Samanyaphala Sutta in D Nik., 2. ‘.O Uvasagadasa 57.166 (Hoemles
Ed., p. 97).
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logical antecedent of fechnical @fT®ATE of subsequent centuries
and was an old view. This view is a truism of Buddhist Litera-
ture and need not be stated in detail.

(vi) The opposite doctrine, viz., wdfraararg (Sitras 4. 1.
29-33), was also current very widely in early times. The name
FMFATATE used sometimes to be given to an aspect of this doctrine
though of course with a slightly different shade of meaning. The
|aif@aqTg, i. e., the belief that ‘Everything Is’, of which the
Satkaryavada of Sankhya was a later modification, was the ear-
liest and most general form of this doctrine. Professor Garbe,
in his ‘Sankhya Philosophie’, notes that the Savata Vada as
discussed in the Brahmajalasiitta is the Siankhya view. That
Garbe is right would appear from the following declaration in
Vyasabhasya (under Yoga Sat. 11.15) : IWIATARMA (i. e.,
on denial of 3IBTAME and BAATF both) T MIATAG:, TIHAY
F#FEITTH And on the other hand we observe thatithe
discussion turns on a view which from the very language of its
expression we recognise at once to be of the Yogins. Cf. Nyiya
Bhisya : waRy@eiqR@As qdar fadd aAwEmead, § @y
TRTArTANETT: | TTNAAEA I AOTGIATEE | =9 frada
afgaAEtid (under Nyaya Satra 4-1-32).

(vii) mfzsﬁgaaarq ( Suts. 4-1-34-36 ) was also known to
the earlier Buddhist literature. This view is intimately con-
nected with I3¥ATT and therefore with ATAATAATAAT in general.
The notion that the whole is a mere aggregate of parts and not
a distinct’ entity from them, i.e., that 3% is only 2 name given
to a definite collocation of gunas, was very old indeed. Away
from the Buddhist philosophers it was also partly recognised by
Patafijali in his Mahabhasya ( Cf. Jur@wam@t F549 ).

(viii) The dRAFAATE s very mysterious. Vitsyiyana's
interpretation is not clear. It was a doctrine of number, pro-
pounded to account for the origin or nature of things. The word
UHd implies that it was an extreme view. Could it have any
connection with the Vedic notion of $¥%: or with some form of
the Pythagorean Theory of Number?

All this is guess-work, but very probable. At all everits it is
plain that the thesis regarding the late origin of some of the
Sttras, especially those referring to the several doctrines, is not
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conclusively demonstrated, though it may be admitted that inter-
polations do exist in the Sutra and in the Bhasya. The simila-
rity of ideas, and even in some cases of stray words, does not
necessarily prove, as Pandit Phanibhiisana Tarkavigi§a rightly
remarks in his introduction (P.34) to his excellent Bengali trans-
lation of Nyaya Sitra and Bhisya, reference to any parti-
cular theory of later years, unless it is clearly stated. We know
from a study of Indian philosophy and Literature that certain
stereotyped sayings have come down from ancient times, and
though these may be found in different works they need not be
ascribed to any of them. By way of illustration it may be said
that Nyaya Satra 4-2-32 reminds one of a similarly-worded saying
in Patafi_]ah s Mahabhasya (under Pan. 4-1-1) : S&Y FAGOUAY
TR JAT | ATRANITY, G TWAETTT ad |  Even this
verse which is split up into 4 parts and commented on by Patafi-
jali is apparently older than his own time.

What is said of the Sutras applies to a certain extent to the
Bhasya also. The interval between the two is not known, but it
is certain, as Windisch has already established, that the Bhiasya
was not the immediate successor to the Sitras. There had
been a Vartika of which some fragments exist, not only on the
1st but even on subsequent chapters. Cf the Vartika : ﬁmﬁm
ARAFTHTEAT:,  TEICEAFET FSTEAGITRE under Satra 4-1-21.
This piece has been explained by Vatsydyana which practically
exhausts the whole Bhasgya on the Sttra. Considering this fact
a space of 300 or 400 years would not be an unreasonable interval
to suppose between the Sitras and the Bhiasya. In other words
Vatsyayana may be assigned to the 2nd or 3rd Century B. C.*

This date would not be incompatible with the general style
and structure of his language. The peculiar use of certain par-
ticles, viz., §fd, A, @G and more particularly of'a‘ would seem
to be an 1nd1cat10n of the antiquity of the work. The use of ]
in prose, which reminds one of the Brahmans and Pili texts, is
remarkable and almost decides the question.

* It must be confessed that this view too, like the others contested, is
no better than a tentative assumption, but it works better on the whole.
Any definite conclusion regarding the date of these works must be put off
till the results of researches into the history of Pre-Christian thought of
India are available to us.
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As to the further question of his identity with Kautilya and
with the author of Kamasiitra a negative answer has to be given.
There does not seem to be any historical evidence in support of
this identity. Kautilya’s attitude towards T=atf@®t and his style
of composition are in direct antithesis to the Nyaya Bhisya;
and as for the Kamasatra it is decidedly a later composition.
The testimony of lexicographers where these names are put toge-
ther as synonymous does not go far enough.

IIT.—NYAYA-VARTIKA.

The date of Uddyotakara, the author of Nydya Vartika, is
capable of more exact determination. It is beyond doubt that
his Nyaya-Vartika was intended to be a defence of the Bhisya
against the attacks of the Buddhist philosopher Dinnaga, whose
time is now generally believed to have been the end of the 5th
Century A. D. Thus the age of Dinniga establishes the terminus
a quo for the date of Uddyotakara, and the terminus ad quem is
furnished by a reference to his name in Subandhu’s Vasavadatta:
SRy fafaaraasEase® (Hall’s Edition, p. 235). Subandhu
was unquestionably prior to Binpa (705 A. D.) who eulogises on
his Vasavadatta in the HarSacarita (e. g. 'ﬁﬁ'mmmﬁ q«
FMEATAAT ), and probably, as Dr. Gray says ( Introduction to the
Eng. translation of Visavadattd, pp. 8-12), he may have lived in
the latter part of the 6th Century or beginning of the 7th Cen-
tury. From these evidences it would follow that Uddyotakara’s
literary activities belonged to a period in 600 A. D.

The statement of Vicaspati*with reference to the Virtika
( ThtEFTAAEATEET TP ) is not however quite intelligi-
ble. From what he says it seems that even as late as Vicas-
pati’s day the Vartika had been an old and antiquated work and
apparently fallen into discredit. The expressions ¥HFWIA and
TEFIAITFAWAT, read together imply that the work had
been already overloaded with wrong interpretations. All this
involves a long interval of time between Uddyotakara and Vica-
spati, though the date for Vacaspati as given in his Nyayasici-
nibandha be understood to refer to Saka Era (898=976 A.D.),
instead of Sarhvat which to me seems the most agreeable assump-
tion. Till Subandhu’s day Uddyotkar’s work had been in the
height of its glory, after which some powerful Buddhist Logicians
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directed their polemic, attacks against it in defence of Dinnaga,
and overthrew its repuation. Who these Buddhist Logicians
were we do not know. Dharmakirti might have been one of them
and there might have been others from the Buddhist Universities
vis., Nalanda and Vikramasila. The Buddhist Logic was in its
fullest vigour in those days. But it is certain that in this pretty
long interval there arose no eminent scholar®* who could come
forward and champion the cause of Orthodox Logic—a task
which was left for Vacaspati in the 10th Century (or more
probably in the 9th Century) to accomplish. The word Arasatat
would therefore imply great antiquity ( which though not very
great would appear as such on account of the neglect of the text)
of the Vartika as well as the unsettled condition to which it was
reduced. Udayana informs us that in the work of restoration
of Uddyotakara’s text Vicaspati was indebted to (his teacher
or ﬁ'ﬂl’gﬁ as Vardhamina says ) Trilocana.

Dr. Vidyabhishana’s identification of Vadavidhi and Vadavi-
dhanatika with Dharmakirti’s Vadanydya and Vinita Deva’s
Vadanydya-Vyakhya is not more than an assumption. Dharma-
kirti was a later writer who did much, it seems, to throw Uddyota-
kara’s work into disgrace. If Dharmakirti’s date be accepted
as 635 A. D.(Med. Logic, p. 105 )—a date which synchronises
with the time of Sri-Haréa, the patron of Bina, who refers
to Subandhu in whose romance, as we have seen, the name
of Uddyotakara occurs asthe author of a Nydya treatise—
Uddyotakara must be pushed back much earlier. The hypothesis
that all these famous writers were contemporaries does not rest
on any positive basis.t The two works mentioned in Nyiya-
Viartika cannot yet be determined. Pandit Phani Bhiisana’s
suggestion that Vadavidhdnatikid might have been a commentary
on a work by Subandhu—the Buddhist Naiyayika who had been
one of the main objects of Uddyotakara’s assaults—is indeed
a happy suggestion] but no definite conclusion can be arrived
at from these uncertain data. :

* Udayana refers to this fact SFTas@rIEET &ANT (THAT) T,
a9 Freaqrg Tfsatas | Tat. Pari,, P. 9,

t For Dr. Vidyabhusana‘s arguments see J. R. A. S., July, 1914;
Bhandarkar Com. Volume, pp. 163-164.
§ See his Introduction, p. 39.
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Uddyotakara was very deeply and widely read in Buddhist
philosophy ( post-Mahdyanic ), and we find everywhere in his
work the unmistakable stamp of a learned and .eloquent per-
sonality. There are several quotations'and hidden allusions to
Buddhist literature in the Vartika which are yet untraced, and it
will be some time perhaps before any light can be expected to be
thrown upon these obscure passages. What for instance was
the Sarvabhisamaya Siitra to which the Vartika refers (Ben. Ed.
p- 339 ) and from which it has taken an extract ? It seems from
the language to have been one of the earlier Buddhist Sitras
and was devoted to the exposition of Pudgalavada against Naira-
tmyavada. May it be identical with the well-known ‘Bharahara
Sitra’ mentioned in Prajfiakara Mati’s Bodhicaryavatarapafijika
(P. 474 ) and other Buddhist works ? Cf. Pouosin’s note in J. R.
A.S., P. 308.

IV.—TATPARYATIKA, TATPARYA-PARISUDDHI
AND BHASYA-CANDRA
(a) TATPARYATIKA.

Viacaspati’s age is too well-known to call for any special
notice. But the identification of the era mentioned in his Nyi-
yasiicinibandha, viz., 898 (F¥IF9Y ) is an open question still ;
some hold that it stands for Vikrama Sarmvat, while others protest
against this view and accept the Sakabda. In the former
alternative the year corresponds to 841 A. D. and in the latter to
976 A.D. On grounds which I have stated elsewhere at length 1
should prefer the former equation and assign Vacaspati to the
middle of the 9th Century. He was a voluminous author and
extremely learned in all the systems of philosophy (orthodox
and heterodox), on each of which he is said to have written com-
mentaries.*

(b) TATPARYA-PARISUDDHI

Udayana belonged to the latter half of the 10th Century.
He himself mentions 906 Sakabda or 984 A. D. ( @HFTTE) as the
year of the composition of Laksanavali. His Tatparyapari$uddhi

* There is no evidence, as far as I know, to support this tradition.
Apart from the Buddhist systems even the VaiSesika has been left un-
touched. Nor does any indication exist in his other commentaries to show
that he wrote on Vaidesika oron the Buddhist philosophy. That he was
a master of all the systems (ﬁ'a:sﬁqa‘:sr stands of course uncontested.
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is a valuable Commentary on Viacaspati’s work. But he was
more than anything else, an intense and original thinker, and it
is in such works as the Nydya-Kusumaifijali and Atmatattvaviveka
that we can find his genius at its best. Besides the Pari§uddhi,
in which he had to confine himself to the traditional way of in-
terpretation, Udayana wrote also an independent commentary,
named AT or FATATCNIAEL on the Siitras of Gotama, which
work also has been utilised in the notes on Chapter V. of the
present work.
(c) BHASYA-CANDRA.

Not very long ago, Babu Govindaddsa of Benares discovered
among a heap of manuscripts said to have belonged to the great
Vedinta teacher Madhusidana Sarasvati, a manuscript of an
entirely unknown commentary on the Nyiayabhdsya, by one
Raghiittama. This unique find he made over to the translator
of the Bhasya, who has utilised it in his ‘notes’. The manuscript
however extends to only the middle of Adhdya IiI, and as the
copy appears to be in the author’s own handwriting, there is no
hope of securing a complete copy. Such as it is, it has been
published for the Chaukhambha Sanskrit Series, and Dr. Ganga-
nath Jha has supplemented the Candra by his own gloss, which
bears the humble title of ‘Khadyota’ and has been published in
the same series.

V.—CONCLUSION

The Nyayabhasya and the Nyaya-Vartika are extremely
difficult works, not only for obscurity of style and relative fre-
quency of elliptical expressions (specially in the former) but also
for the comparative obsoleteness of many of the doctrines which
have been therein introduced. The neglect into which the books
were allowed to fall during the last millennium, more particularly
on the advent of Navya-Nyaya in the 13th or 14th Century,
helped only in adding to this obscurity. It is a matter of no
small congratulation therefore that we have at last an English

translation of these abstruse scholia from the mature pen of a
veteran and distinguished scholar, and it may be fairly hoped
that the publication of these works, now in their English garb,
will bring on a revival of interest in the study of ancient Nyiya
Sastra of India.

GOVERNMENT SANSKRIT LIBRARY,

BENARES. GOPINATH KAVIRA]J
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THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA

WITH
THE BHASYA OF VATSYAYANA

With notes from the N yayavartikatatparyatika of Vacaspati
Misra and the Tatparyaparisuddhi of Udayanacarya
DISCOURSE [

DAILY LESSON I
Lecture 1

Enunciation of Subjects, Purpose and Connection
of the Treatise

Sitra 1
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

The Instruments ( or Means ) of Right Cognition* must be
regarded as rightly effective, because it is only when a thingis
known by means of an Instrument of Right Cognition that there
is a possibility of its giving rise to fruitful and effective exertion.
As amatter of fact, nothing can be known except through an
Instrument of Cognition; nor can fruitful exertion be aroused,
except when things have become known,

As it is only when the agent has cognised a thing by means
of an Instrument of Cognition that he desires either to acquire or
to get rid of it; and the effort of the agent stimulated by this
desire to acquire or get rid of the thing known is what is called
‘exertion’; and this exertion is called ‘fruitful’ when it becomes
related to a result.

* This word ‘pramana’ is used both in the sense of ‘instrument of right
cognition ’ (in which case the right cognition is the direct Sruit, ahd ultimate
exertion only the indirect fruit), and in that of ‘right cognition,’ in which
case the exertion is the direct fruit. In the present context we take the word
0 mean ‘instrument of right cegnition’ because of what follows in lines

22-25 of p.2, where the ‘pramana’ is distinguished from pramiti or
Right Cognition.
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That is to say, when the person putting forth exertion, on
desiring either to acquire or get rid of the thing, comes, by that
exertion, actually to acquire or to discard it, his exertion becomes
fruitful’,

The ‘object’ or ‘thing’ (cognised by meauns of the Instrument
of Cognition) is of four kinds : viz. (1) pleasure, (2) source of
pleasure, (3) pain, and (4) source of pain. These objects of
the ‘Instruments of Cognition are innumerable owing to the
fact of the number of living creatures being infinite. It is only
when the Instrument of Right Cognition duly operates with
regard to an object, that due success can belong to the ‘cogniser’,
(who then only can have any idea of the object),—to the ‘cognised
object’ (which then only can have its true character known),—
and to the ‘right cognition’ (which then only can lead to the due
apprehension of the object); because there is no possibility of
the object being accomplished, so long as the most effective cause
is not present [and it is the Instrument of Cognition which is the
most effective cause].*

‘Cogniser’ (Pramatr) means that person who is stimulated
to exertion by the desire to acquire or discard the object; that by
means of which the person obtains the right cognition of the thing
is called the ‘Instrument of Right Cognition’ (Pramdna); that
thing which is rightly known is called the ‘cognised object’
(Prameya); and the apprehending or knowledge of the thing
is called ‘right cognition’ (Pramiti). It is on all these four factors
that the real nature of things is dependent (for its being accepted,
or rejected, or treated with indifference).

““Now what is this ‘real nature’ (of things)?”

It is nothing else but ‘being’ or ‘eixstence’ in the case of that
which is (or exists); and ‘non-being’ or ‘non-existence’ in the case
of that which is not (does not exist). That is to say, when some-
thing that ‘is’ (or exists) is apprehended as being or existent—so
that it is apprehended as what it really is, and not as something

of a contrary nature (i. e. as non-bemg )——-then that which is
thus apprehended constitutes the ‘true nature’ of the thing. And
analogously, when a non-entity is apprehended as such—i. e. as
what it really is, not as something of a contrary nature,—then

* ¢ Anyatamdrthah sadhakatamartho drastavyah ’—V artika.
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that which is thus apprehended, constitutes the ‘true nature’ of
the thing (of the non-entity).

“But how is it possible for the latter,—i. e., the non-entity,
that which does not exist—to be cognised by means of an
Instrument of Right Cognition ? ”

This is possible, we reply ; because as a matter of fact, at the
time that the existent thing is cognised (by means of the Instru-
ment of Cognition), the non-existent thing is not cognised. That
is to say, there is non-cognition of the non-existent, and this shows
that it is only by means of the Instrument of Cognition, whereby
the existent is cognised, that we cognise also the non-existence of
the non-existent.* We illustrate this by reference to a lamp: when
the lamp illumines, and renders visible, something that is visible,
—that which is not seen in the same manner as that visible
thing, is regarded to be non-existent; the mental process being as
follows: ‘if the thing existed it would be seen,—as it is not seen,
it must be concluded not to exist.” In the same manner, at the
time that the existent thing is cognised by means of an Instrument
of Cognition, if, at the same time, something else is not equally
cognised, the conclusion is that this latter does not exist; the
mental process being as follows: ‘if the thing existed, it would be
cognised,—as it is not cognised, it must be concluded not to exist.’
Thus we find that the same Instrument of Cognition which mani-
fests—makes known—the existent thing, also manifests or makes
known, the non-existent thing. The ‘Entity’, that which exists,
is going to be described by means of a comprehensive group
of sixteen.

From among (endless) entities ( e.g., Pramina etc. and many
such other things as the grains of sand etc).

Sitra 1

It is the knowledge of the real essence (or true character)
of the following sixteen categories that leads to the attainment
of the Highest Good—(1) The means of Right Cognition :
(2) The objects of Right Cognition ; (3) Doubt ; (4) Motive;
(5) Example; (6) Theory: (7) Factors of Inference :

* The only difference thus between the existent and the fon-existent is
that, while the former forms the object of the Instrument of Cognition
dlr_euly, the latter does so only indirectly,—i. e. through something that
exists.
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(8) Cogitation ; (9) Demonstrated Truth ; (10) Diacussion ;

(11) Disputation; (12) Wrangling; (13) Fallacious Reason:

(14) Casuistry; (15) Futile Rejoiner: and (16) Clinchers.
BHASYA

* When expounding the compound in which the above cate-
gories are mentioned, each of them should be stated by means of
words having the singular, dual or plural form in accordance with
the actual number of the category concerned, as described later
on. The compound is the Dvandva of the copulative class. The
Genitive ending at the end of the compound word ¢ Pramanapra-
méya.........tattva " has the force of the ‘Sesa 't (thatis, signified
relationship in general) ; the Genitive ending involved in the com-
pound °tattvajiidna’ (which is equivalent to °tatfvasya jiianam'),
—as also that involved in the compound °ni$sreyasadhigamah’
(nissreyasasya adhigamah),—has the sense of the accusative.

Those enumerated in the Sutra are the entities or categories
for the true knowledge of which the present treatise has been
propounded. Thus the present Sitra should be taken as stating
in brief the purport of the whole treatise ;—this purport being
that the Highest Good is attained by the knowledge of the essence
of such things as the Soul and the rest ; this same idea is further
elaborated in the next Sitra,—the sense of which is that the
Highest Good is attained when one has rightly understood the
real nature of —(a) that which is fit to be discarded (e.g. pain)
along with its causes, (i.e., ignorance and desire, merit and demerit,
as leading to pain), (b) that which is absolutely destructive (of
pain, i.e., true knowledge), (c) the means of its destruction (i.e., the
scientific treatises), and (d) the goal to be attained (i.e., Highest
Good) ; these being the four kinds of objects dealt with (by all
philosophical treatises).

An objection is raised :—‘“The mention of Doubt and the rest
apart by themselves is superfluous ; because all these, being in-

* The Vartika makes the sentence cirthé dvandvasamdsah’ precede
¢ nirdese yathavacanam vigrahah’ This also appears to be the natural order;
the explanation of the particular form that the vigraha is to take can come
only after the particular compound has been noted.

t¢Sesa’ is.a grammatical technical name given to that which does not
fall within any of the case-relations denotative of active agency towards an
action. In the case of the Genitive, when no case.relation is found possible,
it has to be taken as expressing mere relationship in general.
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cluded either among ‘ the Means of Cognition’ or among ‘ the
Objects of Cognition’, cannot be regarded as different from
these.”

This is true ; but for the good of living beings have been
provided the four sciences [Vedic, Agricultural, Political and
Logico-Metaphysical], of which Logic-Metaphysics form the
fourth, also called ‘Nyaya’, the Science of Reasoning ;—each of
these sciences deals with a distinct set of subjects, and each has
its own distinct method of treatment; and as a matter of fact,
Doubt and the rest form the subjects dealt with by the science of
Logic-Metaphysics®; consequently, if all these were not distinctly
enunciated, it would appear that this science dealt with the Soul
only, like the Upanisads. It is for this reason (i.e,, for the pur-
pose of guarding against this idea) that Doubt and the other
categories have been enunciated with a view to indicate clearly
the distinctive subjects dealt with by this Science (which thus
becomes distinguished from the other Sciences).

[ The Author proceeds to show in what manner Doubt and
the other categories form integral factors of the Science of
Reasoning ].

[A] (As regards Doubt, the third among the enunciated
categories) ‘Nyaya’ or ‘Reasoning’ functions neither with
regard to things unknown nor with regard to those known
definitely for certain ; it functions only with regard to things
that are doubtful ; as is declared in the Satra 1-141—‘On any
matter held in suspense, when the reality of things is ascertained
by means of considering the two sides of the question, we have
what is called Demonstrated Truth';—in this Satra, ‘suspense’
stands for Doubt ; the ‘considering of the two sides’ consitutes the
process of reasoning; and ‘the ascertinment of the reality of
things,” which is ‘Demonstrated Truth’, forms °the knowledge
of the real nature of things.” The form in which Doubt appears is
‘or’—‘is the thing this or that?: '—it is an uncertain idea that
we have of things ; and thus (i. e., being an idea), though it is an
object of cognition, and thus already included in the second cate.
gory (Prameya), it is mentioned separately for reasons indicated

*"Thus even though Doubt, etc. may be included under the ¢ Means'f and
the ‘ Objects * of Cognition, it is necessary to enunciate them separately, in
order to indicate the several ‘ subjects * dealt with by the Science. B
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above [i.e., because it forms a necessary factor, the very basis, of
the process of Reasoning]. '

[B] As regards ‘Motive’ (the tourth category);—Motive
is that, on being urged, by which man ‘has recourse to
activity, that is to say, it is that, desiring either to obtain or
reject which, man has recourse to an action ; and as such, this
bears upon (or affects) all living beings, all actions and all
sciences : and this forms the basis of all reasoning or investiga-
tion (Nydya) [without some motive, or end in view, no reasoning
had recourse to]. ‘‘What do you mean by this nydya or reason-
ing?” It means the examination of things by means of proofs,*
that is to say, Inference based upon Perception and Verbal
Cognition: is called ‘Nyaya’ or ‘Reasoning’; it is also called
*Anviksa’ (‘Investigation’) because it consists in the reviewing
(anu - iksana) of a thing previously apprehended (iksita) through
Perception and Verbal Cognition; the science that proceeds by
this ‘investigation is ‘Anviksik?’, ‘Nyayavidya’, ‘Nyayasastra’, the
‘Science of Reasoning’ (Logic). That Inference which is contrary
to Perception and Verbal Cognitiont is not #rue Reasoning; it is
false Reasoning.

[It has been asserted that ‘Motive bears upon all living beings,
all actions and all sciences’; the author now proceeds to show what
motive there is in the three kinds of Discussion, mentioned among
the categories.] That in regardto this (above-mentioned ‘false
reasoning’) Discussion and Disputation serve distinct purposes is
well known [Discussion being catried on for the purpose of getting
at the truth, and Disputation for that of vanquishing an opponent];
as regards Wrangling, we proceed to examine whether or not it
has or serves any purpose. One who has recourse to wrangling is
called a wrangler: and when pressed to state what his motive is,
if he states his motive, declaring that such is his standpoint and
such his theory (for establishing which he has recourse to the
wrangling),—then he abandons his character of wrangler (a
wrangler being one who does not take up any definite position for
himself); if, on the other hand, he does not state his motive,

‘ * The Tatparya explains that by ‘proofs’ here are meant the five factors
or members of the syllogism. ‘ '
t 'l"."he. Tatparya adds ‘Analogy’ .
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then he becomes open to the charge of being neither an ordinary
man of business, nor a serious enquirer ;—Ilastly, if (in order to
escape from these contingencies) he declares his motive to consist
in the showing of the impossibility or untenability of the position
of his opponent (without the establishing of any position of his
own),—then too he becomes open to the same contingencies; for
instance, when showing the untenability of the opponent’s position,
he has to accept the following four factors—(1) the person show-
ing the untenability (i.e,, the wrangler himself), (2) the person
to whom the untenability is shown, (3) that (reasoning) by means
of which he shows the untenability, and (4) that (untenability)
which is shown ; and in accepting these, he renounces his wrang-
lership. [The true wrangler being one who does not admit any-
thing]. If, on the other hand, he does not admit these four
factors, then his assertion—that his purpose lies in the showing
of the untenability of his opponent’s position—becomes meaning-
less. Then again, Sitra 1-2-3 defines Wrangling as a collection
of sentences ‘wherein there is no maintaining’ (of any definite stand-
point) ; now if the wrangler admits what is declared by means of
those sentences, then that becomes his position, which he has to
maintain ; if, on the other hand, he does not admit what is meant
by the sentences, then, those sentences become absolutely mean-
ingless (for him), and his putting them forward becomes a mere
random incoherent babbling, and ceases to be Wrangling.*

[Having proved the presence of some motive in all actions,
the author takes up the original subject, and proceeds to show
how Example, the fifth category, and the rest of the categories
enunciated, form integral factors in the Science of Reasoning,
and what purposes each of them serves.]

* 'T'he Bha. only puts forward the arguments against there being any

motive in Wrangling; it does not show how a motive is present in this form
of discussion. This answer has been supplied by the Vartika, wherein it is
shown that the definition of Wrangling does not mean that the wrangler can
have no position of his own; all that it means is that in wrangling his motive
lies, not in the maintaining of any position that he might hold, but simply in
showing the untenability of the opponent’s position. Hence even though he
admits ‘the four factors enumerated above, he does mot renounce . his
wranglership. . SRS TR
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[C] As regards Example, the fifth category,—it is some-
thing that is directly perceived—i. e., which cannot fail to be
percieved (or known ) by all enquirers—ordinary men and
learned ( and which needs no proof, which is self-evident );
this (Example) is, from its very nature, an ‘object of cognition’
(and thus included in the second category ) ; but it has been
mentioned separately, because Inference and Verbal Cog-
nition are both dependent upon it; it is only when there is an
Example (to corroborate the premiss, for instance)—and not
otherwise—that there can be a Valid Inference, or Verbal
Cognition. It is thus on the basis of an Example that all
Reasoning proceeds; as in demolishing the Opponent’s position, it
is necessary to show that it is opposed to (not compatible with)
an Example (admitted by both parties); and in establishing one's
own position also, it becomes necessary to show that it is corro-
borated by an Example. [There is yet another reason why
importance has been attached to Example; it is through this that
the position of the atheistic Bauddha becomes doubly untenable].
If the Atheist admits a corroborative example, he renounces his
atheistic (Nihilistic) position [as by Nihilism, all things have
merely momentary existence ; and hence it is not possible for
the Example, which must be in the form of something that
existed in the past, to be present at the time that it is put for-
ward]; if, on the other hand, he does not admit an Example, on
the basis of what could he attack the position of his Opponent ?
Further, the enunciation of Example among the categories is
necessary, because it is only when the Example has been described
that we can have the definition of the °Instance corroborative of
the inferential premiss’ as propounded in Satras 1. 1. 36 and 37,
—' the Corroborative Instance is that example which possessing
the properties of the Probandum, is similar to it > (Sitra 36), and
also it is ‘that Example which, not possessing the properties
of the Probandum, is dissimilar to it’ (sitra 37). [ Thus the
description of Example is found to be a necessary factor in the
art of reasoning .

[D] A proposition or statement of fact asserted in the form
‘this is so’ is called ‘ Theory’ (or Doctrine). This is an ‘object
of cognition ’ (hence included under the second category); and
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yet it has been enunciated separately by itself, because, it is
only when there are a number of different theories, and never
otherwise, that the three forms of discussion—Discussion
Disputation and Wrangling—become possible.

[E] When a certain conclusion has to be proved, a number
of words (sentences) have to be used ; and the five sentences that
are necessary for the proving of the conclusion are called
* Pratijiia ’ (Statement of the Conclusion, Proposition) and the rest ;
and these five taken collectively are what have been called  Factors’
(the seventh category); all the ‘ Means of Cognition’ (or forms of
valid coguition) are found to be present among these ‘Factors’;
for instance, the ‘ Statement of the Conclusion’is verbal; ‘the
Statement of the Probans’ is inferential ; the ‘Statement of the
Instance ’ is perceptional ; the Statement of the Minor Premiss’
is analogical ; and the ‘ Reassertion of the Conclusion’ consists in
the indicating of the capability of all the aforesaid Statements
to bear upon the same object or purpose. It is this five-fold
declaration that constitutes the highest form of reasoning; [as it is
only when thus stated that the Reasoning succeeds in convincing
the unbeliever]. It is on the basis of this form of Reasoning again
that the three forms of Discussion proceed; they cannot do so
without it ; and the ascertainment of truth also is dependent on
this form of Reasoning. It is for these reasons that though the
aforesaid ‘ Factors of reasoning,’ being in the form of words, are
included in the second category, ‘ Object of Cognition’, yet they
have been mentioned separately.

[F]1 Cogitation is neither included among the four aforesaid
‘Means of Cognition’; nor is it a distinct ( fifth ) ‘Means
of Cognition’; it however helps the ‘ Means of Cognition’ in that
it leads to the ascertainment of their validity or invalidity,
and thereby helps in the attaining of true knowledge. As an
example of Cogitation, we have the following :—There arises
a doubt as to whether the birth of man is brought about by
a cause that is itself caused,—or by a cause that is uncaused,
—or it is merely accidental, without any definite cause; and
this uncertainty affords an' occasion for the functioning of
Cogitation, based upon the consideration of the possible causes
(and their effects); and it proceeds in the following manner :—
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‘If birth is brought about by a cause that is itself caused,
then it is only right that on the disappearance of the cause
(which being caused is liable to disappearance), there should be
cessation of birth ;—if birth is brought about by an uncaused
cause, then, the disappearance of the uncaused entity being im-
possible, there would be no possibility of any cessation’of birth :—
if, lastly, it were without a cause, then, as coming into existence
without a cause (and as such being uncaused, eternal), it could
never cease to be; and hence there could be no cause for its
cessation ; which means that there would be no cessation of birth.
The ‘ Means of Cognition ’ bearing upon the subject-matter of
the above tend to indicate that birth is due to Karma; and in this
they are helped (have their validity established) by the above
Cogitation ; and thus, inasmuch as Cogitation serves the purpose
of analysing the objects of true knowledge, it is regarded as
helping in the attaining of true knowledge. Cogitation, even
though included in the second category, °Object of Cognition,’
is yet enunciated separately, because, along with the ‘Means
of Cognition’ it is of use in Discussion, both in establishing
(one’s own position) and in demolishing (the position of the
opponent).

[G] Demonstrated Truth constitutes that true knowledge
which is the result of the ‘Means of Cognition’;* it forms the final
aim of all Discussion; and Discussion is aided by Disputation and
Wrangling. It is the last two categories of Cogitation and
Demonstrated Truth that carry on all the business of the world;
and it is for this reason that, though included in the ‘object
of cognition’, Demontrated Truth has been enunciated separately.

[H] Discussion consists in a number of sentences (or decla-
rations) put forward by various speakers, purporting to be reasons
in support of several theories, leading ultimately to the acceptance
of one of these theories as the ‘demonstrated truth’; and it has

* The Tatparya. points out that it is the Factors of reasoning that are
meant here by ‘Means of Cognition’; as it is only ip them that we have all
the Means of Cognition along with Cogitation. But it adds that in reality
Demonstrated Truth is that true knowledge which is led up to by Cogita.
tion; and therefore: Demonstrated Truth should be regarded as the result
of Perception and all the other Means of Cognition, as aided by Cogitation.
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been enunciated separately for the purpose of indicating its
distinctive features; as it is only when it is carried on in accor-
dance with its distinctive characteristics that it leads to the
ascertainment of truth.

[Iand J] Disputation and Wrangling are different forms of
Discussion; they are different from Discussion proper [inasmuch
as Disputation admits of the use of Casuistry etc., which are not
allowed in Discussion ; and Wrangling does not tend to the esta-
blishing of any position, which forms the main purpose of
Discussion]; and they have been enunciated separately, because
they help in the guarding of the knowledge of truth once attained
(by means of Discussion). [ see Sa. 4. 2. 50 ]

[K] Fallacious Reasons are in reality included among the
Clinchers (the sixteenth category); but they have been enunciated
separately, because from among the ‘Clinchers’, it is these that
can be put forward or indicated in Discussions,—the other
‘clinchers’ being indicatable only in Disputations and Wranglings.

[L, M and N] Casuistry, Futile Rejoinder and Clinchers have
been enunciated separately, for the purpose of showing what they
are; as it is only when the real character of these has been shown
that these can be avoided by one in his own assertions, and urged
with force against the assertions of others; and also when an
opponent has recourse to Casuistry, it can be easily refuted and
also easily made use of [indicated and explained to the Umpire;
only when its real character is known].*

[Recapitulation of the Introductory Sitra—Importance of the

‘astra.]

The aforesaid Science of Reasoning, dealing as it does with
the Means of Right Cognition and the other Categories,—

‘is the lamp of all Sciences; the Means (of the Knowledge)
of all things: it is the basis of all activities and as such.it has
been expounded at the very outset (of all scientific investigation)’.

As regards the ‘knowledge of truth’ and ‘attainment of highest
good’ (spoken of in the Siitra), it must be borne in mind that there
is such ‘knowledge’ and such ‘attainment’ dealt with in (and

*  Thus then it has been shown that Doubt and the other categories; even
though included in the first two categories, have been separately enunciated
with a view to indicate the subjects dealt with in the Science of Reasoning.
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pertaining specifically to) each of the four Sciences (or branches of
knowledge), in its own peculiar manner. In the Science we are
dealing with here the Science of the Soul (Logic-Metaphysics),
which forms the ‘knowledge of truth’, is the knowledge of the
Soul and the other objects of cognition; and the ‘attainment of
highest good’ is the obtaining of Release.

Sitra 2
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

Question—"Does the Highest Good appear immediately after
‘true knowledge' ? "’

Answer—No; after ‘true knowledge.'—
Sitra 2

There is cessation of each member of the following series—
Pain, Birth, Activity, Defect and Wrong Notion ;—the
cessation of that which follows bringing about the annihila-
tion of that which precedes it : and this ultimately leads to
the Highest Good.—

BHASYA

(A) Of ‘Wrong Notion ’ (mentioned in the Satra as the first
to cease after the attainment of true knowledge), there are various
kinds, pertaining as it does to the several objects of cognition,
beginning with ‘Soul’ and ending with ‘ Highest Good.” (a) With
reference to the Soul, the ‘ Wrong Notion ’ is in the form ° there
is no such thing as Soul’;—(b) with regard to the Not-Soul,
people have  Wrong Notion’ when it is regarded as the ‘ Soul —
(c) when pain is regarded as pleasure, we have the ‘Wrong Notion’
of pain; and so on; (d) when the non-eternal is regarded as
eternal, there is * wrong notion ’ of eternal; (¢) when non-safety
is regarded as safety, there is ‘ wrong notion’ of non-safety ;
(f) when the fearful is regarded as free from fear there is * wrong
notion’ of fearful;—(g) when the disgusting is regarded as
agreeable there is ‘ wrong notion’ of Disgusting ;—(h) when that
which deserves to be rejected is regarded as ‘worthy of nof being
rejected there is ‘wrong notion’ of what should be rejected;
(i) when with regard to activity, we have such notions as ‘ there
is no such thing as Karma, nor any result of Karma there is
* wrong notion ’ of activity ’; (j) when with regard to Defects we
have the notion that metempsychosis is not due to ‘defects’ there
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is * wrong notion ’ of defects ;—(k) with regard to Re-Birth (i.e.,
Transmigration) we have such wrong notions as—° there is no
such thing as an animal or a living being, or a being or soul, who
could die, or, having died, :could be born again,” ‘ the birth of
living beings is without cause,’” ‘ the cessation of birth is without
cause.” ‘Transmigration has beginning, but no end,’ ‘even though
caused, Transmigration cannot be due to Karma it consists only in
the disruption (at death) and restoration (at rebirth) of the chain
of such things as the body, the sense-organs, the Consciousness
and sensation ’;—(I) with regard to Highest Good we have such
wrong notions as ° it is something terrible, involving as it does the
cessation of all activity,” ‘in the Highest Good which consists in
dissociation from all things, we lose much that is desirable,’
‘ how can any sane person have any longing for such Good, in
which there is neither pleasure nor pain, nor any consciousness
at all ?’

(B) From the above-described Wrong Notion proceeds
attachment to the agreeable and aversion for the disagreeable:
and under the influence of this attachment and aversion, there

appear the Defects,—such as envy, jealousy, deceit, avarice and
the like.

(C) Urged by these Defects, when the man acts, he com-
mits such misdeeds as-—~(a) killing, stealing, illicit intercourss,
and such other acts pertaining to the body ; (b) lying, rude talking
and incoherent babbling,—these pertaining to speech; (c¢) malice,
desire for things belonging to others, and materialism,—these
pertaining to the mind. Such misdeeds constitute the Wrong or
Sinful Activity which tends to Adharma (Vice, Demerit). -The
right sort of Activity consists in the following actions—(a) with
the body,—charity, protecting and service ; (b) with speech,—telling
the truth, saying what is wholesome and agreeable, studying the
Veda; (c) with the mind,—compassion, entertaining no desire
for the belongings of other people, and faith ; this right Activity
tends to Dharma (Virtue, Merit). .

What are meant by ‘activity’ (‘pravrtti’) in this connection
(in the Sttra) are the results of activity, in the form of Merit and
Demerit; just as life being the result of food, we speak of ‘the
life or living beings as ‘food.’ Do
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(D). The ‘Activity’ described above (in the form of Merit
and Demerit) becomes the cause of mean and respectable birth
(respectively); and Birth consists in the collective appearance (in
one congregated group) of the Body, the Sense-organs and the
Consciousness.

(E) When there is birth, there is Pain; it is that which is felt
as .disagreeable, and is also known by such names as ‘badhana’
(harrassment), pida (suffering) and ‘t@pa (affliction.)

The above five categories, beginning with Wrong Notion
and ending with Pain,* when functioning contiguously (without
break) constitute Metempsychosis, Transmigration.

When ‘true knowledge’ is attained, ‘wrong notions’ disappear;
on the disappearance of ‘wrong notions’ the ‘defects’ disappear ;
the disappearance of ‘defects’ is followed by the disappearance
of ‘activity’ (merit and demerit) ; when there is no activity there
is no ‘birth’; on the cessation of birth there is cessation of pain;
cessation of pain is followed by Final Release, which is the
‘highest good’.

What is ‘true knowledge’ is explained by the contrary of the
‘wrong notions’ indicated above. For instance, (a) the ‘true
knowledge’, with regard to the Soul is in the form ‘there is such
a thing as Soul ;’—(b) that with regard to the ‘not Soul,’ is in the
form ‘the not-soul is not the Soul ;’—similarly with regard to (c)
pain, (d) the eternal, () safety, (f) the fearful, (g) the disgusting,
and (k) the rejectable, we have ‘true knowledge’ when each is
known in its real character ;—(i) with regard to activity it is in.
the form ‘there is such a thing as karma, and it is effective in
bringing about results’; (j) with regard to defects, it is in the
form ‘Transmigration is due to defects;’—(k) with regard to
Rebirth it is in the form ‘there is such a thing as an animal, a
living being, a being, a soul, which, having died, is reborn,—birth
has a definite cause,—the cessation of birth has a definite cause,—
Death-Rebirth is without beginning, but ends in Final Release,—
Death-Rebirth, having a cause, is caused by activity (merit and
demerit),—Death-birth is connected with the soul and cperates
through disruption and restoration of the continuous connection
of such things as the body, the sense-organs, the consciousness

® The order of these.as given in the Siitra has been altered here, See
Vartika).
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and sensation;’—(l) with regard to Final Release, it is in the form
‘Final Release’ involving dessociation from all things and cessation
from all activity, is extremely peaceful,—much that is painful,
frightful and sinful disappears on Final Release,—and how can
any sane person fail to have a longing for it, being, as it is,
free from all pain and, entirely devoid of all consciousness of
pain? Final Release must be free notonly from pain, but from
pleasure also; because all pleasure is invariably connected with
some pain, and as such should be avoided, in the same manner as
food mixed with honey and poison is avoided.

Lecture 2
Definition of Pramanas

*The Science of Reasoning proceeds by three processes,—
enunciation, definition and examination. Enuanciation is the
mere mention by name of the categories; Definition consists
in that character or property which serves to differentiate that
which has been enunciated ; and Investigation is the examination,
by means of argumentation, of the question as to whether or not
the definition is applicable to the thing defined.

tIn some cases, the definition is stated after the thing has

* We have explained in what manner the true knowledge of Pramina,
ete., is related to the Highest Good. After this the following thought might
occur to the enquirer :—‘Everyone understands what Pramdna and the rest
mean ; and this knowledge would be enough to dispel ignorance and bring
Final Release; what then is the necessity of proceeding with this treatise any
further ?’ It is in anticipation of this feeling that the Bhasya adds this
Introduction; the sense of which is that the mere mention of the categories
cannot suffice for true knowledge; for which correct definition and thorough
investigation are necessary.

+ It having been declared that Sitra 3 contains the classification of
Pramanas, it might be asked why we have this classification before we have
been told what Pramina is; i.e., before Pramina has been defined. In
anticipation of this the Bhasya proceeds to explain that it is by no means
necessary that in every case a regular definition must precede the classi-
fication ; in some cases we have the defiaition of a thing after it has been
classified ; while in others definition precedes classification. As regards
this particular Sitra, it may be noted that while really propounding the
classification of Pramanas, it also implies the definition of Pramina; inas-
much as the word ¢ pramdndni ’ in the Sitra serves the purpose of indicat-
ing the characteristic features of Pramanas ; and definition is nothmg more
than the indication of such features.
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been’enunciated and classified,—e.g., in the case of ‘Pramana’ and
‘ Prameya’ ; while in other cases, the classification is mentioned
after the thing has been -enunciated and defined; e.g., in the
case of Parverse Reasoning, we find the classification in Sitra
1-2-11, while the enunciation and definition are given in Sitra
1-2-10. ‘

In the following Siifra we have the classificaticn (or enumera-
tion) of Praminas, which have been enunciated i Siitra 1*

. Preliminary Survey of the Pramanas.
Sitra 3
Perception, Inference, Analogy and Words are the Praminas
BHASYA

(A) Perception consists in the operationt of each sense-
organ upon a particular object; this ‘operation’ being in the
form either of contact or of cognition ; when it is in the form of
contact then the ‘result’ is in the form of cognition or right
krowledge ; and when the ‘ operation ’ is in the form of cognition
the ‘ result ’ is in the form of the idea of the thing being dis-
carded or elected or treated with indifference ( disregarded ).}

(B) Inference consists in the consequential-cognition, of the
object, the probandum—possessed of the ‘indicative feature,’—
obtained through the agency of this indicative feature duly
recognised.

* This enumeration being a form of ‘ Enunciation,’ the three-foldness

of the Scientific process is nat violated.

t In every cause that property of it which is the immediate precursor
of the effect, is called its ‘operation’; e.g., when the yarns bring into
existence the cloth, the ¢ operation ’ consists in the final conjunction of the
yarns. In the case in question, when the sense-organs bring about Right
Cognition, their ‘ operation ’ would be in the form of their contact with
the object cognised ; and when the result brought about by the sense-organs
consists in the idea leading ultimately to the object being rejected etc.,
then their ‘ operation ’ would be in the form of the cognition itself, which
is the immediate precursor of the said idea.

1 By the epithet ‘ duly recognised ’, all fallacious reasons are ex-
cluded. The word ‘ artha * here stands, not for object in general, but that
object which forms the probandum of the inference, that which forms the
predicate of the conclusion ; the Tatparya explains ‘artha’ as ° arthyate
sadhyate yat—that which is intended to be proved by means of the infe-
rence ’. :



DEFINITION .OF PRAMANAS 17

(C) Analogy* consists in the cognition of -approximation ; by
‘ approximation ’ here is meant the presence of common properties,
i. e.,similarity; e. g.," as the cow so is this animal, gavaya.’

- (D) Word is that by which. the objects are. signified, -or
denoted, or made known. . v . :

That the Praminas are means of cognising things is indicated
by the literal signification of the.constituent factors of the name
‘pramdna’; that is to say, the ward ‘pramana’, consisting as it does
of the root ‘ m@ ’ with the preposition ‘pra’. and the instrumental
verbal affix ‘lyut’, its literal signification comes to be
‘ pramiyate anena’, ‘that by the instrumentality of which things
are rightly cognised ’; and the names of the particular pramanas
also are similarly explained.t

Question:—** Have the Pramanas their objectives in common ?
or is the scope of the Pramanas restricted within mutually
exclusive limits ?

Answer:—As a matter of fact, we find both ways of function-
ing among Pramianas. For instance, in the case of Soul we find
that—(a) it is by means of Word that we come.to know that the
Soul exists ;—(b) we find Inference operating upon it, when it is
asserted that ‘ the indicative marks of the Soul are desire,aversion,
effort, pleasure, pain and consciousness > (Satra 1. 1. 10) [ which
means that it is from the presence of these latter that the exis-
tence of the Soul is to be inferred];—and (c) the Soul is also per-
ceived by a peculiar contact of the Soul with the mind, this Per-
ception being the result of mystic trance, and as such possible only
for the Mystic. [Thus Soul is an object which is operated upon by
all the Pramdnas.]—Similarly in the case of fire, we find that—(a)
when a trustworthy person says ‘ there is fire at such and such a
place’, we have the cognition of fire by means of Word;—(b)
drawing nearer to the place, if we happen to see smoke issuing, we
infer from this, the existence of fire ;—(c) actually getting at the
place, we directly see the fire. On the other hand, in the case of
certain things we find that one thing is amenable to only one parti-
cular Pramdna; as for example, that ‘the Agnihotra should be

* This definition pertains to the Means of analogical cognition, and not
to analogical cognition itself. )

1t ‘Anumana’-anumiyate anena ; ‘Upamana’ —upamiyate anema ; ‘Sabda’
—sSabdyate anena.

N.B.2
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performed by one desiring heaven’, we ‘can know only by the
Words of the Veda ; the ordinary man of the world does not know
of any indicative features of Heaven (by means of which he ‘coul'd
have an inferential cognition); nor is he able to perceive it
directly ;—similarly when we hear the sound of thunder, from
this, we infer the source of the sound; and in regard to this we
can have no Perception, nor any Verbal Cognition ;—lastly of our
own hand we, have a direct Perception, and no Inference or Word
is operative in this case.

Among the four kinds of Cognition, Perception is the most
important ; because when a man seeks the knowledge of a cer-
tain thing, if he is told of it by a trustworthy person, and thereby
he has the verbal cognition of the thing, there is still a desire in
his mind to ratify his information by means of Inference through
particular indicative features ; and even after he has been able to
get at the inferential knowledge of the thing, he is still desirous of
actually seeing the thing with his eyes; but when he has once
perceived the thing directly, his desires are at rest, and he does
not seek for any other kind of knowledge* ; the examples already
cited above (the cases of Soul and Fire) serve to make this point
clear; for instance, when the man has to know fire, if several
pramanas come to bear npon it (as shown above) there is a com-
mingling of the Praminas (in which case all longing for knowledge
does not cease until the appearance of direct Perception),
whereas if there is a single Pramana bearing upon the thing
there is no commingling, but separate functioning [and in this
case also it is found that it is only Perception that fully satisfies
the inquisitive mind.]

[Here ENDs THE TRISOTRI-BHASYA].

Of the Instruments of Right Cognition enumerated above, the

author proceeds to supply definitions—
SENSE-PERCEPTION
Sttra 4

Sense-perception is that cognition—(a) which is produced
by the contact of the object with the sense-organ—(b) which

¢ This shows that while the other Pramanas are not sufficient to allay
all desire for knowledge, it is Perception alone which is self-sufficient;
hence its predominance.
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is not expressible (by words)—(c) which is not erroneous,—
and (d) which is well-defined.
BHASYA

(a) That cognition which is produced by the contact of the
Sense-organ with the object cognised is Sense-perception.

An objection is raised against this:—“ If such is the defini-
tion of Sense-perception, then it is not right to hold (as the
Logician does) that (in all Perceptions) the Soul is in contact with
the Mind, the Mind with the Sense-organ, and the Sense-organ
with the cognised Object ; [because the Sitra lays down only the
contact of the Sense-organ with the Object as the necessary condi-
tion of Perception].”

Our answer is that the declaration in this Siitra is not meant

_to be an exhaustive enumeration of all the factors that enter into
the cause of Sense-preception ; it does not mean that what is here
mentioned is the only cause of Sense-perception ; all that it does
is to indicate that factor which pertains to Sense-perception
exclusively, and which distinguishes it from all other forms of
cognition; and it omits to mention the other factors (e. 8. the
contact of the Soul with the Mind, and so on), not because these
agencies are not present in Sense-perception, but because they are
common to Inference and other forms of cognition also.

““ Even so, it should be necessary to mention the contact of
the Mind with the Sense-organ [which is a factor that is present
in Sense-perception only, and in no other form of cognition].”’

*The contact of the mind with the sense-organ is not mentioned

® The Vartika supplies two explanations of this sentence :—(1) The
Mind-organ contact is as good a distinctive feature of Perception as the
organ-object contact—this is what is meant by ‘samanatvat’ ; but the Sitra
does not make it its business to point out all its distinctive features ; one is
quite enough to differentiate it from all other forms of cognition. The
meaning of the sentence would, in this case, be as presented in the translation.

(2) The second explanation is that the Sitra mentions only the organ.
object contact because this forms the distinctive feature of every individual
perception ; when one perception differs from another, the difference does not
consist in mind-organ contact ; i. e. individual perceptions are never spoken
of in terms of mind-organ contact. In this' latter case it is difficult to
explain the word ‘samdnatvat’, the explanation given by the Vadrtika being
forced. The Vartika does not pronounce itself in favour of any one of
the two interpretations ; in the concluding statement it mentions both.

It is remarkable that the Tatparya notices the latter interpretation only.
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in the Siitra because when Perceptional Cognition is disting.uish'ed
from other forms of cognition, that contact is as good a distmcflve,
feature of it as the contact of the sense-organ with the cogmsed
object [consequently when one has been mentioned, there is no
need for the mention of other conditions, as the Sutra is not
meant to contain an exhaustive enumeration of all the distinctive

features of Perception].

(8) * [Some people have held the view that there is no such
perception as is entirely free from verbal representation; this
view may be briefly put as follows] :—*‘ As many things there are,
so many also are the names or words expressive of them; and
through these names, the things come to be cognised as identical
with, inseparable from, the words ; and it is on such cognition
that all usage is based ; that is to say, every cognition of objects

* ‘Every object has a name ; there is nothing that is devoid of name H
this establishes the inseparability of the thing from its name; whenever a thing
is cognised it is cognised as bearing its name ; the name is not the means
by which the object is known; as when the object—cow—is perceived as ‘this
is cow’, there is a distinct co-ordination between the this and the cow,
both of which are in the same case; thus things being inseparable from their
names, the perception of things must involve the perception of the name
also ; hence there can be no perception devoid of verbal expression”’

—Tatparya.

The translation has followed the interpretation of the Tatparya. This
interpretation of the Bhdsya however appears to be a little forced; the
Tatparya found it necessary to have recourse to it, and explain the word
‘Sabda’ not as ‘verbal’ (its ordinary signification), but as ‘associated with
the word or name’, ss it could not accept the view that cognition of the
thing as bearing a name—i, e. the Savikalpaka cognition—is not included
under ‘Sense-perception’. The reader is referred to its remarks in connec.
tion with the word ‘vyavasayatmakam’, below.

It appears simpler to take the Bhasya as meaning that whenever the
cognition of a thing ‘involves its name, it cannot be regarded as Sensuous,
being as it is verbal;’ and it is with a view to exclude such verbal cognition
(which includes Savikalpaka cognition also) that the Satra has added the
epithet—‘which is not expressible by words’. Ithasto be admitted how-
ever that this explanation would militate against the Logician’s accepted
view that Sense.perception is of two kinds, Savikalpaka and Nirvikalpaka.
It is for this reason that we have adopted in the translation the interpreta-
tion of the Tatparya, which also appedrs to have the support of the Vartika,
which latter however is not quite explicit on the point.
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that is produced by the contact of the sense.organ with the object
is in the form of ‘ colour,’ or ‘taste,” and so forth; and all these
words—* colour’ ‘taste’ and the rest—are names of objects ;—
by which names the cognition is expressed in such words as—
‘ such and such a person cognises the thing as colour’, ‘such and
such cognises it as taste’, and so on; and that which is thus
expressed by means of names, must be inseparable from, always
associated with, words; [whence it follows that there is no
Sense-cognition that is free from verbal representation.] ”’

It is in view of the above position that the author has added
the qualification that the cognition should be * not expressible by
words.” In a case where the relation of the object with a word is
not known [i. e. when we do not know the name of the object that
we perceive], the apprehension of the object that there is
is certainly never spoken of by means of any name: and when
the said relation is known, it is known in the form that ‘such is
the name of the thing I perceive’ (where the two are entirely
distinct, and not identical). Even when the fact that ‘such is
its name’ is known, the cognition of the thing itself does not
differ from that cognition of it which we have had before when its
name was not known; it remains like that.” So long as there is no
name or appellation or verbal expression for the cognition of the
object, it cannot be comprehended by others, and thereby put to
any practical use, because what is not comprehended cannot serve
any practical purpose (such, for instance, as being communicated
to others, and otherwise made use of). It is for these reasons [i.e.
because the thing cognised is something different from its name]
that whenever the cognition of things is spoken of by means
of names, these names are always accompanied by the word ‘as’
(“iti °),—the form in which the cognition is expressed being ‘the
thing is cognised as colour’, ‘it is cognised as taste’, and so forth.
For these reasons we conclude that the name is not (necessa-
rily present and) operative at the time that the apprehénsion of
the thing takes place ; it becomes operative (and useful) only at the-
time of its being spoken of, or communicated to other persons,
The upshot of all this is that the apprehension of things, produced
by the contact of the sense-organ with them, is nof verbal—i. e. it
is entirely free from all verbal representation. ‘
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* (c) During the summer it often happens that the sun’s rays
become mixed up with the heat.rays radiated from the earth’s
surface ; and the two together, flickering at a distance, come into
contact with the eye of the observer, who apprehends them as
water ; now if the definition of Sense-perception consisted of only
two terms—-' that which is produced by the sense-object contact’
and ‘ that which is not representable by words’,—then the appre-
hension of water under the above circumstances would have to be
regarded as ‘ Sense-perception:’. With a view to guard against
this contingency, the author has added the further qualification
that the cognition should be not erroneous. That cognition is
erroneous in which the thing is apprehended as what it is not;
while when a thing is perceived as what it is, the Perception is
not erroneous.

(d) When the man observes from a distance, and sees (some-
thing rising from the earth), the cognition that he has is in the
(doubtful) form—"° this is smoke, or this is dust’; inasmuch as this
doubtful cognition is also produced by the contact of the sense-organ
with the object, it would have to be regarded as Sense-perception,
if this were defined simply as ‘ that which is produced by the
contact of the sense-organ with the object.”. With a view to guard
against this, the author has added the further qualification that
the cognition should be well-defined.t It will not be right to

* The qualification ‘avyabhicari’ is necessary in the case of Perception
only ; as in the case of other forms of knowledge, the erronsousness lies in
the Perception upon which every one of them is, in one way or the other,
based ;—says the Tatparya.

1 The Tatparya, anxious to include the Savikalpapa Perception under
the definition contained in the Sitra, remarks that doubtful cognition is
already excluded by the qualification ‘not erroneous’, as that cognition also
is erroneous ; consequently we must take the qualification ‘well-defined’ as
meant to include the Savikalpaka coghition; so that the phrase ‘not expressi”
ble by words’ applies to the Nirvikalpaka or non-determinate or abstract
cognition ; and the word ‘well-defined’ applies to the Savikalpaka, determi-
nate or concrete cognition. The Tatparya justifies its interpretation by the
remark that the Bhdsya and Vartika have omitted to make mention of this
Determinate Perception because it is too plain to need any explanation ;
and that it has put forward its interpretation, according to the view taken
by Trilocana-Guru. According to the Bhdsya and Vdrtika the Determinate
Cognition would not be Perception, the entire definitiom being applicable
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urge that—'" all doubtful cognition is produced by the contact
of the Soul with the Mind [and not by the contact ‘of the
sense-organ with the object]; so that the doubtful cognition
would be precluded by the first word of the definition; and
for the exclusion of such cognition it would not be necessary
to have a further qualification "’;—because as a matter of fact, it is
when one sees the object with his eyes [when there is contact of
the object with the eye] that he has a doubtful cognition with
regard to it [in the form—"° this object that I see is this smoke or
dust]:* then again, just as in all cases of Perception, when a man
apprehends the object with his sense-organ, he perceives it also
with his mind, so also when he has the doubtful cognition of a
thing through his sense-organ, he has the same cognition through
his mind also [which shows that in such cases the doubtful
cognition, though brought about by the mind, is dependent upon
a sense-operation]; and it is this latter kind of cognition which is
brought about by the mind through the agency of the organ,—and
which has this additional qualification [over the doubtful cognition,
produced by the mind alone by its contact with the Soull—which
is meant to be referred to here by the name ‘ doubtful ’; and not
the former kind of doubtful cognition [mentioned by the oppon-
ent, as that which is brought about by the contact of the Soul
with the mind independently of the operation of the senses].t
Thus then in reality, in all cases of Sense-perception, the Sense-
organ of the perceiver is invariably operative ; and the operation
of the Mind comes in only subsequently, for. purposes of the
representative cognition (which recalls the third cognition pre-
viously got at through the senses); that this is so is proved by the
fact that there is no representative cognition for those whose

to Non-determinate Perception only. It would seem that the Bauddha
definition of Perception as Kalpanipodham—abhrantam—were a true, render-
ing of Vatsydyana’s view. The Virtika also, when refuting the Bauddha
definition, directs its attack only to the presence of the word ‘Kalpana’.

* Which shows that all doubtful cognitions are not independent of
sense-operation ; even though there are some that are due to the operation
of the Mind alone.

t Thus there being many doubtful cognitions brought about by the
contact of the sense-organ with the object, a further qualification was'
necessary for the exclusion of these. ' '
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Sense-organs have perished. [And just as in the case of re-
presentative cognitions which are directly due to the Mind-opera-
tion, Sense-operation is necessary, so in the case of doubtful
cognitions also, which are. due directly to Mind-operations, the
operation of the Sense-organ is necessary].

The Opponent raises another objection against the de-
finition :—** It is necessary ”’, he urges, ‘' to supply u definition of
Perception that should be applicable to the* (cognition of) the
Soul and (that of) pleasure, &c.; because the cognition of these is
not produced by the contact of the sense-organ with the object ; [and
hence the definition given in the Sitra cannot apply to it]”.

Our reply is that the Mind [by whose contact the cognition
of the Soul, Pleasure, &c., is produced] is as good a ‘sense-organ’
as the Eye, &c., and the reason why the Mind is mentioned in
the Satra, apart from the ‘ Sense-organs * enumerated (in Sa. 1.
1. 12,) lies in the fact that there are certain marked differences
in the character of the Mind and the other Sense-organs [and not
because the Mind is not a Sense-organ ; these differences are the
following : all the other ‘sense-organs’] (a) are composed of
material or elemental substances,—(b) are effective upon only a
few specific objects ; and (c) tare capable of acting as organs only
as endowed with certain specific qualities (which they appre-
hend);—whereas the Mind is (a) immaterial,—(b) effective on all
objects,—and (c) capable of acting as an organ, without being
endowed with any quality.§ And further, we shall show, under
Sa. 1. 1. 16, that even when the contact of more than one sense-
organ with their respective objects is present, there is no simul-
taneous perception of all these objects,—which is due to the fact
that while there is proximity or contact of the Mind (with one

. * “Atman’ and sukhddi’ must be taken as equivalent to ‘Gtmajiana’
and ‘sukhadijfiana’ according to what the Vartika says. Pleasure may be pro-
duced by sense-object contact ; but it cannot be called ‘Perception’; it is
only the cognition of the pleasure that can be called ‘Perception’.

t The Eye is an organ of perception, because it is endowed with the
quality of Colour which it apprehends ; and so on with the Nose, the Ear,
the Hand, and the Tongue. .

§ 'The Vartika accepts only one of these three points of difference—
viz., that the other Sense-organs operate only upon certain specific objects,
whereas the Mind operates on all objects.
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object), there is no such contact of it (with the other objects);
which shows that the operation of the Mind is necessary in every
act of percepuon ;—and all this goes to prove that the Mind is
a ‘sense-organ’; and this obviates the necessity of providing
another deﬁmtlon (of Perception, for including the perception of
the Soul, &c.). Then again [even though the Sitra does not
mention the Mind among the *sense-organs ’], the fact. that the
Mind is a ‘senseorgan’ can be learnt from another philosophical
system (the VaiSesika,); and it is a rule with all systems that
those doctrines of other systems which are not directly negatived
are meant to be accepted as true.* : .
Thus has Sense-perception been defined.
INFERENCE
Sitra 5.

t After Perception comes Inferential Cognition, § which
is led up to by Perception; it is of three kinds—(1)** the
Pirvavat, (2) the S’esavat and (3) the Siminyatodrsta.it

BHASYA

The expression ‘led up to by Perception’ refers to the percep-
tion of the relation between the probans and the probandum, as
also to the perception of the probans itself; and the perception of
the relation between the probans and the probandum also implies the
remembrance of the probans; and thus it is by means of remem-
brance and perception of the probans that the non-perceptible
thing is inferred.§§

¢ Dinnaga, the Buddhist Logician, hae objected to this declaration,
in his Pramanasamuccaya, remarking ‘if silence was the proof of assent,
why did the Nyidya-Siitra not remain silent regarding the other five Sense.
organs also ?* (See S. C. Vidyabhusana. Indian Logic—pp. 86~81, footnote ).

t This is how the Tatparya explains the word atha.

§ The Vartika expands this into—‘that which is preceded by other
forms of valid cognition and by two perceptions.’

*¢  These are technical names, of which the Bhdsya SUPP]ICS two dnf-
ferent meanings. Hence the names are left untranslated. :

11 Another interpretation of the Sitra has been proposed by the Vartika.

§§ We see the fire and smoke together—this is one perception, that of
the relation between fire and smoke ;—after some time we see the smoke—
this is the second perception ;—on seeing the smoke we remember the rela-
tion that we had perceived ; and this leads us to the inference of fire—the
unperceived member of the relat on.
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I. [ The first explanation of the three kinds of Inference ]
—(A) the Parvavat Inference is that in which the effect is
inferred from the cause;* e. g. when we see clouds rising, we
infer that there will be rain. (B) The S’esavat Inference is that
in which the cause is inferred from the effect;t e. g., when we
see that the water of the river is not like what it used to be, and
that the stream is fuller and the current swifter, we infer that
there has been rain. (C) The Samanyatodrsta Inference [ is
that in which the inference is based upon a general obser-
vation ]; e. g,, we have observed in all cases that we see a thing
in a place dfferent from where we saw it before only when it has
moved; and from this fact of general observation we infer that the
sun must be moving, even though we cannot perceive it (because
we see the sun in the evening in a place different from where we
saw it in the morning).

IL. [ Another explanation of the three kinds of Inference ].
Or, we may explain the three names in the following manner :—
(A) The Parvavat Inference is that in which out of two things
as perceived on some former occasion, the one that is not perceived
(at.the time of inference ) is inferred from the preception of
the other; e. g., when fire is inferred from smoke.§

(B) The word ‘S’esavat’ means remainder; with regard to an
object, there are certain possibilities-and some of these possibili-
ties are eliminated; and there being no other possibilities—when
the remaining possibility is cognised in relation to the sajd object,
this cognition is S'esavat:| e, g., in regard to Sound, we find
that it is an entity and is transient ; and as these two properties
(being an entity and being transient) are found to be common to
Substances, Qualities and Actions only, their presence in Sound
distinguishes it from the remaining categories of Community,
Individuality and Inherence (all of which three are entities, but
eternal );—, then there arising a doubt as to Sound being either a
Substance, of a Quality, or an Action, we reason (by a process of

* The cause is ‘piirva’ or prior to the effect ; hence that in which the
inference is based upon the cognition of the cause, has been called Parvavat
or a priors,

T The effect being “Sesa or posterior,” to the Cause.

§ The Parvavat inference would thus be Inference per Prior Perception.

| The Sesavat inference would thus be Inference per Elimination.
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elimination) in the following manner :—(a) Sound cannot be a Sub-
stance, because it inheres in a single substance ( Akdsa ) [ while
there is no Substance which inheres in only one substance, all
substances being either not inherent in any substance.—e. g., the
atoms,—or inherent in more than one substance,—e. g., the  jar,
which inheres in more than one atom ];—(b) Sound is not an
Action, because it is the originator of another sound [ it thus gives
rise to something that is of its own kind; and this is never the
case with any Action, which always brings about effects that are
entirely unlike itself;—e. g., Action, in most cases, produces some
kind of conjunction or disjunction ] ;—and by this eliminative
reasoning we come to the conclusion that Sound must be a Quality
(this being the:only member of the three that is not eliminated ).*

(C) The Samanyatodrsta Inference is that in which, the
relation between the probans and the probandum being im-
perceptible, the imperceptible probandum is inferred from the
simil irity of the probans to something else ; e.g. when the Soul is
inferred from Desire ;—Desire is a Quality, and Qualities always
inhere in Substances; and (from this similarity of Desire to
other qualities we come to the conclusion that Desire must inhere
in a Substance) and this leads to the inference that that
Substance in which Desire inheres is the Soul.

It is true that the fact of there being three kinds of Infer-
ence is sufficiently indicated by the enunciation of the three
kinds, and hence the additional word ‘ trividham,’ it is of three
kinds,” in the Sidfra could well have been left out;—but this
additional curtailment of the Siitra was not considered desirable
by the author of the Siifra, as he thought that he had secured
sufficient conciseness in expressing by means of the short Sitra
the entire extent of the vast subject of Inference. This method
of explanation—of being satisfied with one form of conciseness
and not minding other possible forms—is often employed by the
author of the Siifra; as we find in the case of his descriptions of
the various kinds of ‘Siddhanta’, ‘ Chala’,* S'abda ’ and so forth.

® This example of Sesavat Inference is not accepted by the Tatparya
—Parisesa is onl. another name for the purely negative inference; while
the example cited by the Bhasya is one of the affirmative.negative kind.
The example suggested is the inference of the fact of ¢ Desire’ etc., being
dependent upon the Soul. :
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[The difference between Perception and Inference is that]
Perception pertains to things present, while Inference pertains to
things present as well as not present (i.e. past and future),
“Howso?” As a matter of fact, Inference is applicable to all
the three points of time : by means of Inference, we apprehend
things past, present and future: for instance, we infer (a) that
“such and such a thing will happen’,—(b) that ‘such and such a
thing is present’,—and also (c) that ‘such and such a thing
existed in the past.” The past and the future are ‘ not present ”
[hence we speak of Inference as pertaining to the present as well
as to the not-present).

ANALOGY

Analogy is next considered —

Satra 6
* Analogy is that which accomplishes its purpose
through similarity to a known object. :
BHASYA
t That is, Analogy is that which makes known what is to be
made known, through similarity to an object that is already well

\

® The confused use of the word ‘pramina’ continues. We have seen
that Pratyaksa has been defined as the cognition that is brought about by
sense-contact etc.; and here we find Upamdna being defined as that which
accomplishes the purpose of making known,—i. e. a means of cognition.

t There is some difference between the Bhasya on the one hand and
the Vartika and the Tatparya on the other. As regards the object of analo-
gical cognition and the exact form of that cognition, there is no difference ;
as according ta both the object is the connection of the name with the object;
the form of the cognition being ‘this object is what is named gavaya.’
There is however a marked difference of opinion as to the means of the’
cognition ; that it is the similarity between the two objects that is the

means, on this also all are agreed ; but according to the Bhasya, it is this
similarity as expressed in the assertion ‘the gavaya is like the cow’,—which

assertion is remembered at the time that the man sees the animal resembl-
ing the cow ; while according to the Vartika and the Tatparya it is the
similarity that is actually seen when the animal is seen to resemble the’
cow,—this perceived similarity being aided by the remembrance of the
similarity expressed in the assertion ‘the gavaya is like the cow.’ Says the

Parisuddhi. grggaely Sqmaaes FXOTAMRIT | _
The Tatparya interprets the Bhasya passage ‘yatha gauh tathé gavayah' -
(I1. 1.2) to mean that the similarity should be one that is already known
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known ; e.g. the assertion °asthe cow so the gavaya’ [i. e. the
animal called * gavaya’ is like the cow].

“ What is it that is accomplished by this analogy ? *’

When a person finds similarity to the cow, he actually per-
ceives the object that had been referred to in the analogy ; and
thence he comes to cognise the connection of that object with the
name mentioned in that Analogy; so that it is this latter cognition
that is the purpose accomplished by Analogy. For instance, when
the Analogy, in the form ‘the animal called gavaya is like the
cow ’, has been put forward,—and the man who has heard this
happens, subsequently, to perceive through the contact of his
sense-organs, an object similar to the cow,—he realises that ° the
word gavaya is the name of this object >, and comes to cognise the
connection of that particular name with that particular object.
Similarly in the case of such analogies as ‘the mudgaparni is
similar to the mudga’, ‘the masaparni is similar to the masa’—
being put forward, the observer, by means of these analogies,
comes to know the connection of the particular names with the
particular objects, and thereby obtains the particular herb (mudga-
parni or masaparni) that he requires. In the same manner we
can explain other objects of Analogy met with in common

experience.
WORD

We now proceed to describe the Word [as an Instrument of
Right Cognition]—
Sitra 7

The assertion* of a reliable person is ‘word’.

by means of such assertions. But we find (in 1. 4) the Bhasya calling this
assertion itself ‘Upamana.’

There is no doubt that the view of the Vartika and the Tatparya is
more logical. The latter rightly remarks that for the cognition that ‘this
animal is what is called gavaya’ it is necessary that the observer should
know of the assertion ‘the gavaya is similar to the cow’, and also that he
should perceive the similarity to the cow in the animal concerned. If the
analogical cognition had for its means only this remembered similarity, then
its validity would be as doubtful as that of the Remembrance jtself.

* ‘The word Upadesa, standing for words uttered for the benefit of
others, here applies to the Sentence as well as to what is expressed by the
sentence. When the sentence is regarded as the ‘means’ of the cognition,
the result brought about by it is the knowledge of what is cxpressed by
it; and when this latter is the ‘means’ the ‘result’ consists in the idea of
acquiring or discarding the thing spoken of .—Tatparya. :
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BHASYA

That person is called ‘apta’, ‘reliable’, who possesses the
direct and right knowledge of things, who is moved by a desire to
make known (to others) the thing as he knows it, and who is
fully capable of speaking of it. The word ‘apta’ is explained as
denoting one who acts or proceeds, through ‘apti’, i. e. through
the direct right knowledge of things. This definition applies to
sages, ¥aswell asto Aryas and Mlecchas .+ the activities of all
these people are carried on through such ‘ Words.’

Thus we find that it is by means of the aforesaid four Instru-
ments of Cognition,———and not by any other means—that the acti-
vities of Deities, Men and Animals are carried on.

Siitra 8

The said Word is of two kinds—the Drstirtha, that of
which the thing spoken of is perceived, and the Adrstirtha,
that of which the thing spoken of is not perceived.

BHASYA

That ‘ Word’ of which the thing spoken of is perceived in

this world is called * Drstartha ’; while that of which the thing

¢ ‘One who has direct intuitive knowledge of things is a Sage. The
name Arya stands for the people of the Central Land (bounded by the
Bay of Bengal, the Arabian Sea, the Vindhya and the Himailaya). And
the residents of the rest ot the world are called Mlecchas !

+ “There are cases where the word of the worst man is true and reliable.
For instance, after a robber has taken away all that a traveller possessed,
if he is asked to point out the way to a certain place, what he indicates does
turn out to be the right path. The word of such people is reliable only
when they have no motive for giving incorrect information. Hence for being
an ‘apta’, for the purposes of the validity of his assertions, it is not necessary
that he should be completely free from all defects, as has been asserted by
some phi\osophers’.—Tdtparya.

On this the Parisuddhi observes as follows :—There are two kinds of
persons—omniscient and not-omniscient ; of these, the unreliabity of the
former is set aside by the very proof that establishes his existence; as the
person who is proved to be ommiscient is also proved to be free from all
defects of ignorance, love, hatred and the like. As for the not-omniscient
person, his assertions can bear testimony to his being reliable, by
reason of his being possessed of —(a) due knowledge of the thing spoken of,
(b) desire to convey true information, (c) efficient faculty of right articula.
tion etc.; and one can be sure of this only after having repeatedly found the
man to be possessed of these qualities.
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spoken of is only believed to exist in the other world is ‘ Adrstar-
tha’* These are the two divisions under which are included all
the assertions of sages and ordinary men.

“For what purpose does the Siitra mention these two divisions?”

This mention is made so that the other party may not think
that what is a valid instrument of cognition is only that assertion of
the reliable person which speaks of things that are directly per-
ceived, as it.is only such things that can be duly ascertained. This
idea had to be guarded against, as such assertions also as speak of
things not seen are valid Instruments of cognition; as such things
also can be duly ascertained by means of Inference.t

Here ends the section of the Bhasya dealing with the Instru-
ments of Cognition.

Lecture 3.

The Prameyas.
[The Objects of Cognition.]

The Siitra now proceeds to explain what is to be known by
means of the above-described Instruments of Cognition.

* (1) That which speaks of things directly perceived by the Speaker,

and (2) That which speaks of things only known to him indirectly, by
. means of Inference for instance.

1 If only Words speaking of visible things were reliable, then the
Veda would become excluded. Hence it is added that words speaking of
invisible things also are reliable. Such invisible things as Heaven and the
like can be known by means of Words whose validity can be ascertained
only by means of an Inference based upon the fact of their being the Word
of ‘a reliable person’,—i. e. God. And it is for this reason that these things
are said to be inferred. This precludes the validity of mere Hearsay, or
of the word of persoms whose veracity cannot be correctly inferred; e. g.
that of Buddha and others. And it does not mean that the things spoken of
in this case are those that cannot be cognised by means of Perception. As
Heaven etc., are actually perceived by the sages. When the ordinary man
speaks of Heaven etc.; his words are ‘adrstartha’ in a double sense—the thing
is one cognisable only by means of words whose validity can be only infer-
red, and the man speaks of things that he has not seen, but knows by means
of words whose reliability he knows from Inference. It is on the basis of
this double sense of ‘adrstdrtha’ that we find the Vartika offering a second
interpretation of the words ‘drstartha’ and ‘adrstartha’—Tatparya.
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Siatra 9
Soul, Body, Sense-organs, Things, Apprehension, Mind,
Activity, Defect, Re-birth, Fruition, Pain, and Ultimate Good
really* constitute the Objects of Cognition.

Of these—(1) the Soul is the perceiver (of all that brings about
pain and pleasure),—the experiencer (of all pains and pleasures)—
the knower of all (pains, pleasures and their causes)—who attains
all things.t (2) The Body is the receptacle of the Soul’s expe-
riences. (3) The sense-organs are the instruments of the expe-
riences, (4) The Things are the objects to be enjoyed and
experienced. (5) Apprehension consists of the experience itself.
(6) §The Mind is that internal organ which is capable of bringing
about the apprehension of all things,—which the Sense-organs
(being limited in their scope) cannot do. (7) Activity is the cause
of the propagation of the body, the sense-organs, the thing and the
sensing of pleasure and pain. (8) So also are the Defects.
(9) Rebirth;—the body that belongs to the Soul in one life is not the
first that the Soul has had; nor is it the last; in fact there can be
no ‘first * in the previous bodies that the soul has had [as we
cannot ‘trace the beginning of the worldly process]; and as for
its subsequent bodies there can be an end to these only when
Ultimate Good is attained ;—and it is this that constitutes Rebirth.
(10) Fruition consists in the experiencing of pleasure and pain
along with the causes leading to these. (11) Pain—by the special
_ mention of ‘pain’ (and the omission of ‘pleasure’) it is not meant
that there is no pleasure at all,—which is what is actually felt as
agreeable [just as much as Pain is felt as disagreeable]; what is

#  According to the Parisuddhi there are two readings in the Sutra—
one with ‘tu’, and the other without it. We shall see later on how this
particle is essential.

4 * If the Soul did not attain all things, it could not know ‘all things’.

“The point in which the Soul differs from the other objects is that it
is only as the experiencer of pleasures and pains that the Soul is something
to be got rid of (heya); in its own positive form, it is never heya, it is alway
upadeya, to be acquired and treasured ; while all the rest—except Ultimate
Good are always only fit to be got rid of ; and Ultimate Good is a.lways to
be acquired and treasured.’

§ There is much uncertainty on the exact nature of manas. The later
Logicians regard it as an ‘indriya’ ; while the Bhasya is not clear on this
point. We shall deal with this subject later on, under ¢ Manas’.
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meant is to lay stress upon the teaching that it is desirable that
one should practise the thoughtful contemplation of the fact that
Pleasure also is only a form of Pain,—being as it is, along with its
causes, found to always end in pain, to be never also entirely free
from pain, and to be inseparable from various difficulties ; as when
one is thoughtful and contemplates upon the said fact, he becomes
disgusted ;—this disgust makes him free from all attachment,
and brings Dispassion;—and having become dispassionate, he
attains the Ultimate Good, Emancipation.  (12) Ultimate Good or
Emancipation consists in the cessation of the series of births
and deaths, and the consequent disappearance of all pain.

Though apart from these enumerated, there are many other
‘ objects of cognition’ also—such as Substance, Quality, Action,
Community, Individuality and Inherence,—yet it would be im-
possible to enumerate all such objects severally; so what the
Siitra has done is to make specific mention of only those ‘objects’
whose right knowledge brings Emancipation and wrong knowledge
leads to Birth and Rebirth [and it does not mean that these are
the only objects that can be cognised.]

Soul—The First Prameya.
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

* As a matter of fact, it is found that the Soul is not appre-
hended by Perception ; the question then arises as to whether it
is known only by means of ‘ reliable assertion’. The answer is
that it is not so; as Soul is cognised by means of Inference also.—
“How so?”

% ¢ That there is such a thing as Soul is known, in a general way, from
Reliable Assertion (of the Veda, for instance), and this knowledge is ratified
by Inference’—Tatparya. ‘By being ratified is meant that the vague general
cognition is specified’—says the Parisuddhi. That is, the existence of par-
ticular souls in particular bodies becomes recognised.

In connection with the opening sentence of the Bhasya, the objection is
raised as to why the perception of the Soul is denied, when as a matter of
fact, the Soul is always an object of mental perception, being- always per-
ceived as ‘I’, a conception that appears along with every cognition. The
answer to this is that it is true that we have the notion of ‘I’; but this
might be (and actually is) taken as referring to the body; and as such it
could not afford a sufficient proof for the existence of the Soul apart from
the body ; s0 long as it is not strengthened and ratified by other means of

N.B.3
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Satra 10

Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasure, Pain and Cognition
are the indicatives of the Soul.

[A] The Soul having experienced pleasure by coming into
contact with a certain kind of things, whenever, in the future, he
happens to see a thing of that same kind, he wishes to acquire
that thing ; and this wish to acquire is possible only in one who,
while remaining one and the same, perceives several things ; as it
arises from his remembrance of a previous perception ; it is thus
that Desire becomes an indicative (a sign or proof) of the Soul.*
No such desire would be possible [if there were not one and the
same agent to cognise and to recognise the thing, and] if there
were only a series of distinct cognitions, each pertaining to its
own distinct object; for the recognition of one cognition by
another cognition would be as possible as the recognition by one
body of the experiences of another body.t

cognition, Inference &c. This is the answer from the stand-point of one
who does not regard the Soul as purely perceptible; the answer from the
stand-point of one who regards Soul as perceptible is that the passage
refers to the Soul of others, one’s own Soul being always perceptible,—[as
held by some Logicians, called by Jayanta Bhatta, ‘svayithyah’ ) —Parisuddhi.

* Having found a certain kind of thing to give pleasure, the man for-
mulates the judgment ‘this kind of thing gives pleasure’,—this is the major
premiss; when he sees that kind of thing again, he has the idea ‘this is that
kind of thing’; this forms the minor premiss ; from these two premisses he
comes to the conclusion ‘this will give pleasure’; and then desires to acquire
that thing. Thus this Desire proves that the agent who has this desire must
be the same who has the three cognitions represented by the two premisses
and the resultant conclusion,—there being a common agent for all the four ;
if the agent were not the same there could be no such recollection or fusion
of the several cognitions involved ; and it is this common agent—who is
the seer of the thing, the experiencer of pleasure, the rememberer of the
thing being the source of pleasure, and the desirer of the thing,—who is the
‘Soul’—~Tatparya.

1 This anticipates the following argument :—‘Even in the absence of a
Soul, the recollection and fusion of cognitions would be possible under the
hypothesis of every cognition setting up, and forming a factor in, a series
of cognitions.” If this were so, then every cogntion would recall and fuse
into every other cognition of the same series. Tatparya.

The phrase ‘dehdntaravat’ is explained by the Bhasya itself later on.
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[B] Similarly it is only when one and the same agent per-
ceives several things, that, on recollecting a previous perception,
he comes to have Aversion to the thing that has been the cause
of pain to him.

[C] When a certain kind of thing has been found to be the
cause of pleasure, on subsequently seeing a thing of that kind, the
man makes an attempt to obtain that thing ; and this Effort would
not be possible if there were not one agent perceiving a number of
things and recollecting his past perceptions ; specially no such
Effort would be possible if there were only a series of distinct
cognitions, each pertaining to its own distinct object ; for the
Effort of one cognition on the basis of the experience of another
cognition would be as impossible as the Effort of one body on the
basis of the experiences of another body. This explanation also
applies to the Effort that is put forth for the getting rid of what
has been found to be a cause of pain.

[D and E] It is only by reason of his remembrance of his
previous experience of pleasure and pain that when the man gets
by the thing that had caused him pleasure he is pleased, and when
he gets by what had caused him pain he feels unhappy ; and thus
it is that he experiences Pleasure and Pain. And in this also
the reason is the same as before [that is to say, the said pleasure
and pain are possible only when the person getting by the thing
and remembering the previous experiences is the same who had
had those experiences; and this proves the Soul as the experiencer
of Pleasure and Pain in the past, their rememberer and their
experiencer in the present].

[F] When a man is desirous of knowing or understanding
(the real character of a certain thing), at first he ponders over it
in the form—' what may this be ? ’; and pondering thus he comes
to know it in the form—" this is so and so>. This Knowing of the
thing is by the same agent as the previous desire to know and the
consequent pondering ;—so that this Knowledge, Cognition, becomes
an indicative of the presence of the common agent in the shape
of the ‘Soul’. And here also the reason is the same as before.

Now we proceed to explain the phrase deh@ntaravat, ‘as in the

case of another body’, [that we have used twice before] :—
The philosopher who does not admit the Soul readily admits that
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the diverse Cognitions, each pertaining to a distinct object, when
appearing in different bodies, are never recognised [and never
fuse together, the cognitions of one body not being recognised by
another body] ; and for the same reason the diverse cognitions,
appearing in the same body also, could not be recollected; the
two cases being for the said philosopher exactly alike, [so far as
the absence of the common agent is concerned ; there being no
such agent in either case]. Thus then, with regard to a single
agent we find that he recognises only what he has perceived, and
not what he has not perceived or what has been perceived by
another; similarly with regard to diverse agents also, we find that
one agent does not recognise what has been perceived by another ;
neither of these two well-known facts can be adequately explained
by the philosopher who does not admit a Soul.

Thus it is proved that there is such a thing as Soul.

Body—The Second Prameya.
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

* The receptacle of the Soul’s experiences is—
P P

Siitra 11

The Body, which is the vehicle of actions, of sense-

organs and of objects. T
BHASYA

[A] ‘‘ How is the Body the vehicle of actions 2’

With regard to things that the Soul desires to obtain or to
discard, there arises in the Soul the desire to obtain, or to discard
it respectively ; urged by this desire, the Soul puts forth exertion
embodying the operation of the means for obtaining or discarding
it ; and that wherein this exertion appears is the Body.

* As the Body is the receptacle of the Soul’s experiences of pleasure
and pain, it lies at the root of the series of births and rebirths ; hence its
treatment comes next after the Soul.’—Tatparya.

4+ According to the Bhdsva and the Vartika, this Sitra contains three
definitions of the Body—(1) It is the vehicle of the Soul’s actions; (2) it is
the vehicle of the Soul’s sense-organs;—(3) it is the vehicle of the Soul’s
objects. Some philosophers have taken the Shtra as providing a single
definition—*It is the vehicle of actions etc. etc.’’. This is rejected by
the Vartika.
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[B] “ How is the Body the vehicle of sense-organs ?

That thing alone can be regarded as the vehicle of the sense-
organs by whose benefit the sense-organs are benefited, and by
whose injury they are injured,—and it is according to this benefit
or injury, that they act upon their objects good and bad ;—
and such a thing is the Body.

“ How is the Body the vehicle of objects 7

That is to be regarded as the vehicle of objects in which
receptacle there appear the feelings of pleasure and pain caused
by the contact of the sense-organs with those objects ;—and such
a receptacle is the Body.

The Sense-organs—The Third Prameya.
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

* The instruments that bring about the experience (of pleasure
and pain) are—

Sutra 12

The Olfactory, the Gestatory, the Visual, the Cutaneous
and the Auditory Organs, proceeding from material
substances.

BHASYA

That by whose instrumentality one smells things is the
Olfactory Organ ; so called because it apprehends odour. That
by whose instrumentality one tastes things is the Gestatory
Organ; so called because it apprehends taste. That by whose
instrumentality one sees things is the Visual Organ; so called

* The sense-organs being the presenters [as they serve to bring before
the Soul through the body, definite objects, which become the source of
pleasure and pain—Parisuddhi], they differ, in this respect, from the
objects that are presented ; and as such they have to be defined before the
Objects. As the Siitra only provides the definitions of the particular organs,—
and as these particular definitions are not intelligible until we have the
definition of ‘Sense-organ’ in general, the Bhidsya in this introductory clause,
supplies this general definition. The general definition should have been
stated in the form that the sense-organs are the instruments by which direct
cognitions are brought about ; but it is with a view to excite disgust against
the organs (along with every thing else), that the Bhdsya speaks of them as
the ‘instruments of the experience of pleasure and pain.’—Tatparya.



38 NYAva-BHAsya 1. 1. 13

because it apprehends colour. That which is located in the skin
is the Cutaneous Organ ; so called indirectly because of its loca-
tion.* That by whose instrumentality one hears things is the
Auditory Organ; so called because it apprehends sound. Thus
from the force of the literal signification of the names, we learn
that the sense-organs are to be defined as the apprehenders of
their respective objects.

+ Proceeding from material substances—adds the Sitra.
The meaning of this is that it is because the organs proceed from
diverse sources (in the shape of the material substances) that they
are restricted to particular objects; this would not be possible if
they all proceeded from a single source [in the shape of the ‘self-
consciousness’ of the Sankhyas]; and it is only when each of them
is restricted to a particular object that it can be defined as the
apprehender of its object.

The Material Substances.
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

“What are the causes from which the Sense.organs
proceed ? ”’

Sutra 13

§ The Material Substances are Earth, Water, Fire, Air,
and Akis'a.

* The other organs are named after what is apprehended by them ;
the Cutaneous Organ apprehends the touch of things; hence the name
‘Cutaneous Organ’ applies to it, not directly, in the sense in which the
names of the other organs apply, but only indirectly, in the sense thatthe
skin is the locus of that organ.

+ Asa matter of fact, odour, which is the specific quality of Earth, is
apprehended by the Olfactory Organ only ; taste, the specific quality of
Water, is apprehended only by the Gestatory Organ; and so forth. This
is so because the Olfactory Organ proceeds from—is built of —Earth, and
the Gestatory Organ of Water. If both proceeded from a single source, as
held by the Sankhya, then we could not account for the aforesaid facts.

§ The Vartika and the Tatparya do not take any note of this Sitra ;
but the Nyayasiicinibandha has this as an independent Siitra. The Bhasya
also speaks of this as containing the upadesa of the bhitas; and this word
could have been used only with reference to the words of the Satrakara.
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BHASYA

Here we find the Material Substances mentioned by their
respective names with the view that when they are thus clearly
mentioned, it will be easy to point out which Sense-organ is the
product of which substance.

Artha—Things or Objects. The Fourth Prameya.
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

Of the endless objects, the following are those ‘objects’
[which, when pondered upon as things apprehended by the sense-
organs, lead to that dispassion which helps the attainment of
Release; and which, when not rightly discerned, become the
cause of endless births and rebirths]—

Sitra 14

* Odour, Taste, Colour, Touch and Sound, which are the
qualities of Earth [Water, Fire, Air, and Ak#s’'al, are the
objects of the aforesaid [sense-organs].

* The translation here follows the interpretation of the Bhdsya. The
Vartika and the Tatparya however do not agree with the view that Odour
and the other four qualities alone are ‘perceptible’. Hence they interpret
the Sitra and the Bhasya differently. The first difference lies in the follow-
ing explanation suggested by the Tatparya—‘Tadarthah’, the last word
in the Sitra, means that which is sought after—i. e. acted upon,—by the
sense-organs ; so that this word embodies the definition of the fourth ‘object
of cognition’, ‘artha’ ; and the rest of the Sitra isnota definition ; it only
supplies certain details of information; though notina precise manner,
as it is meant for a friendly listener, and not for a critical opponent.

The reason why the Tatparya had recourse to this explanation of the de-
finition of artha lay in the fact that according to the view of the Vartika, the
Siutra could not be taken as supplying an accurate enumeration of the
‘objects’ of perception ; so the precise definition had to be found some-
where in the Sitra; and this was found in the word ‘tadarthah’.

The word ‘prthivyadigundh’ is taken by the Vartika to mean prthivya-
dayah—i. e. ‘prthivi’, ‘jala’ and ‘agni’—and gunah; gandha, etc. being
included in ‘gunah’; their separate mention is regarded as another
information supplied in a friendly spirit, witha view to indicate what is
precisely apprehended by each sense-organ.

The great weakness in this explanation of the Sitra is that Prthivyadi
has to be taken as standing for only three out of five bhiitas ; while the gunas
of the other two are as perceptible as those of the other three. It isnot
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BHASYA

The qualities mentioned, belonging to Earth and the other
elementary substances, are the ‘objects’ of the sense.organs
respectively; in accordance with the actual functioning or
operating of the sense-organs.

Buddhi—Apprehension. The Fifth Prameya.
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

* Some people (the Sankhyas) have held the view that Jfidna,
‘ Cognition,’ is the function of Buddhi, ‘Cosmic Intellect,” which
latter is a non-intelligent or unconscious instrument; while
Upalabdhi, ‘ Apprehension,’ is the function of the intelligent (Soul),
which latter is not-active. And our Author makes the following
declaration, with a view, it would seem,? to set aside this view.

easy to see why the Vartika and the Tatparya fought shy of the Bhdasya’s
explanation ; the only reason appears to be that this explanation precludes
the ‘perceptibility’ of the other qualities of ‘Prthivyadi’—viz : number,
separateness etc.

* The Sankhya theory is thus explained in the Tatparya :—Buddhi is
a product of the three gunas, which are unconscious entities. Hence
Buddhi also is unconscious. Through the medium of the Sense-organs,
the Buddhi becames modified into the form of the object. The faculty of
consciousness on the other hand is unmodifiable, and is ever conscious.
When Buddhi comes into close proximity to this conscious entity, it reflects
within itself this consciousness; and thereby appears as itself conscious;
and becoming modified into the form of the object, it cognises it; hence
the modification of the Buddhi into the form of the thing cognised completes
the ‘cognition’ of that thing. While the connection of the conscious entity,
through reflection, with the Buddhi in the shape of the object cognised,
constitutes a function of the conscious Soul, and is called the ‘apprehen-
sion’ of the object by the Soul. Just as the moon though without light of
its own, reflects the light of the Sun, and with this reflected light illumines
objects, in the same manner Buddhi, though itself unconscious, reflects the
consciousness of the Soul and thereby cognises objects and makes them
apprehended.

+ “It would seem’’—This qualifying clause is added with a view to
indicate that this refutation is not the main purpose of the Satra. The
Satra is for the purpose of providing a definition of Buddhi; and the way
in which the definition is put forward serves also the purpose of setting
aside the Sankhya view.
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Sitra 15

‘Intellection,” * Apprehension,’ and ‘ Cognition  are
synonymous terms*
BHASYA

It is not possible for Cognition to belong to the unconscious in-
strument Buddhi ; as if it were, then Buddhi could be a conscious
entity ; while there is a single conscious entity, apart from the
aggregate of the body, and the sense-organs.t Though the sentence
composing the Siitra is for the purpose of providing the definition
of one of the objects of cognition, yet it is taken as implying the
other fact (the refutation of the Sankhya theory) by the force of
the argument ( implied in the mention of the synonyms ).§

Manas—Mind. The Sixth Prameya.
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA
Remembrance, Inference, Verbal Cognition, Doubt, Intuition,
Dream, Imagination, as also the Perception of Pleasure etc. and
Desire and the rest—all these are indicative of the existence of the
Mind ; and in addition to all these, we have the following also—

Satra 16

The non-appearance of simultaneous cognitions is
indicative of the existence of Mind.
BHASYA
Inasmuch as Remembrance and the rest ( enumerated above )
are not brought about by the instrumentality of the ( external) I
sense-organs, they must be due to some other organ. As a matter
of fact, we find that even though at one and the same time several
perceptible objects, odour and the rest, are in close proximity to
the respectively perceptive sense-organs, the Olfactory organ and

*  Thus the definition of Buddhi comes to be this—‘That thing which
is denoted by these synonymous words is Buddhi.’

+ This refutation is thus explained by the Tatparya ;—Buddhi cannot
reflect the conscious Soul, in the way that the moon reflects the light of the
Sun. As conscioutness being non-modifiable, there can be no reflection of
t. Hence it would be necessary to attribute consciousness to the Buddhi
itself. So that every cognition will have two conscious agents.

§ Thus explained by the Parisuddhi.

T This qualification is added by the T'atparya.
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the rest, yet there is no simultaneous cognition of them ; and from
this we infer that there is some other cause, by whose proximity
cognition appears, and on account of whose non-proximity cogni-
tion does not appear,—this other organ being in contact with the
several sense-organs, and helping them, and being non-pervasive
(limited ) in its dimension. If the proximity of sense-organs to
their objects, by themselves, independently of the contact of the
Mind, were the sole cause of cognitions, then it would be quite
possible for several cognitions to appear simultaneously.

Pravrtti, Activity—The Seventh Prameya.
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

After Mind comes the turn® of Activity; and

Siitra 17

Activity consists in the operating of Speech, of Mind and
of Body.

BHASYA
By the word ‘ buddhi’ in the Sitra the Mind is meant,—
the word being taken in the sense of that by means of which things
are cognised (buddhyate anaya)t.
§ The various ‘ operatings’ by the Body, by Speech and by
the Mind are righteous and unrighteous ; and are of ten kinds.
This we have already explained above under Sitra 2.

*  As Activity belongs to the Mind (see Sttra), Activity bas to be
defined after Mind has been described.

+ The word ‘buddhi’, when explaind as ‘buddhyate iti’, that which is
apprehended, denotes cognition ; and when explained as ‘buddhyate anaya’,
it denotes the instrument of cognition, Mind.

§ Says the Tatparya :—Operations are of two kinds—some give rise
to cognition, others give rise to action. For instance, the operation of
Speech becomes the cause of virtue or sin according to the nature of the
cognition that it produces (in the mind of the person spoken to). So that
‘Speech’ must be taken here to stand for all those operations that bring
about cognitions; and thus the operations of the Eye and other organs,
which consist in the perceiving of agreeable or disagreeable things, become
included. Operations leading to Action are of two kinds—that having the
Body for its cause, and that caused by the Mind.

These two expressions are explained by the Parisuddhi to mean—°‘that
of which the body is the object’ and ‘that of which the Mind is the object’.
For instance, the operation or effort involved in the actions of giving, steal-
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Dosa—Defect—The Eighth Prameya.
Satra 18

Defects have urging or inciting for their distinguishing
feature.
BHASYA

* ¢ Inciting’ means causing activity. Attachment and the
rest incite, or cause the activity of, man towards virtuous or sinful
deeds ; and whenever there is ignorance, there are attachment
and aversion.t

Objection—* Everyone knows what these Defects are; why
are they described by means of a definition faid

As a matter of fact, persons affected by attachment, aversion
and ignorance ( which are the inciters to activity ) are distingui-
shed (or characterised ) by their action: the man who has
attachments does that action whereby he experiences pleasure
or pain ; similarly the man who has aversion, or one who has
ignorance. [ And it was necessary to bring out this fact of
Attachment etc. being the cause of activity, in order to produce
disgust against them ; which fact could not have been brought

ing and the like, have all got the Body for their object; asitis the Body
that is active ; similarly, sympathy, jealousy and the like are operations
having the Mind for their object; as it is the Mind that is active. This
explanation of the two expressions—‘Kayanimitta’ and ‘Manonimitta’—are
necessitated by the fact that otherwise all operations could be called both
Kayanimitta and Manonimitta ; as there isnot a cingle action of man in
which both Mind and Body are not the cause.

* The action of the inciter can be understood only after that of the
incited has been understood ; hence after the definition of Activity comes
the turn of its excitant, Defects—T'atparya.

+ Both Attachment and Aversion arise from ignorance, and urge the
man to activity; so that ‘inciting’ is a peculiarity of Attachment and
Aversion; and this peculiarity subsists in the same substrate as the igno-
rance.—Tatparya.

In explaining this, the Parifuddhi draws a distinction between pra-
vartaka (that which incites) and pravartana, (the action of inciting). What
incites men to activity are ignorance and the consequent Attachment and
Aversion towards the object on which the activity turns ; and the inciting is
towards this activity, which is the means leading to that object, and with
regard to which alco there are ignorance and consequent Attachment and
Aversion,
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out by the mere mention of Attachment and the other Defects
for ] when the words ‘ attachment,” ‘ aversion’ and °ignorance’
are used by themselves, not much is expressed by them.*

Pretyabhava, Rebirth—The Ninth Prameya.
Sitra 19

t Rebirth consists in being born again.
BHASYA

Having died, when [ the Soul ] is born again in an animate
body, this being born again constitutes the Rebirth of that [Soul ],
which is born,—i. e., becomes connected with the body, the sense—
organs, the mind, apprehension, and experience ;: and being born
again consists in repeated connection with the body etc.;—the
word ‘ repeated ’ denotes recurrence.§ The literal meaning of the
word ‘ Pretyabhdva’ may be thus explained :—When the Soul,
subsisting in a particular animate body, abandons the body etc.,
previously occupied, then it dies ( praiti ); and when it takes
possession of another body and sense-organs etc., it is born
( bhavati ) ; so that ‘ pretyabhava’ is birth (bhava) after death
(pretya ). The recurrence of this process of birth and death
should be regarded as without beginning, and ending only with
Final Release.

Fruition, Phala—The Tenth Prameya.
Satra 20
1 Fruition is a thing produced by activity and defect.

* The Tatparya explains—All that the words express are the mere
forms of the defects; and they give no idea of their being excitants of
activity ; and until this fact is brought out, there would be no disgust
against the Defects ; as there is nothing wrong in Attachment or Aversion
per se; it is only when they give rise to activity bringing pleasure and
pain, that they come to be recognised as something to be shunned.

+ The Tatparya omits to mention the ground for the treatment of
Rebirth after Defect. The Parisuddhi says—Rebirth is the acquisition of
the Body etc., down to Defects, after the abandonment of the same ; so that
it is only natural that Rebirth should be dealt v:ith after these.

§ ‘Recurrence’ of connections with body etc., implies also the abandon-
ing of these.—Pariéuddhi.

1 Fruition is the direct result of man’s activity alone; but the Sitra
adds Defects also with a view to show—(1) that defects are the cause of
Activity and (2) that Pleasure and Pain (which constitute Fruition) are the
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BHASYA

Fruition consists in the experiencing of pleasure and
pain, as every action leads to pleasure and pain. And as
pleasure and pain appear only when the Body, the Sense-organs,
the Objects and Apprehensmn are prcsent what are meant to be
included under the name ‘ Fruition’ are pleasure and pain along
with Body etc., which constitute the Fruition, which is a thing
produced by Activity and Defect. Each time this Fruition is
received by man, it is relinquished by him ; and each time it is
relinquished, it is again received: and there is no end™ or absolute
cessation of these receivings and relinquishings ; and it is by this
unceasing current of receivings and relinquishings that the entire
worldly process is carried on.

Pain, Duhkha—The Eleventh Prameya.
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA
This same (Fruition)—
Sitra 21
When connected with Annoyance is Pain.

BHASYA

By ‘ Annoyancet’ here is meant suffering, injury. Every
thing, (i. e. Body etc. and also Pleasure and Pain), being inter-
mingled with i. e. invariably accompanied by, never existing apart
from—pain, is inseparable from Pain ; and as such is regarded as
Pain itself. Finding everything to be intermingled with Pain,

result of Defects also. It is only when the soil of the Soul is irrigated with
the water of Defect that the seeds of Merit and Demerit produce the fruits
of Pleasure and Pain.’—Tatparya.

The Parisuddhi adds that the author of the Sitra will himself describe
in Adh. IV how Defects help Activity in the bringing about of Fruition.

On the word ‘Arthak’, ‘thing’, in the Sitra, the Tatparya remarks—
‘The word is put in for including all kinds of Fruition, primary as well as
secondary. The primary fruition consisting in Pleasure and Pain, and the
secondary in the Body, the Sense-organs and the rest—says the Parisuddhi.

* Nistha’ is mere end ; and as there is some sort of an end to Pleasure
and Pain etc. at each Dissolution, the Bhasya corrects itself and adds the
word ‘Paryavasanam’ absolute (pari) cessation (avasana).—Tatparya.

+ ‘Annoyance’ here stands for the feeling of annoyance; so that it
refers primarily to Pain; but secondarily to the Body and the rest also ;—
all of which are necessary factors in the feeling of pain.—Tatparya.
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when one wishes to get rid of pain, he finds that birth (or life )
itself is nothing but pain ; and thus becomes disgusted (with life);
and being disgusted, he loses all attachment ; and being free from
attachment, he becomes released.

Apavarga—Final Release—The Twelfth Prameya.
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

When there is an and, an absolute cessation [ of the series of
receivings and relinquishings of Fruition], this is what constitutes
Final Release, ( which becomes thus defined ) :—

Siitra 22
Absolute freedom from the aforesaid (Pain etc.)
is Final Release.
BHASYA

Release is absolute freedom from that—from the aforesaid

Pam i. e., from birth.*
*“How is this 7

When there is a relinquishing of the birth that has been
taken and the non-resumption of another,—this condition, which
is without end (or limit) is known as ‘ Final Release’, by those
who know what Final Release is. This condition of immortality,
free from fear,J imperishable (unchanging), consisting in the
attainment of bliss, is called ‘ Brahman.’

Some people hold the view that— in Final Release what is
manifested is the eternal pleasure of the Soul, just like its vast-

* The word ‘tat’ in the Sitra stands, not only for Pain proper, but also
for all such products as the Body, the Sense-organs etc., to everyone of which
the name ‘Pain’ is applied in its secondary sense.—Tdtparya.

1 The ‘fear’ meant here is the fear of being born into the world ; the
epithet ‘unchanging’ is added with a view to deny the view that Brahman
evolves itself into diverse names and forms; the phrase ‘condition of
immortality’ is meant to exclude the Bauddha theory that Release consists
in the absolute cessation of the mind, resembling the extinguishing of the
lamp.—Tatparya. The Parisuddki adds—Evolution is of two kinds—(1) the
material object itself ceases and another object takes its place, which idea
of evolution is favoured by the Bauddha; and (2) the object remaining
intact, there is a change in its qualities ; this form of Evolution being held
by the Sankhya. Neither of these two is possible in the case of Brahman ;
as in either case it would be transient.
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ness; and when that happiness is manifested, the Soul is abso-
lutely free and becomes happy.”*

This position is untenable ; as there is no proof for what is
here asserted ; that is to say, there is neither Perception, nor
Inference, nor Word of Scripture to prove that ‘ like its vastness,
the eternal pleasure of the Soul is manifested in Final Release.’

Then again, the above view of the Vedantin meaning that (in
Final Release) there is manifestation—i. e., feeling or experience—
of the eternal (pleasure),—it behoves him to point out the cause
of this ‘manifestation.” In other words, when it is asserted that
there is experienced a feeling or knowledge of eternal (pleasure),
it is necessary to explain what is the cause of this manifestation—
i.e.,the cause whereby it is produced.

(a) If it be held that the manifestation, or experiencing or
feeling, of pleasureis eternal, like the pleasure itself [so that
there can be no production of it by any cause, which, therefore,
need not be pointed out],—then there would be no difference
between the Soul released and the Soul still in the meshes of
birth and rebirth. That is to say, just as the released Soul is
endowed with the eternal pleasure and its eternal experience, so
also would be the Soul that is still involevd in birth and rebirth ;
as both these Souls are eternal [and would therefore be equally
endowed with the pleasure, which also is eternal; and as such
cannot be absent at any time, even before Final Release]. And
if this be admitted, then people would be cognisant of the con-
comitance and simultaneity (of Final Release) with the result of
Merit and Demerit. In other words, we would be cognisant
of the concomitance and simultaneity of the eternal feeling of
eternal pleasure with that pleasure and pain which, brought about
by Merit and Demerit in the substrates (viz., the souls) wherein
they are produced, are actually experienced by turns! And there
would never be any substrate (soul) where either pleasure or its
experience would be absent; both of these being ex-hypothesi,
eternal !

* We have the text ‘vijfidnam anandam brahma’ where all the three
appear as synonymous ; so that Brahman is of the nature of happiness ; and
as Brahman is eternal, the happiness also must be eternal. Hence in the
phrase ‘happiness of the Soul’, the preposition ‘of' has the sense of apposi-
tion.—T'atparya.
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(b) If, on the other hand, it be held that the feeling of
pleasure is not eternal, then it becomes necessary to point out
its cause ; i. e., if it be held that the manifestation in Final Release
of the eternal pleasure, is not eternal,—then it becomes necessary
to point out the cause from which that manifestation proceeds.

As regards the Mind-Soul contact, it can be such a cause only
when aided by other causes; i. e., if it be held that the Mind-
Soul contact is the cause of the said manifestation of pleasure,
then it would be necessary to point out some other cause which
aids the said contact (in bringing about that manifestation of
pleasure). *

If Merit be held to be that auxiliary cause, then the cause
of this has to be pointed out; i. e., if Merit be held to be that
other accessory cause, then it becomes necessary to point out the
cause from which that Merit proceeds [ which, through the
Mind-Soul contact, brings about the manifestation of eternal
pleasure]. The merit that is produced by Yogic contemplation,
being a product, must have an end ; so that if the product of this
ephemeral Merit (in the shape of the said manifestation) were
held to be eternal, this would involve an incongruity (the con-
tinuance of the product in the absence of the cause); con-
sequently it is necessary to regard the said manifestation also as
coming to an end on the cessation of the Merit. That is to say,
if the Merit brought about by Yogic contemplation be the cause
of the Merit that brings about the manifestation of pleasure, then,
inasmuch as the continuance of the product after the cessation
of the cause would involve an incongruity, it would be necessary
to admit that, when the Merit ceases,—as it must cease, being
itself a product,—there must follow the entire cessation of the
feeling of pleasure. And when the feeling of pleasure is absent,
the pleasure itself is as good as non-existent. In other words, if
there is a cessation of the feeling of pleasure, on account of the
disappearance of Merit, then it cannot be true that efernal plea-
sure is felt ; as there is nothing to determine whether the feeling
is absent, because the pleasure itself is absent, or that the feeling
is absent even though the pleasure is present.

® Alone by itself, the Mind-Soul contact can bring about nothing.
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-+ [Nor will it be right, with a view to escape from these diffi-
culties, to hold that the Merit is eternal, as] there is nothing to
prove that the Merit is imperishable ; for the simple reason that
it is something that is produced. That is to say, there can be no
arguments to prove that the Merit produced by Yogic
contemplation does not perish; on the other hand, there is
a clear argument to the contrary—viz., ' a thing that is
produced is non-eternal [ and Merit being produced, must be
ephemeral ]’ In case there were a person whose feeling
of pleasure never ceased, he alone would be justified in arguing
that the cause of that feeling ( Merit) is eternal. But if
Merit were eternal, there would be no difference between the
man that has been released and one who is still in the meshes of
birth and rebirth,—as we have already pointed out above. What
we mean is that, just as in the case of the released man, the
pleasure as well as the cause of the feeling of that pleasure are
both eternal,—and there is no cessation of the feeling itself, for
the simple reason that the Merit, which causes the feeling, is
eternal,—so in the case of the worldly man also [as his Merit
also would be eternal, its effects, in the shape of the feeling of
pleasure, would also be eternal]l. And this would mean that
Final Release is co-existent with the feelings of pleasure and pain
brought about by Merit and Demerit *. It might be argued that
(in the case of the worldly man) the presence of the Body, and
the Sense-organs is the cause of obstruction (of pleasure-experi-
ence). But this cannot be right ; as the Body etc., are for the very
purpose of experience; and there is no reason to prove the contrary.
In other words, our Opponent might put forward the explanation
that in the case of the man who is still in the meshes of world-
liness, the presence of the Body etc., obstructs the operation of the
cause that leads to the feeling of eternal pleasure; so that there
is a clear difference between the worldly man and the released
man (in whose case, the Body etc., having fallen off, there is no
obstruction). This however is not right ; as the only purpose for
which the Body, the Sense-organs and the rest exist is to bring
about experience; so that it is not possible that they should

* As it is such feelings that abound in worldly existence; and both
worldly Existence and Release have been shown to be co-eternal.

N.B. 4
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obstruct or hinder the experiencing (of eternal Pleasure), specially
as there is nothing to prove that there is any sort of experience
for the Soul deprived of the Body and the rest.

The Author has said above that there is no proof in support
of the view that final Release consists in pleasure. In order
to meet this, the Vedantin puts forward proofs in support of his
view.] ‘The activity of man is always for the purpose of obtaining
what is desired.”—If this be urged as a proof in support of the
Vedinta view, then we deny this; as activity is (also) for the pur-
pose of removing what is undesirable. That is to say, the Vedantin
might put forward the following argument.—*“The instructions in
regard to Final Release, as also the activity of men desiring Final
Release are both for the purpose of obtaining what is desirable ; and
neither of the two can be absolutely useless.”” But this reasoning
will not be right ; as the instruction relating to Final Release as
well as the activity of men desiring Final Release, may both be
also for the sake of avoiding or removing what is undesirable. That
the said activity is for the purpose of removing something undesir-
able (and not always for obtaining what is desirable) is also proved
by the fact that there is nothing that is absolutely desirable, and
not mixed up with an undesirable element, so that what is desirable
also becomes undesirable ; and thus when one is active towards the
removing of something undesirable, he comes to remove or re-
nounce also what is desirable ; as removing by discrimination is
not possible, i. e., it is not possible to remove the one without also
removing the other.

As regards the renouncing of what is desirable, this applies
with equal force to the case of the Body etc. That is to say, the
Vedantin might put forth the following argument—"‘We see, as a
matter of fact, that people renounce the ordinary transitory plea-
sure and seek for the more lasting pleasure (which proves the
presence of a pleasure that is ever-lasting ; and this is Final
Release).” But on the analogy of this argument, you might also

®* The real sense of this arghiment is thus explained by the Tatprrya—
““The scriptures urge men to activity towards the obtaining of Final Release;
and in ordinary experience we find that it is only when a man desires tome-
thing that he acts towards its accomplithment ; and as pleasure is the only
thing desirable, it follows that Final Release must consist in pleasure.’’
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argue that, because in ordinary life people are found to renounce
their ephemeral Body , Sense-organs and the rest, this indicates
the presence of an eternal set of Body etc., for the released man ;
and in this manner you will have really established the singularity
or aloofness and self-sufficiency of the released man! T. If it be
urged that this would be against all Proof, that would apply with
equal force to both parties. In other words, it might be urged that
the eternality of Body etc., being contrary to all evidence, it
would not be right to assume such body etc., for the released man.
But this could be said with equal force with regard to Pleasure also:
that is, the eternality of Pleasure being contrary to all evidence
it is not right to assume such pleasure for the released Soul.

Inasmuch as the absolute cessation of metempsychic pain
could be spoken of as ‘Pleasure,’ there would be no incongruity (in
the view that Pleasure consists in the cessation of Pain), even
though there be scriptural texts describing Release as ‘Pleasure’.
That is to say, even though there be certain scripture-texts to the
effect that ‘absolute pleasure belongs to the released man,’—vyet,
such texts could very well be taken as using the word ‘pleasure’
in the sense of ‘absolute cessation of Pain’; in fact in common
parlance, we often find the word ‘pleasure’ used to denote the
cessation or absence cf pain. [So that the view that Final Re-
lease consists in the cessation of pain is quite in keeping with the
said texts.]

Further,* until there is a renunciation of the desire for eter-
nal pleasure, there can be no attaining of Final Release ; for the
simple reason that all desire or zttachment has been held to be a
bondage. That is to say, if it be held that in Final Release eternal
pleasure is manifested, then, in accordance with this view, when-
ever a man would put forth activity for the attaining of Final
Release, he would do so only under the influence of a desire for
the eternal pleasure; and being so influenced, he could never
attain the Final Release ; nor would he deserve the attainment of

1t In secking to prove that the man becomes free, isolated, you come
to prove that it is eternally beset with the entire set, Body, sense-organs and
all tre re:t of it. .

* "The reading ‘sya prchane’ gives no sense’; the ‘Pandit’ edition, as
also all the manu:cripts consulted, read ‘syaprchane’.
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Final Release; as desire of all kinds has been held tobe a bondage;
and it is not possible that a man should be released while he is
under bondage !

* On the other hand, when a man is free from desire for plea-
sure, there is no longer any feeling of aversion or undesirability
( with regard to any thing). In other words, when the man’s de-
sire for eternal pleasure has disappeared. the desire for eternal
pleasure being not there to obstruct (his path towards Final Re-
lease ), [and the activity towards Release thus emanating from
one who has renounced desire] ,—whether the man does, or does
not, really obtain eternal pleasure, in either case, there is no doubt
as to his attaining Final Release t

I.ecTURE 4

The Preliminaries of Reasoning
DousT
IN i RODUCTORY BHASYA

§ Doubt having been the next in order to appear in the
Mention of Categories (in Si. 1), it is now—after the definition of
its predecessor, ‘Objects of Cognition’—time to put forward its
definition. This definition is now put forward—

* 'This is added in anticipation of the following objection :---*‘If Final
Release consists of the removal of pain, then man’s activity towards it could
be due only to aversion to pain; and aversion isas much a bondage as
desire”’. The senze of the reply is that there is real aversion only so long
as there is no desire for something,—the aversion being again:t that which
obstructs the fulfilment of the desire.

+ Being free from all desire, when the man betakes himself to activity
towards the attaining of Release, he does not care whether the eternal plea-
sure comes to him or not. As in any case, the activity being of a man who
is purified of all desire, there can be no uncertainty as to his attaining Final
Release,— Tatparya.

§ The Parisuddhi attempts a rational explanation of the order of
sequence : All knowledge depending on Praminas, and Prameyas being the
objects sought to be known, these two have been first mentioned. Reasoning
in all 1ts details is what is to be explained next; and among all these details
Doubt comes first, as until there is Doubt there is no occasion for any
reasoning.
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Sitra 23

Doubt is that wavering judgment in which the definite
cognition of the specific character of any one object is want-
ing, and which arises either—(A) from the cognition of the
characters common to the objects concerned, or (B) from
the cognition of characters that serve to distinguish an object
from diverse objects, or (C) from the presence of contradic-
tory opinions :—and the appearing of such wavering judg-
ments is due to the uncertainty attaching to perceptions and
non-perceptions.*

BHASYA

(A) T Doubt is the wavering judgment in which the definite
cognition of the specific character of any one object is wanting, and
which arises from the cognition of characters common to the objects
concerned. For example, when a man perceives the qualities of
length and breadth, which are common to man and post, and is
desirous of detecting the previously perceived characters that
would distinguish the one from the other, there arises in his mind
the idea of ‘whether it is this or that’, and he cannot ascertain
whether it is the one or the other ; it is this uncertain cognition
that constitutes Doubt;—and what raises the Doubt is the ‘want’,]
appearing in the form ‘I can perceive only such characters as
are common to the two things, and do not perceive the distinctive
features of either’ ; it is for this reason that Doubt is called ‘ that
wavering judgment in which the definite cognition of the specific
character of any one object is wanting’.

§ (B) Doubt arises from the cognition of characters that serve
to distinguish an object from diverse objects. This is to be thus

* The interpretation of the Sa. by the Bhdasya is different from that by
the Vartika and the Tatparya. According to the former the Satra puts
forward five kinds of Doubt ; according to the latter it lays down only three.
"The translation follows the latter interpretation.

1 According to the Bhasya, there are five kinds of Doubt described in
the Satra. The first kind of Doubt arises from the cognition of common
characters.

I The Ta@tparya remarks that the mere presence of this ‘ want’ is not
enough ; what is meant by the word ‘ want’ ¢ Apeksi ’ is the remembrance
of the distinctive characters of the things, along with the non-perception of
thosq% cl-zxgracters. This is supported by the last sentence of the Bhasya
on Sa. 23.

§ This is the second kind of Doubt.
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explained : The word ‘aneka’, ‘diverse’, denotes all those things
that are homogeneous and heterogeneous to the thing in question :
and Doubt arises from the cognition of characters that distinguish
the thing from, or exclude,* those ‘diverse’ objects ; as a matter
of fact, the specific character of a thing is found to serve both
purposes ;—things are distinguished by them from homogeneous as
well as heterogeneous things ; e. 8. the presence of Odour disting-
uishes the Earth from Water and the rest (which being substances
are homogeneous to Earth), as also from Qualities and Actions
(which being not substances are heterogeneous to Earth). [As an
example of Doubt arising from the cognition of the specific
character of a thing; we have the following ] —Sound is found to
be endowed with a specific property, in the form of being
produced by disjunction ; and the cognition of this character gives
rise to the Doubt as to whether Sound is a Substance, a Quality or
an Action. Inasmuch as the specific characters of things are
found to serve both purposes (of distinguishing from homogeneous
as well as heterogeneous things), there naturally arises a Doubt as
to whether—(a) being an entity, Sound is a substance distinguish-
ed by the said specific character from Qualities and Actions, or
(b) being an entity, it is a2 Quality distinguishcd by that character,
or (c) being an entity, it is an Action distinguished by that character.
tAnd in this case ‘ the want of cognition of the specific property’
is in the form of the idea, ‘T do not perceive any such character as

* The phrase ‘tasya anekasya dharmah’ is explained by the Vartika
and the Tdatparya in two ways :—(1) anekam, tasmat visesako dharmah ; the
words tasmadt visesakah being supplied ; (2) tasya anekasya dharmah vyavar-
takatayi. Both interpretations have been combined in the translation.

t+ This explanation has been added with a view to the objection that it
is only the remembrance of common properties that gives rise to Doubt, and
not that of specific or exclusive properties. The sense of the explanation is
that, (1) in the case of the Earth, we know that it is an entity, and on
perceiving that it has Odour, we naturally are uncertain as to its being either
a Substance or a Quality or an Action; all of which are entities, like the
Earth ; and the presence of Odour distinguishes it equally from all the
three. (2) Similarly in the case of Sound ; it is an esntity, like Substance,
Quality and Action ; so when we find that the presence of the character of
being produced by disjunction distinguishes it equally from all entities—
just as much from other Qualities, as from Substances and Actions—there
arises the Doubt as to its being a Substance, a Quality or an Action.
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would definitely indicate any one of the three (Substance, Quality
and Action).’

*(C) Doubt arises from the presence of contradictory opinions,
Contradictory notions entertained with regard to one and the same
thing constitute ‘contradictory opinions’; ‘contradiction’ consist=
ing in the mutual enmity, i.e. incompatibility. For instance,
one system of philosophy asserts that ‘the Soul exists’, while an
other declares that ‘there is no such thing asSoul’; and when no
proof one way or the other is available, there is an uncertainty as
to the truth ; and this constitutes Doubt.

(D) Doubt also arises from uncertainty attaching to perceptions.
As a matter of fact, there is perception of really-existing water, as
in the tank and such other reservoirs; there is perception also of
non-existent water, in the rays of the Sun (appearing in the mi-
rage); so that when in any particular case there is perception of
water, and yet there is no proof available which would determine
the real character of what is perceived, there arises a Doubt as to
whether the water perceived is really existent or non-existent.

§(E) Doubt also arises from uncertainty attaching to non-per-
ceptions. As a matter of fact wefind that even really existing things
are not perceived; e. g. we do not perceive the water within the
roots and branches of trees; and there is non-perception also of
what is non-existent; e.g. of what is not produced at all, or what
has been destroyed; so that whenever there is non-perception of a

This is the Bhasya’s answer. The answer of the Vartika is thus ex-
plained by the Tatperya.—It is true that the character of being produced by
disjunction has never been found in Substances, &c., but the absence of that
character is found equally in all—in Substances, in Qualities, in Actions ; so
that when Sound is found to possess this character, as also the character of
being an entity,—the latter being common to Substances, Qualities, and
Actions—there arises the Doubt—‘Being distinguished from Substances and
Actions by the character of being produced by disjunction, is Sound a
Quality ? Or being distinguished from Qualities and Actions, is it a Sub-
stance ! Or being distinguished from Qualities and Substances, is it an
Action?’ Thus in this case the specific. character brings to the mind the other
things only by negation, i. e., by reason of its absence being common to all.

* This is the third kind of Doubt.

1 This is the fourthk ind of Doubt, according to the Bhdasya.

§ This is the fifth kind of Doubt, according to the Bhasya.
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thing there arises the Doubt as to whether what is not perceived
really exists, or it does not exist at all. In this case also ‘the
want of cognition of the specific character’ is as before.

*In the first two kinds of Doubt, the ‘common properties’ and
the ‘properties distinguishing an object from diverse objects’ are
such as subsist in the object cognised; while in the fourth kind,
the ‘perception’ and ‘non-perception’ subsist in the cognising per-
son; and it is only by reason of this difference or peculiarity that
these have been mentioned separately.

The definition common to all forms of Doubt comes to be
this :—'Doubt is a wavering judgment which arises from the
apprehension of things possessed of common properties, proceeding
from the cognition of common properties, and ‘depending upon
the remembrance of ‘specific properties.’

Prayojana-Motive
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA
As before, the definition proceeds in accordance with the
order in which the several categories have been mentioned in the
opening Sitra.

Siitra 24
That object, aiming at which one acts, is called ‘Motive’.
BHASYA

An object is capable of being either acquired or rejected ;
and when a person determines or fixes upon an object as to be
either acquired or got rid of, he has recourse to the means of
acquiring or getting rid of it; and that object is called the
‘motive’, simply because it forms the cause of that activity of the
agent. An object is said to be ‘aimed at’ when there is a determina-
tion on the part of the agent with regard to it in the form, either

* The Bhdsya regards the ‘uncertainty attaching to Perception’ and the
‘ uncertainty attaching to non-perception ’ as distinct and independent causes
of Doubt ; and so proceeds to show here that the Doubts aroused by these
uncertainties cannot be included in those aroused by the cognition .of
* common character > or of ‘characters distinguishing the object from diverse
objects.” This view is controverted by the Vartika (Page 99, Line 21, et.
seq. Bib. Ind. Ed.)—Tatparya.

The Vartika takes the first samanadharma as a Bahuvrihi compound.
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that ‘I shall acquire it’, or that ‘I shall get rid of it’ ; as it is only
when an object is thus defermined that it comes to be ‘aimed at.’

DRSTANTA—EXAMPLE
Satra 25

That is ‘Example’ with regard to which both parties—
the ordinary man and the trained investigator—entertain
similar ideas.

BHASYA

Those men are called ‘laukika’, ‘ordinary, who are not
above the capacities of an average man ; i.e., those who are not
possessed of any particular superiority of intelligence, either
inherently or through hard study ;—and the opposite of these
are ‘pariksaka,’ ‘trained investigators’; so called because they
are capable of carrying on the investigation of things by means
of reasonings and proofs. And that object forms an ‘ Example’
which is understood and known by the ordinary man just as it is
by the trained investigator. The purposes served by the
‘Example’ are :—(i) the contrary opinions are overthrown by
being shown to be contradictory to, and incompatible with, the
Example ;—(2) one’s own opinions are confirmed by being shown
to be compatible with, and supported by, the Example ; and (3) the
Example is utilised as the corroborative Instance or Illustration,
which isone of the essential factors of the inferential process.

LECTURE V
The Basis of Reasoning
Siddhanta—Doctrine
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

We now proceed to define Doctrine, Siddhanta. The word
‘Siddhanta’ is made up of the two words ‘siddha’ and ‘anta’; of
these the word ‘siddha’ denotes all those things with regard to
which people have the idea that ‘this is so and so, * ‘this thing has
such and such a character;’ and the word ‘anta’ denotes the
conviction or opinion that people have with regard to the particu-
lar character of those things. * This Siddhanta is thus defined :—

* The word ‘siddha’ literally means accomplished, hence anything that
has come into existence ; and it is only with regard to such a thing that any
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Stitra 26
Doctrine is a theory or conviction in regard to the exact
nature of athing dealt with by Philosophy.*
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA
By tantrasamsthitih in the Sa@tra 27 is meant the conviction
resting upon the direct assertions of philosophy; the word ‘tantra’,

opinion can be held as to its exact nature ; the word ‘anta’ means end; by
which, in the present context, is meant that final and well-determined con-
viction which people have with regard to the exact nature of any particular
thing.

In regard to these lines of the Bhasya, the Tatparya has remarked that
‘ the author of the Bhdsya, without mentioning the Sitra containing
the general definition of Siddhdnta, has given an explanation of its
import.”  This has been taken by some writers to mean that there was
some other Sitra now lost to us, which contained the said general definition.
As a matter of fact, however, Sdtra 26 itself supplies,—specially according
to the explanation of the Vartika and the Tatparya—the general definition
of Siddhanta ; so that all that the T'dtparya means is that the explanation of
the general definition by the Bhdsya, instead of following the Sttra, precedes
it.

* The Vartika has taken the two Satras 26 and 27 together; so the
Vartika appears after S, 27. The translation of the Sitra is in accordance
with the interpretation of the Vartika and Tatparya; which explain the
compound ‘ tantradhikaranabhyupogamasamsthitih’ by taking ‘tantradhi-
karana’ as a Bchuvrihi compound—* tantrom cdhikaranam yesam ’; and this,
with the rest of the word, as a genitive Tatpurusa. The exact position of the
Bhasya appears to be doubtful. If we take the Bhdsya, appearing after Sia. 26
as explanatory of Sitra 26, then, it is clear that it takes ° tantrddhikarnabhyu-
pagama’ as a Dvandva ; and thereby connects each of these severally with
the word ‘ samisthitih’. According to the Bhdsya then, the translation of the
Sttra 26 would run thus—Doctrine is conviction resting upon philosophy, on
implication and on hypothesis>. We have given preference to the Vartika
interpretation ; because by the Bhdsya the Siitra is made to contain an enu-
meration of the different kinds of Siddhanta ; while by the Vartika inter-
pretation this Satra supplies a general definition ; and the several kinds are
cnumerated in the next Satra 27. It is this interpretation by the Bhasya
which affords occasion to the objector in the Vartika to put the question as to
the Sitra being a general definition or an enumeration. According to the
Tatpraya, however, the Bhdsya, appearing after St. 26 is explanatory, not of
Sitra 26, but of Sitra 27. Just as the sense of Sitra 26, which contains the
general definition of Doctrine, is given by the Bhdsya before the Sitra, so of
Sitra 27 also the sente is explained before the Siitra. As this interpretation
reconciles the Bhasya with the Vartika, we adopt it ; and therefore take the
said lines of the Bhasya as explanatory of Sitra 27.
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‘philosophy’, standing for the teachings in connection with things
connected with one another ; [this includes the first two kinds of
theory mentioned in Sitra 27]—'adhikaranasamsthitih’ is the con-
viction resting on implication, and not on direct assertion ;—and
‘abhyupagamasamsthitih’ is the hypothetical and tentative accept-
ance of an opinion not duly ascertained, [and not directly stated
in philosophy]—such acceptance being for the purpose of
examining the detailed particulars of the theory.

Doctrine thus is of four kinds, on account of diversity among
the several philosophies,—as described in this Sitra. And each
of these four kinds is quite distinct.

Siatra 27

Doctrine is of four distinct kinds:—( 1) Doctrine common
to all philosophies, (2) Doctrine peculiar to one philosophy,
(3) Doctrine resting on implication, and (4) Hypothetical
Doctrine.

BHASYA

These are the four kinds of Doctrine ; and among these—

Satra 28

(1) The ‘Doctrine Common to all Philosophies’ is that
philosophical conviction, or theory, which is not incompati-
ble with any philosophy.

As for example, such opinions as ‘the olfactory organ and the
rest are Sense-organs’, ‘odour and the rest are the .objects appre-
hended by means of these Sense-organs’, ‘the Earth and the rest
are material substances ’, ‘things are cognised by means of the
Instruments of Cognition.’

Sitra 29

(2) That which is accepted by only one Philosophy, and
is not accepted by any other Philosophy, is called the Doctrine
peculiar to one philosophy.

BHASYA
For example, the following doctrines are peculiar to the
Sankhyas :—‘An absolute non-entity can never come into exis-

tence’, ‘an entity can never absolutely lose its existence’, ‘intelli-
gences are unmodifiable’, ‘modification belongs to the three gross
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products, Body, Sense-organ and Mind, and also to the subtle
causes of these (in the shape of Buddhi Ahankara and the five
Rudimentary Substances)’; and also the following which are
peculiar to the Yoga * philosophers ;—‘The entire elemental
creation is due to the influenee of the past deeds of men’, ‘the
defects of men and also their activity are the cause of Karman’,
*intelligent beings are endowed with their own respective quali-
ties’, ‘that thing alone is produced which had no existence before’,
‘that which is produced is destroyed’.

Sitra 30

(3) That is called ‘Doctrine resting on Implication’ on the
knowledge or acceptance of which depends the knowledge
or acceptance of another fact. t

BHASYA

When it so happens that a certain fact having become
established or known, other facts become implied,—and without
these latter facts the former fact itself cannot be established,-
the former, constituting the basis of these latter, is called
‘Doctrine resting on Implication’ or ‘Implied Doctrine;’ e. g., when
the fact that the cogniser is distinct from the body and the sense-
organs is proved or indicated by the fact of one and the same
object being apprehended by the organs of vision and touch —-thfe
factsimplied are :—(1) that there are more sense-organs than one,
(2) that the sense-organs operate upon particular kinds of -objects,
(3) that they have their existence indicated by the apprehensmn
of their objects, (4) that they are the insiruments bringing dbott
the cognitions of the cogniser, (5) that the substratum of qualities

” G el
Some people take this to mean ‘Vaisesika philosophy’, on the ground
that what is ordinarily known as the ‘ Yoga’ philosophy does not hold the
view that ‘ asat utpadyate ’.
1 In connection with this Sutra the Parisuddhi adds an mtercatmg note:
““ Bhiisana and others have provided two explanations of this Sa.: (1) When
an object endowed with the quality of omniscience is known, then alone 'is
known the fact of Earth and the rest having a creator ; so the former is an
Implied Doctrine ; and (2) the knowledge of the.fact of Earth &c. having a
creator includes that of the fact that therc is an omniscient being,---the latter
being implied by the former, and here the former is an Implied Doctrific!
The Bhasya and its followers have not given this twofold explanation, as
there is not much real difference between the two’’, Bt
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1s a substance other than the qualities of odour and the rest, and
(6) that intelligent beings cognise only particular objects. All
these facts are included in the aforesaid fact (of the cogniser
being distinct from the body &c. &c.) ; as this fact would not be
possible without all those other facts. ‘

Sutra 31

(4) When a fact is taken for granted without investiga-
tion,* and thence proceeds the Examination of its particular
details, we have a case of Hypothetical Doctrine.

BHASYA

When a fact is taken for granted without investigation, this
constitutes what is called ‘Hypothetical Doctrine.’ e. g. it is taken
for granted, without investigation, that Sound is a substancc, and
thence proceeds an investigation as to whether Sound is eternal
or non-eternal,—in which investigation are examined such details
of Sound as its eternality or non-eternality. An author has re-
course to this kind of Doctrine with a view to show off the clever-
ness of his own intellect and through utter disregard for the
intellect of others.

T.ecture V1

Reasoning
IN'I'RODUCTORY BHASYA
We next proceed to describe the Factors of Inference.
Sutra 32
(1) Statement of the Proposition, (2) Statement of the
Probans, (3) Statement of the Corroborative Instance,
(4) Reaffirmation,and (5) Final Conclusion:—These are the
Factors of Reasoning.
* Some logicians declare that there are fen Factors : viz.—
(1) Desire to know, (2) Doubt, (3) Capacity to accomplish what is
desired, (4) Purpose and (5) Dispelling of the Doubt (in addition to

* The Vartika explains ‘ apariksita’ as ‘ not mentioned in the Sitras ;
but it appears simpler to take it as meaning ‘not investigated.” The Tat-
parya construes the Siutra thus—asitritabhyupagamad hetoh yatah tadvisesa-
pariksanam kriyate tasmat visesapariRsandat jfayate asdstritamapi abhyupa-
gatam siutrakarena.
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the five mentioned in the Satra) ;—why should not these addition-
al five have been mentioned ?  *

To the above question the Bhdsya makes the following
answer :—(1) As for Desire to Know, it is only that which urges,
or brings forward, the purpose meant to be accomplished by the
cognition of a thing not already cognised. Why does a person
desire to know what is cognised ? He does so'simply with the view
that when he comes to know it in its true character, he will
either abandon it, or acquire it, or treat it with indifference; so
that the ideas of abandoning or acquiring or treating with indiffer-
ence are the purpose served by the true knowledge of the thing ;
and it is for the sake of this purpose that the man desires to know
the thing ;—and certainly this desire does not prove anything [and
as such can- not be regarded as a factor of reasoning, which is
meant to prove the conclusion]. (2) Asfor Doubt, which forms the
basis of the desire to know, it apprehends mutually contradictory
properties; and as such it can be regarded as only proximate to
true cognition ; as of two contradictory properties only one can be
true ; T So that even though Doubt has been dealt with separately,
as a category by itself [it will not be right to regard it as a Factor

* The Jaina logician, Bhadrababu (B. C. 433—357), who wrote the
Dasavaskalikaniryukti, lays down ten Factors ; though another Jaina logician
Siddhasena-Dividkara (A. D. 1-85) mentions only five. The ten factors of
Bhadrabahu are :—(1) Pratijfia, Statement of the Proposition; (2) Pratijfia-
vibhakti, Limitation of the Pratijia ; (3) Hetu, Statement of the Reason,
(4) Hetuvibhckti, Limitation of the Hetu; (5) Vipcksa, Counter-propozsition ;
(6) Vipaksapratisedha, Denial of the Counter-proposition; (7) Drstanta,
Example ; (8) Akanksd, Doubting the Validity of the Example ; (9) Akariksa-
pratisedha, Dispelling of the Doubt; (10) Nigamana, Final Conclusion.
The Samsayavyudasa, of the Bhdsya stands for the ¢ Akanksapratisedha ’,
and ¢ Samsaya ’ for the < Akanksa ’, of ihabrabihu. But here the parallel
ceases. It would seem therefore that the Bhdsya had in view a writer other
than Bhadrabahu.

+ The Puri manuscript reads vyahatadharmopasanghatatattva... Though
the g:ammatical con:truction of this reading becomes difficult, the sense
becomes clearer. With tt is reading, the translation should run as follows:—-
‘ Doubt is nearer to Wrong Cognition ; i. e., to that form of Wrong Cogni-
tion which apprehends two contradictory properties at the same time ; for
the simple rearon that of the two contradictory properties only one can be
true ; so that not being of the nature of true Cognition, Doubt cannot
prove anything. ’
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of Reasoning, as] it cannot prove anything (not being of the nature
of true cognition). (3) As regards Capacity to accomplish what is
desired,—as for instance the Instruments of Right Cognition have
the capacity of accomplishing, for tke cognising agent, the appre-
hension of the objects of cognition,—this could not form part of
an argument put forward for proving a proposition, in the manner
in which the statement of the Proposition forms part of it,
(4) As for Purpose,—which consists in the ascertaining of the real
nature of the thing sought to be known,—this is the result, and
not a factor, of the argument put forward to prove a proposition.
(5) Lastly, as for the Dispelling of Doubt,—which consists in the
setting forth of the counter-proposition and then denying it,—
this only tends to lend support to some other Instrument of Right
Cognition ; and it cannot be regarded as a partof the argument
put forward to prove a proposition. [lhough Desire to Know
and therest cannot be regarded as Factors of Reasoning] yet
Desire to Know and the rest have their use in Discussions;
specially as they help the thing concerned to become known. As
for the Statement of Proposition and the rest, on the other hand,
inasmuch as these tend to bring about the true cognition of the
thing, they are regarded as parts or factors, of the argument that
is put forward to prove a propuosition.t

From among those (Factors) as divided above—

Siitra 33

The ‘Statement of the Proposition’ consists
in the assertion of what is to be proved.—the
Probandum.

That is, the ‘Statement of the Proposition ’ is that asser-
tion which speaks of the Subject which is intended to
be qualified by that property which has to be made known or
pruved (by the reasoning),—this is what is meant by the words of

1 The Parisuddhi notes that the difference between the two lies in
this that while Desire to Knaw and the est help the Ditcus sion by their mere
presence, the Statement of th- Proposition and the rest help by their cognition.
1f the Desire to know is present, the Discutsion proceeds ; it is not nccessary
to know or apprehend the Desire. But the Statement of the Proposition, the
Statement of the Probans and the rest, should be themsclves knowsn, before
they can lead to the final cognition of things.
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the Siitra that ‘ Pratijii@ consists in the mention of the Proban-
dum’. [As an example of this, we have the statement] ‘ Sound is
non-eternal.’

Sitra 34

The ‘Statement of the Probans’ is that which Demon-
strates the Probandum, through its similarity (i.e. a property
common to it and) to the Corroborative Instance.

BHASYA

That which ‘demonstrates’—i. e. makes known, or proves—
the ‘Probandum’—i. e., the property to be proved (as belonging to
the Subject),—through a property common to the Corrobcrative
Instance,—is the ‘Statement of the Probans.” ' hat is to say, when
one notices a certain property in the Subject (with regard to which
the conclusion is to be demonstrated)* and nctices the same
property also in the Corroborative Instance, and then puts forward
that property as demonstrating (or proving) the Probandum,—this
putting forward of the said property constitutes the ‘Statement of
the Probans.” As an example (in connection with the propusition
‘Sound is not eternal’) we have the Statement ‘ because sound has
the character of being a product ; as a matter of fact everything
that is a product is not eternal.’

INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

“ Does the aforesaid definition (stated in Sa. 34) constitute
the entire definition of ‘Statement of the Probans’:” No.

“ What then ?”’

Siitra 35

And also through dissimilarity.
BHASYA

That is to say, the ‘ Statement of the Probans’ is that also
which demonstrates the Probandum through dissimilarity to the
Corroborative Instance (i.e., through a property that belongs to thé
Instance and not to the Probandum). “How?” For example,— Sound
is non-eternal, because it has the character of being produced,-that

* The term Sadhya is used in the present context rather promiscuously.
It stands for the probandum, the character to be demonstrated, the predicate
of the conclusion,--as also for the Subject, the thing in regard to which that
character is to be demonstrated.
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which has not the character of being produced is always eternal,
e. g., such substances as the Soul and the like.’*

Siatra 36

That Familiar instance,—which, through similarity to
what is to be proved (i. e. the Subject), is possessed of a
property of that (Subject)—constitutes the ‘ Statement of
the Corroborative Instance.’

BHASYA

t*Similarity to what is proved’ consists in the presence of the

* The reading of the Vizia. Edition is defective ; the proper reading is
‘anityah Sabdah, utpatti-dharmakatvat anutpattidharmakam nityam, yathd
atmadidravyam,’ as found in the Puri MSS.

1t The wording of this Swtra is not clear. The meaning is clear
enough:--that is the right example which possesses two properties in
common with the Subject,~—-one property whose presence in the Subject is to
be proved, and the other that which is already known to subsist in it. But
the difficulty arises from the presence of the word ‘ sddhya ’ in the Siitra.
Ordinarily this word stands for the Probandum, that whose presence in the
Subject is to be proved ; that the word cannot mean this in the present Siitra
is made clear in the Vartika. The translation has adopted the explanation
provided by the Tatparya, as follows :—* Sadhyasadharmya > must mean the
similarity of the Instance to the Subject,—this similarity, in the case of the
reasoning ‘ Sound is non-enternal because it is a product, ’ consisting in the
presence of the property of being produced, which is the Probans ; this is
equally present in the Subject, Sound, which is to be proved as ‘non-enternal,’
and in the Instance, dish, &c.; and on the basis of this similarity, the
Instance is found to possess another property meant to belong to that same
Subject (Sound),—that is, that the connection of Sound with which is to be
proved, e.g. the property of non-enternality ; and the dish, &c., are actually
found to be possessed of this last property.

There is yet another difficulty;--udaharana, as a factor of reasoning, isa
verbal statement ; how can a familiar instance, which is an object possessing
certain properties, be called a  statement’? This difficulty has been
sought to be cleared by the Vartika.

The translation has adopted the interpretation of the Vartika and the
Bhasya. But the Suatra is capable of a much simpler interpretation—
Sadhyena (dharmena anityatvena) sadharanyat (samanadhikaranyat, sadhyasa-
mandadhskaranam dharmantaramutpattidharmakatvamavalambya) taddharma-
bhavi (sadhyadharmavan) ;—translated thus—¢ That familiar instance which '
possessing a property that is known to be co-existent or concomitant with

N.B.5
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familiar instance is found to bé possessed of a character of that
same,—i. e., the character of whatis to be proved. ‘ What is to
be proved’ is of two kinds—(a) in some cases it is the property as
qualified by (belonging to) the object;—as when we assert the
‘non-eternality of Sound’; and (2) in others it is the object as
qualified by the property, as when we assert that ‘sound is non-
eternal ’; and it is this latter that is referred to by the pronoun
“tat’ [in the compound taddharmabhavi] (in the Sitra) [and not
the probandum, which is what is usually spoken of as ‘sadhya’].
““How do you know that it is this latter that is meant by the
word ‘ sadhya’ here 7’ For the simple reason that we find the
‘ property ’, ‘tdharma’, mentioned separately from °that’, ‘tat’
[so that ‘ tat’ and ‘ dharma’ could not be the same]; the word
‘ taddharmabhavi ’ means * that which has the bhava or presence
of the dharma or property of ‘tfat’ or ‘that’; that is to say,
that familiar instance which is possessed of a property that
belongs also to the Subject; and it is such an instance
which can be spoken of as ‘possessed of a property of the
Subject’, in virtue of its similarity to that Subject. For instance,
in‘the reasoning ‘sound is non-eternal, because it has the
character of being produced’, what the probans, ‘being pro-
duced’, means is that being produced, it ceases to be,—i. e.
loses itself,—i. e. is destroyed : here we find that being produced,
is meant to be the means of proving (i. e. the Probans)
and being non-eternal is what is proved (the Probandum );
and the notion that there is the relation of means and object bet-
ween the two properties can arise only when the two are found
to co-exist in any one thing; and it arises only by reason of the
* similarity ’ (of a number of things, in every one of which the
two properties are found to co-exist); so that when one has per-

the probandum, pos:esses also the probandum’.  The Bhdsya, the Vartika
and the Tatparya appear to have been led away by the impossibility of there
being any ‘ Sadharmya > (similarity) between the Instance (which is an
object, a dharmin) and the Probandum (which is a property, a dharma).
But the Bhasya itself affords an explanation (below) which shows that
* Sadhcrmya’ means * concomitance in a single substratum ’, and not
similarity ; and that this concomitance is between the two propertics——e. g.
non enternality ’ (probandum) and ‘being produced’, both of which, known
to be concomitant, should subsist in the Instance.
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ceived the said relation in the familiar instance, he .naturally
infers the same in Sound also;—the form of the inference
being ‘ Sound also is non-eternal, because it has the character of
being produced, just like such things as the dish, the cup and
like’. And this is called ‘Statement of the Corroborative Instance’,
‘udaharana’ because it is what is the means of establishing, bet-
ween the two properties, of the relation of means and object.

Sitra 37

And the other kind of ‘statement of Corroborative
Instance’ is that which is contrary to what has been
described in the foregoing Siitra.

' BHASYA

What is meant to be described is that ‘familiar’ instance
which constitutes the ‘Statement of Corroborative Instance’; so
that what the Siitra means is that the other kind of Statement of
the (heterogeneous) Instance consists inthat familiar instance which,
through dissimilarity to what is to be proved, is not possessed of a
propert of that Subject. E. g. ‘Sound is non-eternal’, because it has
the character of being produced,-everything not having the character
of being produced is eternal, for instance, the ‘Soul and the rest’;—
here ‘Soul and the rest’ constitute the required ‘familiar instance,’
which, through their ‘ dissimilarity to what is to be proved’—i. e.
on account of their not having the character of being produced,—
are not ' possessed of the property of the Subject,—i. e. the
property of non-eternality. When we find that in the case of the
Soul, the character of being produced being absent,* it does not
possess non-eternality, we infer the contrary in the case of
Sound,—‘ because Sound is pOSsessed of the character of bemg
produced, Sound is non-eternal’.t

* The reading ° sya--bhzivdt’ is wrong ; the correct reading given in the
Puri Ms. is ¢ sygbhavat ;.

1 The Tatparya takes exception to the example cited in the Blidsya :—
‘“ Both the examples cited in the Bhasya—that of the Homogeneous Instance
as well as that of the Heterogeneous Instance--are those of the ‘affirmative-
negative’ kind ; and in the latter case it has declared that the absence of
the property to be proved is due to the absence of the character which
proves it ; and this is not right, as in the case of the *affirmative-negative *
reasoning, even though a heterogeneous Instance be available, the right
course is always to cite the homogeneous Instance ; as the dissimilarity of a
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When the Probans is stated with a view to similarity—i. e.
in the affirmative form,—what constitutes the Statement of the
Instance is that familiar instance which, through its similarity to
what is to be proved, is possessed of a property of the Subject ;
and when the Probans is stated with a view to dissimilarity,—i. e.
in the negative form—the Statement of the Instance consists of
that familiar instance which, through its dissimilarity to what is
to be proved, does not possess the property of the Subject. In the
former case, the observer perceives, in the Instance, that it pos-
sesses two properties so related that the presence of the one proves
the presence of the other, and from this he comes to infer that
in the case of the Subject alsothe presence of the one should prove
the presence of the other ;—and in the latter case he observes
in regard to the Instance that there are two properties so related
that the absence of one proves the absence of another, and from
this he comes to infer that in the case of the Subject also the said
properties are similarly related, the absence of one proving the
absence of the other.

The process( of corroboration by means of familiar instances)
is not possible in the case of fallacious Probans; and it is for this
reason that they are regarded as ‘fallacious’, as not true probans.

The subject of this related capacity of the Probans and the
Instance is very subtle and difficult to grasp ; it can be rightly
understood only by exceptionally wise and learned men.

thing is recognised always after its similarity ; so that it is not right to have
recourse to the roundabout way when a straight road is available for the
same purpose.’’ This contention appears to be favoured by the Vartika
also, which says that an instance of the heterogencous Instance is to be
found cited in connection with the ¢ Negative ’ rcasoning. The instance
that the Tatparya would have is found in the following reasoning—‘ The
living body is with Soul because otherwise it would be without the life-
breath,—like the jar ’, where the * property ’ of the Subject—the living body
— having the life-breath—is not present in the jar. What the Bhasya itself
proceeds to explain in the next sentence shows that the instance cited cannot
be the right one ; if it is true that ‘ when the Probans is stated affirmatively,
the Instance cited should be homogeneous ’, then in the case of the reason-
ing * Sound is non-eternal, because it has the character of being produced *—
where the probans is stated affirmatively--the right example could not be
the heterogeneous one ; while if the reasoning is put forward in the form
‘the living body is with Soul, as otherwise itwould be without the life—-
breath '—where the probans is stated negatively--we would have the hetero-
geneous Instance of the jar as cited by the Tatparya.
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Siitra 38

The ‘Re-affirmation’ is that which, on the strength of
the Instance, re-asserts the Subject as being ‘so’ [i.e., as
possessing the character which has been found, in the
Instance, to be concomitant with the Probandum]—or as
being ‘not so’ [i.e, as not possessing the character which
has been found in the Instance to be concomitant with
the negation of the Probandum.]

BHASYA

The term °udaharpaasapeksah’ means ‘depending on the
Instance’—i.e. on the strength of the Instance.

(@) When the Instance cited is the homogeneous one,
which is similar to the Subject,—e. g. when the Dish is cited as
the example to show, that it is a product and is non-eternal—we
have the ‘ Re-affirmation’ stated in the form, * Sound is so’—
i. e. ‘Sound is a product ’ ; where the character of being a product
is affirmed of the Subject Sound. () When the Instance cited is
the heterogeneous one, which is dissimilar to the Subject,—e. 8.
when the Soul is cited as an example of the substance which, nof
being a product, is eternal—the ‘Re-affirmation’ is stated in the
form ‘Sound is not so’; where the character of being a product
is reasserted of the Subject, Sound, through the denial of the
affirmation of the character of not being produced. Thus there
are two kinds of Reaffirmation, based upon the two kinds of
Instance.

The term ‘upasamhara’ (in ordcr to be made applicable to the
Verbal re-affirmation) should be explained as that by means of
which there is reassertion (upasamhriyate anena). *

* On this Siitra, the Parisuddhi remarks as follows:—When the Sitra
speaks of the two kinds of Re-affirmation, it refers to the definitions that it
has given of the two kinds of Instance in the two preceding Sitras. The
two kinds of Instance have been defined separately ; but the corresponding
two kinds of Re-affirmatios: are defined in one Satra. The Tatparya observes
that the definition common to both kinds of Re-affirmations would be in the

form—3IMELNA: I (GIETET ) I9AF:—i. e., Re-affirmation
consists in the re-assertion of the Subject (as possessing the Probans), on
the strength of the Instance.
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INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

Even though the Statement of the Probans and Re-affirmation
are both of two kinds, yet of one uniform character is—

Satra 39
the Final Conclusion, which is the re-statement of the
Proposition on the basis of the Statement of the Probans.*

The Probans having been stated either per similarity or per
dissimilarity, we have a recapitulation (of the entire reasoning) in
accordance with the Instance; and this recapitulation constitutes
the Final Conclusion ; which is in the form—'Therefore, having
the character of product, Sound is non-eternal.” This has been
called ‘ Nigamana’ (Final Conclusion), because it serves to
connect or string together (nigamyante’ anena) the Proposition,
the Statement of the Probans; the Statement of the Example and
the Re-affirmation ; the word °‘nigamyante’ being synonymous
with the ‘samarthyante’, (are ‘supported’) and ‘sambadhyante’
(‘are connected’).

When the Probans has been stated per similarity, the Proposi-
tion is in the form of the Statement ‘ Sound is non-eternal’;—the
Probans is stated in the form ‘because it has the character of
being a product’;—the Instance is in the form ‘things like the
dish, which have the character of being a product, are all non-
eternal’ ; the Re-affirmation is ir the form ‘Sound also has the
same character of being a product’ ;— and the Final Conclusion is
in the form ‘therefore, having the character of being a product
Sound is non-eternal.’ Similarly, when the Probans is stated per
dissimilarity, the Proposition 1s in the form ‘Sound is non-
eternal’ ;—' because it has the character of being a prcduct,
(Probans)’;-—‘such things as the Soul which are not products are
eternal’ (Instance);—Sound is not a thing that is not a product
(Re-affirmation) ;—' therefore not being a non-product, Sound is
non-eternal’ (Final Conclusion).

® Asa matter of fact, the Final Conclusion is what is established or
proved, while the Proposition asserts what is yet to be proved ; but the two
refer to the same thing ; that which appears in the conclusion as proved is
precisely what has appeared before in the Proposition as to be proved.
So that there is no incongruity in speaking of the Conclusion as being the
Proposition.
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In every inferential statement, which consists of the (five
‘Factors,’) several distinct pramanas commingle and co-operate to-
wards the accomplishment of the end (in the shape of inferential
cognition). There is ‘commingling’ in the following cases—(a) Inthe
inference bearirig on Sound, the Proposition (‘Sound is non-
eternal’) comes under verbal cognition, and verbal assertion, unless
it is heard directly from a Rsi,——cannot by itself be accepted as
‘trustworthy’; and it stands in need of corroboration by Percep-
tion and Inference ; (b) in the Statement of the Probans we have
an ‘Inference’, being deduced, as it is, from the cognition of
similarity by the Statement of the Instance:* this has been
explained clearly in the Bhasya dealing with the Statement of the
Instance ;-(c) the Statement of the Instance represents ‘Perception’;
the deduction of the unseen (unknown or uncertain conclusion)
from the seen (what is perceived in the Instance) being only
natural;-(d) the Re-affirmation is in the form of ‘Analogy’, as it is
expressed in the form ‘as that so this’, or ‘ this is not as that is’,
when there is denial of the analogous character ; in which case
the Re-affirmation is in the form of the denial of the contrary
character ;——(e) the Final Conclusion serves to show how all the
Factors combined are capable of bringing about the cognition of a
single object (in the shape of the Probandum through that of the
Probans).

There is mutual co-operation also among the five ‘Factors’;
e.g. (a) If there were no Proposition, there would be no basis on
which the Statement of the Probans and the other Factors could
proceed ; (b) if there were no Statement of the Probans,the
instrumental efficiency of what (towards the bringing about of the
cognition) could be shown (by the Inference) ?--what again would
that be whose connection with the Instance and the Probandum
could be shown ?——on the basis of what again could there be the
Final Conclusion consisting in the re-statement of the Propo-
sition ?-—(c) If there were no Statement of the Instance, what would
that be to which there would be similarity, or dissimilarity, of
what is put forward as the means (Probans) of proving the Pro-

* The Probans is recognised as such only when the reasoner has be-
come cognisant of the invariable concomitance between the Probandum
and the Probans as perceived in the thing that is cited as the Instance.
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bandum ?--on the strength of similarity to what too would the
final recapitulation proceed ?~—(d) If there were no Reaffirmation,
the character put forward as proving the Probandum, not having
its presence in the Probandum reasserted, could not accomplish
its purpose ;——(e) lastly, in the absence of the Final Conclusion,
there would be nothing to indicate the mutual relationship among
the Proposition and the other Factors, or the fact of their combin-
ing to accomplish a common purpose ; and what too would it be
that would be declared as proved by means of such expressions as
‘so is this’ ?

We now proceed to show the purpose served by each cf the
five ‘Factors of Reasoning.” * (a) The Proposition serves the pur-
pose of mentioning the relation between the character to be
proved and the Subject ; (b) the Statement of the Probans serves
the purpose of stating the fact of a certain character, which is
either similar or dissimilar to what is stated in the Instance,
proving what is to be proved ; (c) the Statement of the Instance
serves the purpose of indicating the presence, between the two
characters, of the relation of ‘proof and proved’ (Probans and Pro-
bandum), asmanifested in a single substratum; (d) the purpose served
by the Reaffirmation is to indicate the co-existence (in the Subject)
of the character put forward as Probans with that put forward as
the Probandum ;-—(e) and the Final Conclusion serves the purpose
of showing that it is not possible to deny, in regard to the parti-
cular Probandum (and Subject), the relation of ‘proof and proved’
which has been found, in the Instance, to subsist between the
two characters. t

* Though the purpose of each Factor has already been shown under
the sitra defining each of them, yet the Author proceeds to explain it again,
for the good of his disciples.—T'atparya.

1 The Final Conclusion thus is not the same as the Proposition ; the
latter puts forward the fact only tentatively, as requiring confirmation by
the reasoning with the aid of the Probans and the Instance, while the former
puts it forward as one fully established, and thus precluding the possibility
of the truth being contrary to it. This cannot be done by the Proposition;
as, if it did, then the rest of the Factors would be entirely futile.-Tatparya.

The above remarks of the Tdatparya show that the writer was conscious
of the objection that every syllogism involves the fallacy of Petitio Principii;
and has supplied a reasonable answer.
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When the Probans and the Instance have been duly put for-
ward in the correct form, in the manner described above, there
is no opportunity for the Opponent to urge (against the reasoning)
any ‘Futile Rejoinder,’-in the shape of urging contrary arguments
vitiating either the similarity or the dissimilarity of the Probans—
or any one of the many ‘Clinchers.” The Opponent who has re-
course to ‘Futile Rejoinder’ does so (with effect) only after he has
shown the doubtful character of the relation of ‘proof and proved’
between the two characters as found in the Instance; and as a
matter of fact a Probans is put forward as such only when its
relation of ‘proof and proved’ to the Probandum has been duly
grasped in the Instance,—and not when its mere ‘similarity’ or
‘dissimilarity’ to the character in the Instance has been recog-
nised. [So that when the Probans is duly stated, there can be no
room for Futile Rejoinder or Clinchers being urged against it.]

SecTION (7)

Factors Supplementary to Reasoning
Cogitation (Tarka)
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

After the Factors of Reasoning, it is necessary to define
Tarka, Cogitation.* This is what is declared in the next Sitra.

Sitra 40

When the real character of a thing is not well known,
there is put forward, for the purpose of ascertaining that
real character, a reasoning (in support of a certain conclu-
sion) which indicates the presence of proof (showing the un-
desirability or absurdity of a contrary conclusion);—and this
is called ‘Cogitation.’

BHASYA

As a matter of fact, when the real character of a thingis not
well known, there is a desire to know it;—this desire appearing in

* Because this is mentioned in the opening Siitra, next to ‘Avayava’,
and also because it serves the purpose of strengthening the inferential con.
clusion by setting aside its contrary.

The Viz. Series edition hus a superfl.ous ‘ tarkah ’ here ; it is absent
in the Puri MSS.
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the form ‘méy I know it.” After this comes the doubt as to the thing
possessing this or that particular character— one of two contradic-
tory characters;* this doubt appearing in the form—"is this thing
80 and so, or is it not so and so ?’; and when one comes to ponder
over these two contradictory characters, if he finds proofs in
support of one of them, he accepts (or assents to) it,—this assent
being in the form ‘there are proofs supporting this fact; and as
there are proofs, the thing must have this character, and not the
other one .t

As an example of this Cogitation, we have the following
(in regard to the cognitive Soul being a product and having a
beginning, or being beginningless) :—First of all there arises a
desire to know the real character of the cogniser, the agent who
cognises what is to be cognised,—this desire being in the form
‘may I know the real character of the cogniser’—Then comes
the doubt in the form—‘'has this cogniser a beginning or is it
beginningless ?’—thus the real character of the thing being
in doubt, and not well known, the enquirer accepts and assents
to that particular character in support of which he finds proofs
and grounds for acceptance. For instance (in the particular case
cited ) the proof would be in the following form,—If the cogniser
were beginningless, then alone would Birth & Rebirth and Re-
lease be possible for him;—Birth & Rebirth consisting in the
functioning, one after the other, of pain, birth, activity, defect
and ignorance, among whom that which follows is the cause of
that which precedes it; and Release consisting in the disappear-
ance, one after the other, of these same (as declared in Si. 1-1-2);
and both of these would be impossible for him, if the cogniser had
a beginning; for in that case the cogniser would be connected
with a particular set of body, sense-organs, intellection and sen-
satiuns, only when he would come into existence for the first time;
so that these body and the rest, could not be the products of his

* Doubt is a necessary element in Tarka ; as it is only when there is
doubt as to the presence of this or that particular character that we can have
a reasoning which shows the impossibility-of the presence of one, and hence
the certainty of the presence of the other character ; and it is this reasoning
that constitutes Tarka. ‘

t The proof in support being in the form of the absurdxty or impossi-
bility of the other alternative.
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own past actions; and further, anything that is born also ceases to be
(very soon after); so that, becoming non-existent or destroyed, he
would not be these to undergo the experiences resulting from his
actions;—thus then for any one cogniser, it would be absolutely
impossible to have either connection with more than one body, or
disconnection (separation) from any body at all.” If (in another
instance) the reasoner finds no such proof forthcoming, he does
not accept or assent to the conclusion.* It is reasoning of this
kind that is called ‘Tarka’, ‘Cogitation.’

[The Satra says that Tarkais ‘for the purpose of knowing
the real character of the thing’; against this an objection is
raised: [—""Why should this reasoning be said to be for the purpose
of bringing about the true knowledge of the real character’, and
not to be that knowledge itself [appearing as it has been re-
presented to do, in the form ‘the thing must be so and so, and of
no other kind’, which is the form in which the knowledge of the
real character of the things appears.]?”

Our answer to this is that it would not be right for us to
speak of the reasoning as embodying the knowledge itself, because,
as a matter of fact, it is indecisive, being purely permissive in its
chracter,—the reasoner simply assenting to the assertion of one of
the two suspected characters, on the strength of the proof adduced;
and he does not (by this reasoning alone) accurately determine
or decide, or ascertaint that the thing must be so and so.

“How then does the reasoning serve the purpose of bringing
about the knowledge of the real character of things ?”

The true knowledge arises from the force of the Instrument
of Cognition (which becomes fully operative and effective) when
following after the reasoning, which has been duly' considered and
found to be free from all defects, and which appears in the
form of assent to the conclusion indicated by the said Instrument

* The Viz. S. edition reads taccanuyjarati, which is clearly wrong ; the
correct reading is tanndnujdﬂéti, as the Puri M5, and the Tatparya read.

1 The author puts forth several synonyms with a view to show that the
form in which the reatoning appears is totally different from that of a deﬁ-
nite, fully a:certained cognition,—says the Tatparya.
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of Cognition;* and it is in this manner that the reasoning serves
the purpose of bringing about the true knowledge of the real
character of things. T

Thus then, we find that Cogitation serves the purpose of
restoring or resuscitating the Pramdnas or Instruments of
Cognition (which have become shaken by doubts in regard to
the truth of the conclusions arising from them), and (thereby)
assents to and confirms those conclusions; it is for this reason that
it is mentioned along with ‘Pramana’ in the Siatra (I.2.1) which
defines Discussion.

This Cogitation assents to or confirms the notion as to the
real character of a thing whose real character is not known; i.e.
the idea of the thing as it really exists, which is what is meant
by its ‘real character’; i.e. the character that is free from all
misconceptions with regard to the thing. I

Nirnaya-Demonstrated Truth
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA
In regard to the subject-matter of the above-described
Cogitation— .
Siitra 41
‘when there is an ascertainment of the real character
of the thing after duly deliberating over the two sides of the
question—an argument in favour of a certain conclusion and
also that in its confutation§—we have what is called ‘De-
monstrated Truth’, ‘Nirnaya’ .

<

* The reading of the Viz. 5. edition is again defective : in L. 4, for
laksananugraho we should read ‘laksanadiiha ’ as read by the Puri MS., by
the T'atparya and also by three other MSS. as mentioned in the footnote in
the Viz S. edition.

t By declaring that the true knowledge arises from the force of the In-
strument of Cognition, the author means to lay stress upon the fact that
Tarka can never, by itself, be the independent means of any knowledge—
Tatparya.

1 For ‘ yathabhava, ’ read * tathabhava ’ which gives better sense and
is supported by the Vartika.

§ By ‘paksa’ and ‘pratipaksa’ here are meant respectivély—(1) the argu.-
ment in favour of a certain conclusion, and (2) the argument against that
conclusion. Such is ths interpretation by the Bhasya, the Vartika and the
Tatparya. But the Nydyasiutravivarana of Ridhamohana takes ‘pratipaksa’
as the argument against the view opposed to the said conclusion.
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In regard to every matter of dispute we have two opposite
views—one seeks to establish the truth of a certain conclusion
with regard to the thing under investigation, and the other
denies that conclusion, and seeks to confute the former view ;
and: these two,—the arguments favouring and the arguments
demolishing—are based upon—i. e. put forward with a view
to— the ‘conclusion’ (paksa) and its ‘confutation’ (pratipaksa);
and the two sets of arguments themselves, when appearing to-
gether,—i.e. when put forward side by side,—come to be spoken
of respectively as the ‘paksa’ (a certain view) and ‘pratipaksa’
(the contrary view). And of these two views, it is necessary that
one should be rejected and the other confirmed ; and when one
is confirmed, the ‘ascertainment’ with regard to that is called
‘Demonstrated Truth’,  Nirnaya'.

An opponent [being misled by the terms ‘paksa’, ‘one view’,
and ‘pratipaksa’, ‘contrary view’, to think that the whole definition
refers to Discussion, and it implies the presence of an element
of Doubt] urges the following objection :— “It is not possible to
have the said ascertainment by means of the ‘paksa and prati-
paksa’. TIn every Discussion what happens is as follows :—(A) At
first, one disputant states one view and supports it* with argu-
ments, and rejects all the objections that the other party could
bring against that view ;- (B) the second disputant thereupon
refutes the arguments put forward by the former in support of
his view, and also answers the arguments urged against the
objections put forward by himself—(C) so it goes on, until one
( set of arguments ) stops; and when one has stopped, the other
becomes established; and it is by means of this latter set of argu-
ments alone (and not by both, as said in the Sitra) that we have
that ‘ascertainment of the real character of the thing’ which is
called ‘Demonstrated Truth’. [So that it is not right to speak of
the ‘ascertainment’ as obtained through both ‘paksa and
pratipaksa’] ; specially as in a bona-fide discussion, both parties
are equally certain as to the truth of their allegations, and there
is no element of Doubt in their minds; or else, they would not
engage in the Discussion.”

* The Viz. S. Edition reads a superfluous ‘tam’ here, which is not
found either in the Puri MS. or in the reading adopted by the Tatparya.
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The answer to the above is that, as a matter of fact ‘ascer-
tainment’ is got at through both. “How is this proved?”” In the
following manner, we reply. Every Discussion ends in showing
the possibility ot reasonableness of one view and the impossibility
or unreasonableness of the ‘confutation’ of (the arguments against)
that view, [or vice versa, the reasonableness of the confutation and
the unreasonableness of the original view]; and it is only when we
have both of these—the reasonableness and unreasonableness—that
they conjointly set aside the doubt or uncertainty attaching to the
real character of the thing; while if we do not have them both,
the uncertainty continues to remain.

‘After deliberating’—i.e., after having carried on due delibera-
tion. This ‘deliberation’ consists in the bringing to light—i.e.,
formulating—the two sides of the question; whereby it provides
the occasion for reasonings to operate,—i.e, to be put forward
(with a view to ascertain the'truth).

What is declared here in this Siifra must be taken as refer-
ring to mutually contradictory views pertaining to one and the
same thing. When it is found that the two contradictory characters
subsist in similar things (and not in the same thing), then both
being possible, both are accepted; for the simple reason that due
investigation has shown such to be the real state of the things;
for example, when the definition of Substance is stated in the form
‘Substance is that which has Motion,’ it is found that a Substance,
for which Motion is possible or certain, ‘has motion,” while at the
same time, there are substances for which no activity is possible,
and these certainly ‘have no motion’ [so that in regard to this case
both views ‘Substance has motion’ and ‘Substance has no motion,’
are admissible, and as such cannot be called ‘contradictory views’].
Even with regard to the same thing, if the two contradictory
characters are predicated in reference to different points of time,
then there is an option with regard to time [both being accepted
as true, in reference to different points of time]; e.g., the same
substance which, at one time being moving, is said to ‘have
motion,” may be admitted to ‘have no motion’ at another time;
when either the motion may not have yet appeared, or it may
have ceased. - , . : -
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When the Sitra declares, that ‘Demonstrated Truth is that
ascertainment which is got at after duly deliberating the two sides
of a question,’ it is not meant to apply to all kinds of Demonstrated
Trath ; for in the case of Perception, which is born of the
contact of the sense-organ with the object, the Demonstrated Truth
consists simply in the ‘ascertainment of the object’ ;—it is only
in regard to a thing in doubt,:which is under investigation [and
with regard to which a Cogitation has been put forward], that
Demonstrated Truth consists in the ascertainment got at by duly
deliberating the two sides of the question; while lastly, in regard
to the subject-matter of Discussion and the Scriptures there is no
‘deliberation’ (or doubt).*

Thus ends the First Daily Lesson in the First Discourse of
Vatsyayana’s Bhasya.

D1SCOURSE 1
Second Daily Lesson
Lecture (1)

Controversy
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

TThere are three kinds of Controversy—(1) Discussion,
(2) Disputation and (3) Wrangling. Of these—

* In the case of Perception we have neither ¢ deliberation ’ nor the ‘ two
sides of the question ’;—in the case of things under investigation we have
both ; while in the case of Discussion, we have the ‘ two sides of the questi-
on,’ but no ‘ deliberation,’—as each party is equally certain of his view ;
and in the casc of Scriptures, there may be ¢ two sides ’; but there is no
‘ deliberation ’ or ‘ doubt. ’

The Nyayasitravivarana remarks that in the case of ‘Inference for
one’s-own benefit, also, there is neither ¢ doubt ’ nor ¢ two sides. ’

1t The connection of the two Daily Lessons is thus explained in the
Parisuddhi—The entire method of reasoning with all its accessories has been
explained in the First Daily Lesson. All this reasoning helps the reasoner
to arrive at a definite conclusion cither by himself alone, or by holding a
consultation with others. In the latter case there arise occasions for dis-
cussion and mutual criticism ; and it is this latter method of arriving at a
conclusion that constitutes the subject-matter of the Second Daily Lesson.
Controversy, according to a certain writer, whom the Parishuddhi calls the

q%ﬂ'i‘e»’ﬁﬂlﬁﬂi, is of four kinds—Ssq: ,—qﬁ-{qa(qmag?;ﬁ S ;—aqTg:—

and qﬁq&vtﬂm{ﬁ? qTg: ; while according to the ‘‘Bahyas’ (outsiders,
i. e. Bauddhas) there is only one kind of Controversy.
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Siitra 1

Discussion consists in tke putting forward (by two
persons) of a conception and a counter-conception, in which
there is supporting and condemning by means of proofs and
reasonings, —neither of which is quite opposed to the main
doctrine (or thesis), and both of which are carried on in full
accordance with the method of reasoning through the Five
Factors.

When two contrary particular characters are alleged to
subsist in the same substratum, they are called ‘paksa and prati-
paksa’, ‘conception and counter-conception’, being, as they are,
like opponents to each other; e. g. when we have two such
allegations as—' soul is’ and ‘soul is not ’; when, however, the
contrary characters are conceived to subsist in different substrata,
they are not called ‘conception and counter-conception’; e. g.
such conceptions as ‘ Soul is eternal > and ‘Buddhi is non-eternal.’
Parigraha’, ' putting forward,’ means asserting, or laying stress
upon, the thing being of a particular character. And it is this
asserting of two contrary characters that constitutes Discussion.

The distinctive features of this Discussion are next put
forward :—In which there is supporting and condemning by means
of proofs and reasonings—i. e. in which a conception is supported
by means of proofs and reasonings, and also condemned by
means of proofs and reasonings ; so that what is meant is that
both the supporting and the condemning are done by means of
proofs and reasonings.* ‘ Supporting ’ here stands for establishing,

* The footnote in the Vizianagram Sans. Series says that the ‘support-
ing’ is done by means of proofs only and the ‘condemning’ is done by means
of reasoning only. But this is contrary to what follows in the Bhdsya, the
Vartika and the Tatparya. "The last says—Though in Wrangling also there
is putting forward of conception and counter-conception, yet herein we have
no ‘supporting’ of the counter-allegation; as in Wrangling there is only
demolishing of each other's positions, and no supporting at all ;—though in
Disputation there is supporting of the counter-conception, yet the support-
ing and condemning are not always by means of such reasonings as have all
their factors entirely valid. So that from both Wrangling and Disputation
Discussion becomes distinguished by reaton of its Faving both the support-
ing and condemning done in accordance with reasonings and proofs. The
Vartika explains the compound ‘pramanatarkasadhanopalambhah’ somewhat
differently : It takes it as a madhyamapadalopi compound, expounding it as
‘pramanatarkasadhanah pramanatarkasadhanopalambhusca’—i. e. the support-
ing is done by means of proofs and reasonings, and the condemnation of
that supporting is also done by means of proofs and reasonings.
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and ‘condemning’ for denying or rejecting. These two, ‘support-
ing’ and ‘ condemning’ of the two conceptions, proceed hand in
hand, in a connected manner,—until one of the two conceptions
beeomes rejected and another established ; so that there is ulti-
mately ‘condemnation’ of that which has been rejected and
“supporting’ of that which remains unshaken.

As a rule Clinchers are employed in Disputation ; so that
their use is precluded from Discussion. But even though
Clinchers are, as a body, precluded from Discussion, yet the use
of some of them is permitted ;—that is what is meant by the
qualification ‘not opposed to the main doctrine’ ; *—for instance,
it is permitted to employ, in Discussion, the Clincher, in the
shape of the Fallacy of ‘Contradiction,” which has been defined
{in Si. 1-2-6) as ‘that which contradicts the accepted thesis.’
Similarly the qualification ‘carried on in full accordance with the
method of reasoning through the Five Factors’ has been added
with a view to indicate that it is permitted to employ, in Discus-

* ‘The Vartika does not accept this interpretation ; according to it, this
qualification is meant to exclude the Apasiddhanta.

The Parisuddhi thus explains the difference in the two interpretations:—
We have a general rule that ‘no animals should be killed,’ then we have the
exception ‘the Agnisomiya animal should be killed’; so here we have the
general rule that in I no clinchers are to be put forward, and then there
is the exception, that the Apasiddhanta clincher should be urged. Thus
according to the Bhasya. According to the Vartika the sense is that there is
a natural tendency to urge all clinchers in qIg; and hence there is the exclu-
sive selection of the Apasiddhanta as the only one of the clinchers to be

urged.
The Parisuddhi goes on—‘From among the 22 clinchers, there are six
that cannot by their very nature, be urged in  Tg—(1) qfa'araﬁ, (2)

qlIE=ATE, (3) %, (4) J4FEAL, (5) ATGNIATT and (6) HaTiH;—
there are seven which, even though possible, should not be urged—(1) nfaaf-
=, (2) T, (3) 3, (4) (G, (5) fR, (6) FAFA, () FI-
Fregraeon s—there are seven again which may be urged—(1) ﬁ’fl’”l, €2)
HIATEFS, (3) 777, (4) AFyF, (5) JATH, (6) HAFATYW, (7) ATRIGI;—
there are two which, when urged, put an end to the controversy—( 1) i?q‘l-
w14, (2) faageargarT.
N.B.6
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sion, the two Clinchers. of ‘Deficiency,’—which  is' defined :as
“‘that which is wanting in any one of the factors of reasoning’ (S&.
-5-2-12)—and ‘Redundance’~—defined as ‘that which puts fotward
superfluous Probans and Example.’ (Si. 5-2-13). B

[One purpose of the term ‘in which the supporting and
condemning are by means of proofs and reasonings’ having been
already explained, the Bhasya proceeds to point out other purposes
served by the same term.]—(1) Even though ‘proofs and reasonings’
are included among the ‘Factors’ [so that the presence of ‘proofs
and reasonings’ is already implied in the qualification ‘in accord-
ance with reasoning through the Five Factors’], yet ‘proofs ‘dtid
reasonings’ have been added separately, with a view to indicate
that the proofs and reasonings urged by the two parties should be
mter related (and not mdependent of one another) ; otherwise it
would have to be regarded as ‘Discussion’ when both parties 'go
on urging arguments, each in support of his own view (without
any’‘regard to arguments propounded by the other). *-—-(2) In some
cases, it is found that even without the use of the ‘Factors of
Reasoning’, several Proofs accomplish their purpose (of determin-
ing the real nature of things) ; so that it would be real Discussion
also when the ‘supporting’ and ‘condemning’ are carried on. by
means of such proofs (as are independent of the Factors) —and
it is this fact that is indicated by the adding of the term ‘by
means of proofs and reasonings’ [while, in the absence of this
term, the said form of Discussion would not be included in the
definition, which, in that case, would make the presence of the
‘five factors’ essential].—(3) Lastly, the term ‘in accordance with
proofs and reasonings’ has been added for the purpose of preclud-
ing the notion that Disputation does not admit of those Clinchers
that are employed in Discussion,—Disputation being defined (in
the next Satra) as ‘that in which the supporting and condemnifg
are carried on by means of Casuistry, Futile Rejoinder and
Clinchers'; that is to say, this definition of Disputation. might

'|

» For. instance, when one party goes on propounding, from his own
standpoint, arguments in support of the eternality of Sound, and the otHer
person putting forward from his point of view alone, arguments in suppdrt
of its non-eternality ; and neither takes any account of the arguments urged

by the other.
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give rise o thei mnotion: that. Disputation is that wherein the
supporting and: condemning iare carried on by. means .of .Casuistry
&c. only'; (and! never by : means of proofs .and reasonings);; while
wherever:ithe suppatting dand condemning are carried; on by
means'of proofs and .reasonings, it.is Discussion always (and
never Disputation) ;~and with a view to preclude this notion, the
Siutra has added the term ‘by means of proofs and reasonings’.
[The sense being that, as a matter of fact, some of the Clinchers
employed' in Discussion ..may :be employed in Disputation and
vice-versa,and yet there is this distinction that, in Discussion the
supporting: and condémning are done strictly in accordance with
proofs'and reasomings, while  in Disputation, -thev are. done by
means of Casuistry, etc., also.] ' :
Coo © " Satra 2
‘ ) .ja.lp‘a-,‘D:li.éﬁutqtion _

Disputation is that which is endowed with the said
characteristics and in which there is supporting and condemn-
ing by means.of Casuistry, ‘Futile Rejoinder and Clinchers
(aISO).‘ : o )
Lo R ‘BHASYA

- *Endowed with' the said characteristics’.—i.e. (a) it puts
forward a conception’ and counter-conception,—(b) consists in
sapportitig and condethning by means of proofs and reasonings,—
(0) is not opposed to the main' doctrine,—and (d) is carried on
in " full accordance ‘with the méthod of reasoning through Five
Factors. L :

*In which there is sut‘morﬁng and condemning by means of
Casuistry Ec.>—i.¢. the peculiarity of Disputation (as distinguished
from Discussion) lies'in'this that here the supporting as well as
the condemning are done also by meuns of Casuistry, Futile Re-
joinder and Clinchers. ' o

An obfection is raised—"“As a matter of fact, no supporting of
anything is ever done, by means of Casuistry, Futile Rejoinder
and Clinchers ; all these serve the purpose only of condemning
(or opposing) things; as'is distinctly expressed in their general
definitions as ‘well a8’ detailed tlassifications: For instance, "the
general definitions of these (as provided in the Nyaya Siitra) are—
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(a) ¢ Casuistry consists in opposing an assertion through the
assumption of an alternative meaning’ (1. 2. 18),—(b) ‘ Futite
Rejoinder consists in opposing an assertion through similarity and
dissimilarity ’, (1. 2. 10),—and (¢) ‘Clincher consists in the
indicating of the disputant’s misunderstanding and failing to
understand the point at issue’. (1.2.19); and in the detailed
classification of each of these also it is clear that every one of them
serves the purpose of only opposing assertions. There is nothing
in the Siitra as we have it from which one could understand that
Casuistry &c., serve to support conceptions through opposing (their
contraries) ; this sense could be got at only if we had the Sitra in
the form that ‘ in Disputation, opposing is by means of Casuistry,
&c.’ (dropping the term °supporting’ altogether).”

[ The answer to the above objection is as follows —As a
matter of fact, both supporting and condemning are done by means
of proofs; and Casuistry, &c., come in only as auxiliaries, serving
the purpose of guarding one’s own view; and they never, by
themselves, serve as the means of supporting. That is to say,
when a person supports by means of proofs, Casuistry, Futile Re-
joinder and Clinchers are employed as auxiliaries,t serving, as
they do, the purpose of guarding one’s own view ;—as a matter of
fact, whenever these are employed they guard one’s own view by
attacking or opposing the other view. This is exactly what is
declared later on in the Sitra—' Disputation and Wrangling serve
the purpose of safeguarding the conception of truth—just as the
fencing of thorny boughs serves the purpose of safeguarding the
sprouting of seeds.” (4-2-50). Similarly when a person condemns
a counter-conception by means of proofs, if he employs Casuistry
&c., they become helpful in setting aside or warding off the
attacks that might be made against that condemnation. So that
Casuistry, &c., are employed only as subsidiary auxiliaries;
[ there is this difference, however, that] as regards supporting,
they never by themselves serve as the direct means (always serv-

t The words @ et WTTATE: 7, A SATNler ar
mmfﬂuﬁmmm. W&T{mm are wanting in the Puri
manuscript ; but this must be due to %@asm, caused by the same word
wvmieam occurring twice,
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ing as subsidiary auxiliaries),—but as regards condemning, they do
by themselves, serve as the direct means also.*

Vitanda-Wrangling
Sitra 3

That same Disputation is Wrangling when there is no
establishing of the counter-conception. }

BHASYA

The aforesaid Disputation becomes ‘Wrangling’ ;—with this
further qualification that it is without any establishing of the
counter-conception. 'lhat is to say, out of the above described
two allegations in regard to two contrary characters as subsisting
in the same substratum,—which have been called above, ‘concep-
tion and counter-conception *—the Wrangler does not establish
one (that which he himself holds), but only goes on to criticise the

(proofs adduced for establishing the) conception of the other
person.

“In that case the definition of Wrangling had better be stated
in the form that it is that Disputation which is without a counter-
conception.”§

But as a matter of fact, the statement that the Wrangler
makes in attacking his opponent’s view could constitute his own
‘view’; and what is meant (by there being no establishing of the
counter-conception) is that he does not proceed to establish the
proposition which he lays down as to be proved by himself. And

* The Vartika has taken exception to the whole of this question and
answer in the Bhdsya. It is interesting to note that the =qrqq§rﬁrq'(vr takes

AIAYTSFT as QAT AN attacking for the purpose of supporting.

t The ‘Sacred Books of the Hindus’ edition reads the Sutra as
‘@UIA9E’.  This is not supported by any of the available commentaries,
nor by the Puri manuscripts, nor by the explanations given by the Bhasya,
the Vartika and the Tatparya. The last 54 78—‘The conception of the critic
himself is what is called counter-conception here,—as opposed to the view
that he is criticising.’

§ When there is no establishing of the critic’s own view, it follows that
he has no view of his own to establish ; for unless an attempt is made by a
person to ettablish a certain idea, the idea cannot be called a ‘paksa’, a view.
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(for-this. reason) it is-better to have thie definition as it .gtands in
the Sitra. * L el S
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.. SEGTION: (2)..-

Of the Fallacious Probans.

_ INTRODUCTORY BHASYA
Thé ‘Hetoabhdsas, ‘ Fallacious Probans’, -are so called
because they do not possess all the characteristics of the true
Probans, and yet they are sufficiently similar to the Probans to
appear as such. And these—

Siatra 4

(1) The Savyabhicira (Inconclusive), (2) The 'Viruddha
(Contradictory), (3) The Prakaranasama (Neutralised), (4)
The Sidhyasama (unknown), and the Kilitita (Mistimed)—
are the Fallacious Probans.

The Inconclusive Probans (1).
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

From among the aforesaid five Fallacious Probans—
Sitra 5. .,
+ The Inconclusive is that ' which s tainted by
indecision. ”

*  When the wrangler confines himself to merely criticising the oppon-
ent’s view, he does 5o with the idea that when the opponent)s view has been
rejected as wrong, it would follow as a necessary consequence ‘that his awn
view is right ; so that he does have a view of his own; but it is stated in
wrangling, only in the form of the attack on the other view ; tHis ‘criticism,
being figuratively spoken of as his ‘view’.-~So that the meaning is that
though the wrangler has a view of his own, yet he does not make any
attempt at establishing it, apart from the attack that he directs againt the
other view. Hence it is only right to speak of there being no establishing of
his own view ; but it would be wrong to say that there is no other view.-.
Tatparya.

+ The term, H&%Tﬁﬂ% is explained by the =m§ﬂﬁa{m as follows—
CUFE, GITET QUATATEE] a1 ‘e’ AfaEwar afkasta @ ‘oEEd:
qg=T: ‘SWEEA: . THEA R AT AT @ TEFdi—says the Bhdsya
below. On this Sa. the Tatparya remarks that the terms ‘imconclusive’
and ¢ indecisive ’ being synonymous—which is the term defined and
which is the defining term should vary with the student. If he knows the
meaning of ‘inconclusive’ and not that of ‘indecisive’ then the latter shall
_pe for him the defined term, and the former the defining term, and so ovice
versa. .
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The term ‘vyabhicara’, ‘indecision’, means non-fixity on any
one point * ; and that which is accompanied by this ‘indecision’
is the ‘indecisive’. As for example, in the reasoning ‘Sound is
eternal because it is intangible—the jar which is tangible has been
found to be non-eternal,—and Sound is not tangible,—therefore,
being intangible, Sound must be eternal’,.—we find that the
character of intangibility has been put forward as proving the
character of efernality; while as a matter of fact the two
characters do not bear to each other the relation of proof and
proved (Probans and Probandum); [as all non-eternal things are
not tangible, e.g. Buddhi is non-eternal and yet it is intangible] ;
for we find that the Atom is tangible and yet eternal. If the
Soul and such other things (which combine efernality with intangi-
bility) be cited as the instance (supporting the reasoning), then—
inasmuch as the Probans has been defined (above, in Si. 1-1-34) as
‘that which establishes the Probandum through similarity to the
instance’,—‘intangibility’ will have to be regarded as the Probans;
and this would be found to be not necessarily concomitant with
eternality,—e.g. in the case of Buddhi, which is intangible and yet
non-eternal. So that in both kinds of instance [in that of dissimi-
larity, in the case of jar cited before, which is tangible and non-
eternal,—and in that of similarity, as in the case of Soul, which is
ifntangible and eternal], there is ‘indecision’, non-concomitance,
between intangibility and eternality ; and thus they cannot be
accepted to be related as probans and probandum ; and thus, not
fulfilling the conditions of the Probans, what is cited in the above
réasoning cannot be a true Probans.

[If the term ° S«HI*AH:’ be taken as embodying the defi-
nition and ‘ ASATHAT’ as the term defined, in that case the
word WHEHIRAH: should be explained as follows:]-—In the rea-
soning cited, ‘eternality’ is one ‘anta’, point, and ‘non-eternality’ is
another one ‘anta’, point ; that which subsists in--is concomitant
with—one point would be ‘ekanta’, one-pointed ; and the contrary
(that is not concomitant, with one) would be ‘anaikanta’, not one-
pointed ; as this would be concomitant with both (the Probandum,
eternality, and its contrary, non-eternality).

mhen a probans is found to be concomitant with neither the

probandum only, nor the negation of the probandum only,—but with both—then
it is said to be ‘tainted by vyabhicara or indecision’.
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Siitra 6
The Contradictory Probans (2)

A certain doctrine (or view) having been accepted, the
probans that is contradictory to it is called the ‘Contradictory’.

BHASYA

The term °tadvirodhi’,  contradictory to it’, means that
which contradicts it, i.e. that which contradicts (sets aside, renders
impossible*) the doctrine that has been accepted. E. g. [When
the author of the Yogabhdasya on Yogasiitra 111-13t makes the two
statements]—' This world, being a modification, ceases from mani-
festation, because its eternality is denied '—and—° Even when
thus ceasing, it continues to exist, because its utter destruction is
denied.” Here we find that what the Probans in the former rea-
soning—' because its eternality is denied ’—means is that ‘no
modification can be eternal ’; and thisis certainly contradictory
to the doctrine enunciated in the second statement, that °even
when ceasing, the modification continues to exist.’ ““ How:?"
Well, the ‘ manifestation’ of a thing is only the attaining of
existence, and ‘ ceasing’ is falling off ; so that if the modification
when fallen off (apeta, ceasing) from its existence (vyakteh, from
manifestation), does ‘ continue to exist’, then it is not possible to
deny its eternality ; because the very fact that the modification
continues to exist even after manifestation should constitute .its
eternality; and ‘denial of its eternality’ should necessarily
imply the possibility of the modification falling off from its exis-
tence ; as it is only what actually falls off from existence that has
been found to be non-eternal ; while that which still exists does
not fall off from existence ;—so that ‘continuing to exist’ and
* falling off from existence’ are two mutually contradictory con-
cepts ; and as such can never co-exist. Thus it is found that the
Probans put forward (‘ denial of eternality’) actually sets aside the

# In Bhdsya on Sti. 5-2-4, *‘ is contradicted ’* has been explained as “is
rendered impossible *’.

t The real words of the JTHISY are FAgq ASITI AFI ete. as
quoted in the Vartika. ‘
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very doctrine (of continuity of existence) on whose basis it is put
forward.*

Stitra 7

(3) The Neutralised Probans—the Third Fallacious Probans

The Neutralised Probans is that which is put forward to
establish a definite conclusion, while it is one that only gives
rise to suspense (and vascillation) in regard to the point at

issue.
BHASYA

'The term ‘prakarana’, ‘point at issue’, stands for the two
opposite views on a doubtful question, neither of which is defini-
tely ascertained ;—the ‘cinta’, ‘suspense’, in regard to such point
at issue, consists in that desire to ascertain the truth, that whole
process of investigation, which, starting with the doubt, ends with’
the definitive cognition ;-——now that Probans which really only
gives rise to the said suspense, if put forward as leading to

* There is a marked difference between the Bhasya's account of the
Contradictory Probans and that given by the later Logicians. It is clear
from the Bhasya that what is meant is that the Probans is contradictory to
some doctrine that its propounder has already accepted. ‘The later Logi-
cians define it as that which proves the contradictory of the proposition which it
is put forward to prove. The earliest mention of this later view is found in
the Vartika, which puts it forward as an alternative explanation of the defi-
nition given in the Sitra. The words of the Siitra afford directly the meaning
assigned to them in the Bhasya ; but how the words may be made to yield

P

the later view is thus explained in the T-qmﬁﬁﬁiiﬂl—aﬁﬁ] TR~
fagrd afAaIaerASTRA- AT -aEHI  GYH:  qigiMT arear-
mqugaﬁg: fa%g: | [When the opponent repeats the view he is going
to refute and then propounds the refuting reason, this reason is contradictory.}
AT ATINTY IRFT T 9™ AT qEGTAT  ALATAEAIAT
Eﬂ: ! [That which really happens to prove a conclusion contrary to what it
ia meant to prove.] The former of these two explanations is not right ; the
latter represents the generally accepted view.

‘The Parisuddhi thus distinguishes ‘Virodka’ from *Apasiddhanta’— We
have Apasiddhdnta when the assertion made goes against what the speaker
himself has declared previously on the basis of a more authoritative
pramana ; while there is Virodha when the assertion itself contains within
itself the elements of contradiction, when one part of it asserts one thing
and another part a totally contradictory thing.’ '
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definitive cognition, does not differ (in point of being doubtful),
from the point at issue; as both sides would be equal (equally
doubtful) ; and thus being similar (sama) to the point at issue
(prakarana), it does not lead to any definite conclusion. *
Example—'Sound is non-eternal, because we do not find in it
the properties of the eternal thing ; and we have found, in the
case of such things as the Dish and the like, that what is not
found to possess the properties of an eternal thing is non-eternal.’
‘That reasoning, in which what is put forward as the Probans
is the character that is admitted (by both parties) to be common
(to the Probandum and its Reverse), is ‘equal to doubt’ (in not
leading to a certain conclusion) ; and such a Probans, therefore,
has been called ‘Indecisive’ ;—[in the case of the Prakaranasama],
on the other hand, what gives rise to the ‘prakarana’, the point at
issue, is (not Doubt, but) only that factor of Doubt which consists
in the fact of there being found nothing which could favour either
of the two opposite views ; e.g. in regard to the reasoning cited,
we find that in Sound, properties of an efernal thing are not
found, just as properties of a non-eternal thing are not found ; and
this not finding of peculiarities favouring either of the two views

* The two opposite views, which constitute the ‘point at issue’, have
been here called ‘prckarana’ in the sense that these views are what are made
the probandum (sadhyatvena prakriyate) by the two parties...... The ‘suspense’
in regard to these views, is due to the real truth on the point being not
known ; e.g. when a man puts forward the fallacious reasoning—‘Sound is
non-eternal because the properties of an eternal thing are not found in it’—
the person to whom this is addressed falls into a suspense, as he does not
find, 1n Sound, either such properties as are invariably concomitant with
eternality, or such as are inseparable from noneeternality ; having therefore
his doubts thus aroused, he procecds to enquire and investigate. So that the
urging of the non-finding of the properties of an eternal thing, as brought for-
ward to prove eternality,—while it leads only to a doubt as to eternality and
non-eternality,—conzstitutes the Fallacious Probans called ‘Prakaranasama’...
‘Both sides would be equal’—i.e. just as the not finding of the properties of the
eternal thing would indicate non-eternality, exactly in the same manner would
the not finding of the properties of a non-eternal thing indicate eternality...... The
explanation of the term as ‘similar to the point at issue’ (prakaranasya samah)
is only by way of indicating what the etymology of the word signifies ; it is
not meant that similarity to the point at issue constitutes the denotation of the
term ; in fact what the term really denotes is only being neutralised (having
an opponent equally strong)=—Tatparya.
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gives rise to ‘suspense in regard to the point at issue.” “How?”
Bécause in the contrary case (i.e. in the case of out. finding pecu-
Varities favouring either of the two views), there would be an end
‘to the ‘point at issue’ (one of the views being definitely ascertain-
ed) ; for example, if we actually found, in Sound, properties of
the eternal thing, it would no longer be a ‘point at issue’ ; or i

we found in it properties of the non-eternal thing, then also it
would cease to be a ‘point at issue’. Thus then we find that, in-
asmuch as such a Probans gives rise to (lends support to) both the
pposite views, it cannot lead toa definitive cognition in regard to
either one of them. *

Siitra 8
(4) The Unknown Probans

. The Unknown Probans is that which, being still to be
proved, is not different from the Probandum.t

"' # The difference between the Inconclusive and the Neutralised probans,
as brought out in the Bhisya, is thus explained in the Tatparya—The
Probans in the reasoning ‘Sound is non-eternal, because properties of an
cternal thing are not found in it’ would be called ‘Inconclusive’, only if the
not-finding of the properties of an cternal thing were known to subsist in a thing
which is admitted by both parties to be eternal : or the not-finding of
the properties of the non-eternal thing were known to subsist in a thing
admitted by both parties to be non-eternal. As it is, however, neither of these
two conditions is fulfilled by the case cited, in which all that we have is that
in Sound, there is not-firding of the properties of the eternal thing, and also the
not-finding of the properties of the non-eternal thing : that is all; and these two
circumstances neutralising one another, we call the Probans ‘neutralised.’

+ “That whose subsistence in the Subject is as unsettled as that of the
Probandum’—says the ‘:mqq\ﬂ'ﬁﬁ{v{ . The Tatparya has the following
notes on the text of the Sitra ;- The definition here provided is meant to
inélude all the four kinds of WHG- EEANGE, THFIANGS, SAHANHE,
3qu; as every one of them is still to be proved and as such similar to the
Probandum. If the definition had been stated simply as—‘the sadhyasama
Probans is that which is unknown’, then, we could not include in this that
Probans which is unknown to only one of the parties (and known to the
other); while this becomes included when we add HT'«"&Hﬁ’fﬁE, as the Pro-
_bandum also is unknown to only one of the two partics. And if we had only
the term GTEYIfATAIE then this would apply to the SEIAUTGE, only ; as it is
only this that is exactly timilar to the Probandum,— in that both are unknown
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BHASYA _

[As an example of this Fallacious Probans, we have the rea-
soning]—'Shadow is a substance’,—the Probandum; to prove
which is put forward the Probans ‘because it has :motion’; and
this Probans does not differ from the Probandum, inasmuch as it
is still to be proved; and hence it is an ‘Unknown’ Probans.
Because that Shadow ‘has motion’ is not known, and it has got to
be made known, just as much as the Probandum (that Shadow is a
substance). What has got to be ‘known’ or ascertained is the
following—Does the shadow move, like the man ? or is it that as
the object obstructing the light moves along, there is a continuity
of the obstruction, which leads to the continuity of the absence of
the light, and it is this absence of light which is perceived (as the
shadow) ?’ What actually happens is that as the object moves
along, it obstructs certain portions of light, and what is perceived
as ‘shadow’ is only the continued absence of those portions of’
light that are obstructed (by the moving object) ; as ‘obstruction
is only negation of approach.*

Siitra 9
(5) The Belated or Mistimed Probans.

The Belated or Mistimed Probans is that which, as
adduced, is behind time.

before proof (by one party only) and both become known after proof ; and
all the other kinds of ‘unknown’ would become excluded. Hence the Shtra
has added the term ‘sédhyatvat’, being still to be proved; the Probandum also
is still to be proved ; or else it would not be a ‘probandum’ at all; hence thc
Probans is called ‘unknown’ because it is still to be proved; and some of the ‘un-
known’ are such as are wanting in proof only temporarily (such a smﬂﬁﬂ)
while others have this want permanently, not being capable of being proved

atall; and to this latter class belong the m and the Bﬂm.
It might seem that the definition applies to all that is to be proved, and hence
it applies to the Probandum also. But we should not lose sight of the ‘fact
that the definition has to be taken as subject to the general definition of
‘Fallacious Probans’; so what the definition means is that the ‘Unknown’ is
that probans which etc. etc.; and this cannot apply to the Probandum.

*® In the last sentence, the readings adopted in the body of the viz. text dre
defective ; the correct readings are supplied in the footnotes ; and these are
supported by the two Puri Mss. also.
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BHASYA

When one factor of the thing adduced as Probans is found to
be affected by lapse of time, it is said to be adduced ‘behind time;’
and it is then called ‘Belated.” Example—' Sound is eternal,
because it is manifested by conjunction, like Colour ; the Colour
that is manifested by the conjunction of light with the jar is one
that was in eXistence before, as well as after, its manifestation ;
similarly the Sound also that is manifested by the conjunction of the
drum and the stick, or by the conjunction of the wood and the
axe, is one that is in existence before and after its manifestion ;
so that, being manifested by conjunction, Sound must be regarded
as eternal”—This is not a valid Probans ; because when adduced, it
is behind time.* In the case of Colour, the time at which the

* It is clear from this passage and from the explanation of the FHISTdld

%\“@hﬂﬂ as given here and in the Vartika, that the conception of this fallacy
has undergone a complete change at the hands of the later logicians. The
latter regard that Probans as HISRIITYTIT which is found to be opposed to

a well-ascertained fact ; when, for instance, the coolness of fire is adduced
as Probans ; in accordance with this view they have given to their fallacy

the name of arﬁza, ‘ annulled’ ; while what the Bhdsya means is that we

have the FTBTATT fallacy when one part of the Probans is found to be such

as is not true at the time in connection with which it is put forward ;
e. g. ‘manifested by conjunction,’ as adduced to prove the eternality of
sound, is found to be a Probans of which one part, conjunction, is not present
at the time that Sound appears, though it was there before that appearance

s0 that it is behind time, ‘ belated.” The name FISEATA—Belated—can

rightly be applied to only this ; the AI{YT of the moderns was never true ;

so that the name ¢ belated ’ cannot apply to it. With a view to meet this
discrepancy between the two views, the T'atparya has adopted the method of
a very forced interpretation of the Bhasya. It says that the opening sentence
of the Bhisya states both views—the * svamata, ’ his own view, as also the
' paramata, ’ the view of others ; the Tatparya taking care to brand what
clearly is the Bhasya view as ‘paramata,’ and the modern view as ‘svamata’:
and it gets the two views out of the two meanings of the word artha, ‘thing,’
in the Bhdsya. According to the view of the Tatparya, * thing’ stands for
the Subject of the Proposition, in which the Probans should subsist ; and
the Subject—like every other thing—has two factors, the thing itself and ijts
qualities : and when one of these factors—the quality—is found to be
affected by lapse of time, we call it ‘belated *; e. g. when coolness of fire is
urged as proving its eternality, we find that the coolness, which is adduced
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manifesting conjunction appears'does not go beyond (i. e. does not
differ from) that at which the manifested colour - exists ;. as,it 18
only: during the time at which:the conjunction of the light- and
jar is present that colour is perceived ; while Colour, is not pgr-
ceived when the conjunction has ceased to exist. The case.of
Sound, however, is entirely different ; for instance, it is only after
the conjunction of the drum and stick has ceased- that Sound s
heard by the man at a distance ; in factitis heard at the time of
the Disjunction (i.e. at the time that the stick has ceased.to touch
the drum); so that thie manifestation of Sound is beyond .the time

as a quality of the subject, Fire, is * belated, * because its contrary has
been already definitely ascertained. By the view of the Bhdsya itself the
 thing ’ is the Probans itself ; and it is called ° belated,’ when not the
whole of it, but only a part of it is found to be behind time ; as in the case
of the Probans ‘ manifested by conjunction’, where it is found that though
the manifestation is true, the conjunction has passed off when the Sound
appears. And when the Tatparya finds the example given in the Bhasya
not fitting in with its own view, it seeks to meet this difficulty by saying
that the example according to the true view ‘has not been given in the Bhasya,
because several examples of it have already been given ; when for instance
it has been said that no conclusion can be deduced from what is contrary to
well-ascertained facts of perception or to scripture ; so that the Bhdsyua
cites an example only according to the paramata. This method, however, is
pot quite in keeping with the practice of Bhasyas. All Bhdsyas—that of
Vatsyayana among themn—err more on the side of diffuseness than of
conciseness. .

The Bhdsya view teally does not lend.support to the modern view of the
fallacy of Annulment ; if only a part of the Probans is ‘ behind time, ’ it
cannot be said to be contrary to, and hence annulled by, well-ascertained
facts of perception etc.; so in order to remove this difficulty, the Tatparya
has taken the term ¢ one part * of the Bhdsya to refer to’ the Subject, and
not to the Probans. As regards the objection that might be urged against the
Bhasya that it does not—if its own explanation of the Sitra is accepted—
mention the ¢ annulled ’ at all among the Fallacious probans,—it has to be
borne in mind that a true Fallacious I'robans is that which has-some semblance
of being a valid Probans, and as a matter of fact, anything so absurd as tHe
coolness of fire cannot be said to have any  semblance ’ to a valid Probams.
Then again, it has to be borne in mind that we can apply the term ¢ behind
time * or * belated ’ to only what was true before, but is not true at. the
time in connection with th: t with which it  is adduced ; and this also can
never apply to anything so absurd as coolness of fire. So that the modern
view would appear to be untupported, not only .by the Bhasya and the
Vartika, but also by .the Sitra. e
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of the conjunction ; and as'such it cannot be caused by that can-
Junction ; because as a.nile when the cause has ceased to exist,
the effect does not appear [so that if conjunction were the cause
of the manifestion of Sound, the latter should- cease after the
former has ceased]. Thus then, it is found that what is adduced
as the Probans is not ‘similar to the example’; and as such it
cannot prove thé Proposition ; hence it is a Fallacious Probans.*
"+ [The Bauddha logician has defined the ‘ Belated Probans’ as
that which is adduced at a time other than that at which it should
be adduced ; e. g. when one party has urged the reasoning simply
as ‘Sound is eternal, like the jar’, and he adduces the Probans,
‘ because it is a product ’, only after he has been asked Why-#’
Having thus explained and exemplified the Satra, the Bauddha
has found fault with it as follows :—The question-~' Why ? "—that
the Opponent puts—is it put after the first party has completed
his say, or before that ? If the former, then the first party is open
to the clincher of ‘ Deficiency ’, his reasoning being deficient in
that it does not state the Probans at all, and hence it cannot be a
case of Fallacious Probans being urged. If on the other hand the
question is put before the first party has completed his say, then
the Probans does not cease to be a truly valid Probans, simply
because it is urged after some time ; if it fulfils all the conditions
of the valid Probans, it does not lose its validity simply because
of the interruption by the over-zealous Opponent. This is met by
the Bhasya by rejecting the suggested interpretation of the Sitra]
—The Siitra does not mean that ‘belatedness’ consists in the

* The Tatparya remarks that the Fallacious Probans as here expl;_xinéd
would only be a form of the Unknown Probans, and as such the ‘ Belated ’
should be the same as the ¢ Unknown ’ ; and the fact that even though";"hi;s
objection should have been brought forward by the Bhasya if the explanatjon
provided by the Bhasya was really paramata, yet it has not been urged—has
been met by the specious reasoning that the defect was so apparent that the
Bhasya, did not think it worth while to urge it. But we have to remember
that the ‘ Belated ’ as explained by the Bhasya, is not included in any of

the three kinds of ¢ Unknown ’ accepted by the older logicians @G‘Tﬁ\ﬁ
AIIATET and SFTYTTAE (see above) ; it falls under what the later logi-

.¢ians have called the W{RIIfAE the partly ‘-unknown °’, of which howevef‘;qo
mention is found e¢ither in the Bhdsya or in the Vartika.
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reversing of the order of the Factors of Reasoning. Why?
Because we have the general law that—‘ when one thing is by its
inherent capability connected with another thing, the connection
subsists also when they are remote from one another, and on the
contrary, when the two things are not connected at all, mere pro-
ximity is ineffective ;—and according to this law even when the
Probans is stated in an order other than the usual one, it does not
lose its character of the ‘ Probans —which consists in its similar-
ity or dissimilarity to the Example (Si. 4-1-34 and 35) ; and so long
as it does not lose the character of the ‘Probans’, it cannot be
called a ‘ Fallacious > Probans. And further, the °‘reversing of
the order of the Factors’ is what has been stated (in Sa. 5-2.11)
as constituting the Clincher of ‘ Inopportune’; so that if the same
were mentioned here (as a ‘ Fallacious Probans’), that would be a
needless repetition. Thus we conclude that such is not the

meaning of the Sitra.*
SecTioN 3

CASUISTRY
Sitras 10—17
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA
Next we proceed to describe Casuistry. t

* The examples of ‘annulment’ by the more authoritative contrary
cognition of the Subject are thus supplied by the Parisuddhi—(1) “The jar is
all-prevading, because it is an entity, like Akasa’—when the all-prevading-
ness of the jar is opposed to what we know of -the jar by preception ;—
(2) ‘the atom is made of component parts, because it is corporeal, like the
jar’—where the conclusion is opposed to what we know of the atom by In-
ference ;—(3) ‘the Meru consists of stone, because it is a mountain, like the
Vindhya’-—where the conclusion is opposed to what we know of the Meru
from the scriptures. The following is an example of the annulment of the
conception of the Probans as adduced—(1) ‘Water and Air are hot, because
their touch is different from that of Earth, like Fire’—where the fact of the
touch of Air being different from that of Earth is opposed to our perception ;
and so on.

1 The sequence is thus explained by the Parisuddhi—When the dispu-
tant finds that his reasoning is vitiated by a fallacy, and he finds himeelf
unable to remove the fallaciousness, he, still desperately trying to snatch
victory to himself, puts forward improper answers-—of which there are two
kinds—Casuistry and Futile Rejoinder. The former comes first, as though
wrong in sense, it is verbally and apparently right, while Jdti is more absurd,
as it involves the contradiction of one’s own assertions.
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. Sttra 10
Casuistry consists in opposing a proposition by assigning
to it a meaning other than the one intended.
It is not possible to cite specific examples in connection with
the general definition ; they will be cited along with the defini-
tion of the several kinds of Casuistry.

INTRODUCTORY BHASYA
The division of Casuistry is as follows—

Sitra 11

Itis of three kinds—(A) Vikchala, Verbal Casuistry,
(B) Siminyacchala, Generalising Casuistry, and (C) Upac#ra-
cchala, Figurative Casuistry.—
INTRODUCTORY BHASYA

From among these—

Satra 12

(A) Verbal Casuistry consists in assuming a meaning
other than that intended to be conveyed by a word,—when
the meaning (intended) is not definitely specified,

For instance, when the proposition is put forward in the
form—*‘Navakambalo’ yam manavakah, where what the speaker
means is that ‘the young boy is one whose blanket is new, the
compound word ‘navakambalal’ being equivalent to the expression
‘navah kambalo yasya’,—though this latter uncompounded
expression sufficiently clearly defines the particular idea desired
to be conveyed, the same is not done by the compounded word
'navakambazzb’ (which is ambiguous, being capable of affording
more than one meaning) ;—and what the Casuist does is to
:'nssign to the compounded word 2 meaning other than the one
intended by the speaker, and expounding the compound as ‘nava
kambalah yasya’, takes it to mean that the young boy is one who
has nine blankets, and says—'you say that the young boy has nine
blankets’ ;—having thus imposed upon the man an idea that he
never intended to convey, he proceeds to oppose the assertion by
showing its absurdity—"this boy has only one blanket, where are
the nine blankets?’ Thus this is a case of Casuistry which is
urged on the occasion of an ambiguous word being used ; and
being based upon a word, it is called ‘Verbal’ Casuistry.

N.B. 7
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This Casuistry is to bé'met by urging the necessity of the
Casuist himself pointing oyt the peculiar tircumstances fayguring
his own interpretation of the ambiguous word ;: for insgance, ths;
word ‘Navakambalaly’ is ambiguous, = signifying; qne who has 3; new
blaaket’ .and also ‘ene who has pine blankets’; under,the circum,
stances, when you take it to mean. ‘one whp, has. nine blankets’,
(and then turn to me and say }haF t-k‘e:;',',‘ﬁp .l‘ya!s only one blanket,
and not nine), this is hardly fair ; as it'is necessary to point out
the peculiar circumstances that favour ‘&ither of tHe" two pbssible
significations,—from the stateinent of which peculiar circumstances
it. would: be known thati the word (i, the context in question)
expressed that particular medning;—ag a matter of fact you- have)
no such peculiar circumstances that .you .could urge.. {in favouyr.:of
your own interpretation) ; 'so that what you have brought against
us is a false and futile attack.*

AR N ST I YA
Further, the connection of a wofd with its denotation is well
known: in the world to consist in the conventional estrigtipn of a
certain word bhaving a certain denotation—in, the. fq)rm't;hat'::(?f)
such and such a verbal expression such and such is the denota-
tion’ ;, and this conventional restriction is found to be general
(wide) in the case of general terms, and particular, (spegialised),
in the case of particular terms ; and whenever thés‘é\"w"qrds “are
used, they are used according to previous usage, and never in'a
way in which they have never been used, before 3 t‘he‘l'iélé of a
word again is only for the purpose Qf bringing about\'thé cognition
of its meaning, and it is only when the meaning has beén comp!fé:
hended that there follows any activity (as. resulting from the
hearing of that word). Thus the use of words being for the sake
of bringing about the comprehension of its meaning'. the eia(l';'t'
usage of the general term is determined by the force (of ' circum-
stances) ; i.e. when such expressions are used as—'take the . goat
to the village,” ‘bring butter’, ‘feed the Brahmana'—every one’ of
these words (‘goat’, ‘butter’ and ‘brahmana’) is a 'genér',;tll_li)‘t
common term, and yet it is applied, in actual usage, to particular
individuals composing what is.denoted by that term ;. and“t'é
what particular individuals it is applied is determiﬁ'éd by’ the
force of circumstances ; the term is applied to that paificp}a%

* ‘I'he Puri MS. reads ‘abhkiyoga® for ni’yé&a:\ :
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individual:(goat, for instance) with which it is found .possible . to
connéct - the direction of the particular activity. (of taking:to
village, for instance); it being absolutely impossible;for-the entirg
-community (of all goats £. i.)-to be connected with the_ direction
expressed by the words [‘take to the village’,] [no one man at.any
one time could take to a village all the:goats that there are in the
world, all of which are denoted by the general term ‘goat’].
Similarly the term under discussion,—'navakambalah’ is a general
term [as it has two significations] ; and as such, when it is used it
‘has to be taken as applied to that to which it has the capability to
apply, under the circumstances ;~—so that when it is addressed in
regard to a person having only one new blanket, it has to be taken
as signifying ‘one who has a new blanket’; and under the circum-
stances, the possessing of nine blankets being found impossible, the
-word cannot sigrify ‘one who has nine blankets’. Thus when you
.assign to your opponent’s word a meaning that it cannot possibly
convey, your attack must be regarded as entirely futile. *
Siitra 13

(B) Generalising Casuistry consists in the urging of an
absurd signification, which is rendered possible by the use of
a too generic term.

BHASYA

When one man says— Oh, this Brahmana is endowed with
learning and character’, and another replies—‘learning and
character are quite natural to a Brahmana’, - the latter assertion
is met by opposition, by assigning to the word (‘Brahmana’) a

* At the time that the exact denotation is fixed by convention for the
first time, it is not said to pertain to any particular individual ; the denota-
tion fixed is entirely generic in its character ; and it comes to be applied to
particular individuals only through the force of such circumstances as the
particular context in which the term is used, the particular person using it,
the particular person to whom it is addressed, the particular time and place
at which it is used, and so on. - So that when the speaker has used a general
term on a particular occasion and under particular circumstances, his exact
nieaning can be easily determined ; and the fact that the word has a vague
generic denotation is not his fault; the fault lies with the original convention
_that fixed that denotation ; and as this convention is fixed by persons other
than the particular speaker who uses the word, he cannot be blamed for
making use of such 2 vord: blaming him for it is altogether unfajr.—
Tatparya. ' :
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‘meaning other than the one intended,—that is by assigning to it
an entirely absurd meaning ;—this opposition being in the follow-
ing form—"'If learning and character are natural to the Brahmana,
then they should be found in the delinquent * Brahmana also ; as
he also is a Brahmana .

That word is called ‘ too generic’ which, while applying -to
the thing desired to be spoken of, also over-reaches it; e. g. the
Brahmanahood—which is denoted by the term °Brahmana ’—is,
sometimes found to be concomitant with ‘learning and character’
and sometimes it is found to over-reach it, i. e. not concomitant
with it. And as the opposition offered is based upon this ‘too
generic ’ character of the term used, it has been called the ‘Gene-
ralising Casuistry.’ :

This Casuistry is to be met by pointing out that what the
speaker (of the second sentence) means is not to propound‘a
reason (for what the previous speaker has said with regard to a
particular Brahmana being endowed with learning and character),
but only to make a reference (i. e. a representation of what has been
asserted in the previous sentence); as the second assertion is
meant to be mere praise (of the particular Brihmana mentioned
in the preceding sentence); so that there is no room for the
assigning of the absurd signification. For instance, when one says
¢ corns grow in this field ’, another man may say ‘in this field even
seeds do not have to be sown,’—it is certainly not meant that
seeds are not to be sown in the field ; and yet what is said clearly
is that they are not necessary ; and by this the field, which is the
receptacle of the growing corn, is praised; so that the assertion
‘seeds do not have to be sown in this field’ is meant to be a
reference to the particular field with a view to praise it; and
though the growing of the corn depends upon the seeds, this is
not what is meant to be expressed by the sentence. Similarly in
the case in question, by the assertion ‘learning and character
are only natural to the Brihmana’, what is meant is that the
particular Brahmana possesses learning and character, and not
that he possesses them because he is a Brahmana ; what is meant
to be expressed is not the cause (of the man’s possessing learning

® The Brahmana who has not gone through the rites and ceremonies
essential for all Brahmanas is called a ‘vratya’ ‘delinquent.’
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and character); the assertion is a reference to a particular object
which it is meant to eulogise; the meaning being that ‘it is
because the man is a Brihmana that the causes bringing about
learning and character have become effective’; so that when the
man praises the particular object, he does not deny the operation
of causes leading up to the result (that makes the object worthy of
that praise). Thus it is not right to offer opposition to the asser-
tion by assigning to it an absurd signification.

Siitra 14

(C) A Statement being made on the basis of the second-
ary (figurative) denotation of words, if it is opposed by a
denial of the existence of what is asserted (on the basis of
their primary denotation),—this constitutes Figurative (or
shifting) Casuistry. *

BHASYA

By the term ‘dharma’ in the Sitra is meant that property of
the word which consists in its use in accordance with its primary
denotation ; but sometimes [when the primary denotation is

* The mcaning of the Shtra is not quite clear; the translation is in
accordance with the cxplanation given by the Bhdsya; according to the
Vartika (on Sa. 16), the term @mﬁﬂ here means the
denial of the presence of the thing ’; and this suggests to the mind a very
much simpler interpretation of the Satra itself : ‘when the statement is
made in regard to the ¢ 1'Iiiel' i property, of a thing, if this is opposed by the
denial of the thing itself, we have the Shifting Casuistry ’. This appears to
be more in keeping with what follows in the next two Sitras ; and it is also
supported by the Vartika where it says that in the Shifting Casuistry what
is denied is the object ‘the thing,” dharmin. Though this statement, not
being found to be in keeping with the interpretation of the Bhasya, has been
twisted by the T'dtparya and the Parisuddhi to mean something totally
different.

The explanation of the Sitra provided by the Nyayasatravivarana is as
follows: ‘Dharma’ stands for one of the two denotations of a word—
primary or sccondary ;—tasya, ‘of that ’--vividhah kalpah, ‘ more than one
alternative meaning '—yctra, ‘in which ’; mirdele, vadyuktasabde-sati i. e.,
‘the words used by the first party being such as admit of more than one meaning’;
—* arthasadbhdvena, tadrsaikataravrttya sadarthatatparyaprayuktavakye, apa-
ravyttya arthantaratatparyakalpanaya pratisedhah,—the statement declaring the
existence of a thing by one denotation, if the existence of that is denied in accord-
ance with the other denotation,=-it constitutes figurative casuistry.
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found inapplicable] this property (usage) becomes subject to optian
(in the shape of a second denotation) ; and this secondary usage
consists in using a word, which has been found to have ong¢
primary denotation, in a sense different from that denotation ;—+
and when a statement is made in accordance with this secondasy
denotation, we have what has been called in the Sitra ¢ dharmaui»
kalpanirdesa’ * e. g. When the statement is made ‘the platforms
are shouting’, (which is made on the basis of the secondary mean-
ing of the term ‘platforms’, which here stands for the men on the
platforms) ;—-and it is opposed by a denial on the basis of the
primary meaning [i.e. taking the word as if it had been used in its
primary denotation, this denial being in the form ‘Certainly’ i;f
is the men seated on the platforms that are shouting, and not th?‘
platforms themselves.’ ' Y
“But in this case, where is "the assumption of a contrary
meaning’ [which, according to Sitra 1--2-10, is a necessary co