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PRETACE.
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T'ue following treatisc is very celebrated amongst Hindu
logicians, and, however little it may be calculated to interest the
general English reader, it will certainly not be without a use
and interest to those Europeans whose studics are directed to
the higher branches of Sanskrit literature. They will hardly
fuil to bo attracted by a work which, though obscuro and techni-
cal, professes to grapple, from a Hindu standing-point, with
the world-old problem, how the existence of the Supreme Being
is to be proved ; and perhaps those who are interested in the
history of philosophy may turn over some of the pages with
curiosity, especially when they occasionally recognise old fa-
miliar arguments and objections in their quaint Oriental dis-
guise. The Kusuménjali is as much inferior to the tenth book
of Plato’s Laws or the twelfth of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, as Hin-
du philosophy itself is to that of Grecce; but nothing can rob
India of the merit of an original system of logic and metaphy-
sics, unborrowed from any other land. It has been said that
the past history of philosophy is the record of glorious failures
in the attempt to solve an insuperable problem ; and it cannot
be uninteresting to trace the brave cfforts of a Ilindu thinker,
far away from the circle of Christianity, who, perplexed by the
doubts or open disbelief tanght in many of the systems current
in his day, endeavoured, however vainly, to build for his country-
nien the first truth of Theology on a firm logical foundation.

———- Audacia certd
Laus crit ; in magnis ct voluisso sat est.

Udayana Achirya, like ncarly every old Ilindu writer, is a
name and nothing more. He shines like one of the fixed stars
in India’s literary firmament, but no telescope can discover any
appreciable diameter ; his name is a potnt of light, but we can
detect therein nothing that belongs to our earth or materiak
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cxistence.  Tho details of his life aro a blank,* and the very cen-
tury in which he flourished is an unsottled question in 1lindu
literary history.

Dr. Hall, in his valuable ‘Index to the Bibliography of the
Hindu philosophical systems,” (p. 20,) has endecavoured to
identify Udayana with Uddyotakara, (whom he places not
later than the seventh century,t) but this is untenable, as will
be proved, I think, in the sequel.

The first point to settle is the order of tho serics of ancient
Nydya works, ¢ the sitras of Gotama and Kandda having been
explained and annotated by a triple [or rather quadruple] set
of commentaries.}’ Tho order which I venture to propose is
as follows,

I.—The original Sitras or Aphorisms ascribed to the Rishi
Gotama or Akshapida.

II.—The Nydya-bhishya,—a commentary on No. I. by
Pakshila Swimin, sometimes called Vitsyiyana.

IIT.—The Nydya-vdrtil:a,—a commentary on No. IT. by
Uddyotakara Achdrya. I procured lately, from a pandit of
Nuddea, a fragment of this work containing a portion of the
first book.§

IV.—The Nydya-vdrtika-tatparya-tilkdé—a commentary on
No. I1L by Véichaspati Mis'ra.

V.—The Nydya vdrtika-titparya-parisuddhi—a commenta-
ry on No. IV. by Udayana Achdrya.

My reasons for this arrangement are the following.

* Tho only incident T havo mot with, is the dubious tradition given in the
¢ Rational Rofutation of Hindu philosophical systems,” p. G, wofe.

+ Uddyotakarn is mentionod in Subindhi's Visavadalld, whicl Dre, Hall has
proved to be fully 1200 ycurs old,

1 Colebrooke.

§ Thero is an incomplete MS. in the Asialic Socioty’s Tibrary, which professes
to contain the third and fourth adhyayas (ity auddyolakariye nydyarvdrtake, &e.,)
but it is only Vachaspati Mi‘sva’s tika.——"The Nuddea fragment contains only the
virtika to the first threo sitras,—its colophon iy

fq streafdacslagaasTREEInEaAE-
glafas aw |
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In the Calcutta Sanskrit College Library there is a MS. of
the Nydya-vdrtika-titparya-tiké, the opening lines of which
I subjoin.

feram frawtm: fuara fefwar feamg Geaafa )

oAt g v fenTdt cadEfed a: g

aatfa wdAfraas cEdEd Tt |

fruy arfraxiawgugrg afaa 1

TN g S Mreifeagaan |

agaifdaTad Slmg@nafTaEs | g 0

Tgwa: fanln vol gwesfaamagaamt

IFEnCdlawfasITalat eFgTma | 8 |

WY WAIAEHURA (A HIGEAT WIS WA, ganfza v
wwrgat ufgeifaar, marcrafomy agy sifasew xta
nyt fufeRy gaad@adEaEaRygds afamew-
smaa zoafa ‘azguiry’ =fq ) zmﬁx mmmt wIT-
zzawaa agrfy fegammuefafl: Htar'a'h' ai’ﬁijtﬁmﬂﬂw-
e wrwikd we @ awfaday vdwwagEaia
IR ET agualga fa 9T rsTagEmaRrCat |

This passage is evidently a commentary on the work of
Uddyotakara Achdrya, whose opening words (yad Akshapddal,)
the author professes to quote and explain ; and he states that
the Nyfya "Sdstra was originally dclivered by Akshapfida or
Gotama and completed by Pakshila Swémin, and that Uddyo-
takara compiled his Virtika or ¢ annotations’ in order to clear
away the erroncous interpretations of Dinnfiga and others.
Tho Sanskrit College has also a MS, of the 'l'itparya paris'uddhi
of Udayandchdrya, which is undoubtedly a commentary on
No. IV. Thus it commences with an invocation to Saraswati,
FIMVAQTAA TYT WA FAUAT qTWaS WG 7 €@WaT 999 |
and it then proceeds to comment on the first “Sloka quoted
above—fiTTy Tax {axmuga &c.

Now if Véchaspati Mi'sra commented on & work of Uddyo-
takara, and Udayana again on the work of Vichaspati Mi'sra,
Uddyotakara and Udayana must be different persons.
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A sccond question hiowover now arises,—who is the Pakshila
Swémin, to illustrate whose work Uddyotakara compiled his
Virtika ?

The only Nydya-bldshya now known to exist is that which
bears the name of Vitsydyana. By the kindness of Professor
Griffith, I have procured a MS, of it from the Benares College
Library,* and, on comparing this work with the quotations
from Pakshila Swimin’s bhdishya which are frequently given
in the fragment of tho Vdrtike and in Vichaspati’s L'itparya-
tilid, I have discovered that the two works ave the same. A
few extracts will make this evident.

The Nydya Uldshya of Vitsydyana thus commences,

THWATSANfauURT aaf‘ﬂmavmq‘aaa UHIWA GATTATLA
mwfaqfﬂ' Now thc fragment of the Virtilia commences,
ITQAIR: YT FAaf CATT WH FAAJT SWT |
§mﬁﬁﬂl‘ﬁmﬁr3ﬁ€§ wfema aw wgt fasag: )
vRmRudawwEEsgaifuna  Taswrawifzd
BH | agtfig@edar= namarswqfaumfaaamﬁ:,_ qQr-
AGHATH |
Similarly in the third leaf of the Tiétparya-tild wo read, q3q
yAGIaIOIaal WERkawa@anrg ‘samarsgafa-
yafeafc sgEaw«’ | a@ wew fAgatynda @
gu ufesw gefafafawe feeamgat w7 gave-
AL G/ GH(F 9 A | 9 FTRAAGH A |
The words of the vdrtika, with their enclosed quotation from
the bhdshya, are thus quoted and explained in the tikd. After -
discussing some doubts, it goes on,
. GEANYT YA@NEEagaafama Argaar -
wwat, a9t 0 ‘onmagsa’ ¥t | faa@wa agy | fagan
argfawfear, IndEtaarQad:). . ... . 97 ¥ ‘w3f=-
qawE anwuaf“ﬁawata | uaﬁﬁmaﬁa q :mmm
« "R ﬁﬁi‘q’ﬂufaufﬁaﬁmmm? ‘grmmRIgAufaTar
fi | 99 qrwAYd arfdRA@@TET (Aagfagma: o
* It contains 123 leaves, and its colopbon is  gfq <T@yl D) an‘q)ﬂﬁ
qEaArseTy |
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The third Adhydya of Vétsyfiyana’s Nydyabhdshya opens

with gefgarfa garmta gAafazEt sdws awmar-
an fafawq | and similarly the third adhydya of the Tdtparya

tikd commences, | W& ‘wAIfmarfa wwaif wRalazas
ydwa’ =fq ac'mzjlﬂa'aq Then again, a few lines after,

TP YIAT AT GO A gRATACTHAN WY awi-
aifa’ xfa | Shortly afterwards it adds i{i‘ai arfaan-
T WAL | *

Thero can, therefore, bo hardly a doubt as to the Nyfiya-
bhiishya of 'akshila Swamin and that of Vitsyfiyana being the
same work.t The latter name seems to imply that the author
wrote the book while his father or elder brother (compare
Pénini 4. 1. 105 with 4. 1. 94, 101, 163 and 164,) was alive.
Pakshila was his private, Vitsydyana was his generic, name.
Swimin may imply his becoming an uddsfna, or it may have
been merely an honorary title. The Pandits similarly have
a tradition that a Nydya-vértika was written by Bhéradwéja.
Dr. Hall mentions in his Catalogue that Uddyotakara belonged
to the gotra of Bharadw4ja, and the same thing is stated in
the colophon to the Nuddea fragment ; and thus the two ap-
pellations, Vitsydyana and Bharadwéja, will mutually illustrate
each other.

We may thus consider it as proved that Udayana Achérya is
the fifth, not the third, in the series of Naiydyika authorities ;
but are we able to deternine anything as to the time in which
he flourished? We can hardly hope to fix it with precision,
but we are not left wholly to conjecture, as we havo, I think,
a lerminus a quo as well ag a terminus ad quem to limit our
chronological uncertainty.

We must here agnin have recourse to our former expedient of
arranging the diffevent authors by their respective quotations,—

* Similarly the lines quotod from Pakshila Swimin in the Sarva D, Sangraha,
p. 115, aro found in Vitsydyana, (MS. fol, 4.)

1 I hopo that the Asiatic Socicty will publish the Nyayabhashya in the Bi-
liotheen Indica, a8 a second MS. has been just procured from Nuddea. No work
could be of greater importance for giving an iusight into tho older Nyaya,



X

the only data which the total ahsenco of literary history in
India allows us to use. In this way we can cstablish a second
series of writers, viz. Sankara Achdrya, Vachaspati Misra,
Udayana Achirya and Médhava Achdrya; and, as in this series
the dates of the first and last are known, we can approximate-
ly determine the dates of the intermediate pair. We cannot
be far wrong in assigning S’ankara Achdrya to the beginning
of the ninth century of our era,* and we know by the testi-
mony of copper land-grants as well as tradition that Madhava
Achérya and his patron Virabukka flourished in the earlier
half of the fourteenth century.+ Now Vichaspati Mis'ra, the
fourth in our previous series of Naiyfiyika authors, wrote one of
the most celebrated glosses (the Blhdmati) on S'ankara Aché-
rya’s commentary on the Veddnta Sitras.f We have seen
that Udayana Achérya commented in turn on Vichaspati; and
his own work, now presented to the reader, is scveral times
quoted by Mddhava in his Sarva Dars’ana Sangraha.§ Now in
India a writer must have long ceased to have any visible con-
nection with the present before a Pandit would trouble himself
to write commentaries on his works or quote from them asa
well-accepted authority ; and perhaps thercfore we may, with-
out fear of much error, fix Vachaspati Mis'ra in the tenth, and
Udayandchirya in the twelfth century. It is something to
think that the author of the Kusuménjali may have been an
unknown contemporary of Abelard.

The Kusuménjali consists of seventy-two Ldrilis or memo-
rial couplets, divided into five chapters; and as the author’s
aim was to pack his arguments into the smallest possible com-
pass, the book is of course unintelligible without a commen-
tary. It is not generally known that the anthor himself com-
piled such a commentary ; and in fact it is not iruprobable

* Colebrooke’s Essays, vol. I, p. 332. Wilson’s Sanskrit Dict. proface, 1st ed.

+ Wilson’s Mackenzie Cat. vol. I. p. cxl. Colebrooke’s Essays, vol. I. p. 801.

1 Both the Bhdmati and the Nydya-vditika-tdtparya-tiké are mentioned in
Vachaspati’s own list of his works, see Dr. Hall’s Catalugue, p. 87.

§ Ase.g.p.7,1.18; p. 118, 1. 6; p. 120, 1. 13 ; p. 133, 1. 4.
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that the work, as it originally nppeured,' was in verse and
prose,—the latter portion consisting of detached passages of
varying length, introduced between the stanzas to supply the
necessary links for understanding the argument. Thero is an
imperfect MS. of this description in the Sanskrit Coll. Library.
It is called the Kusumdénjali, and contains the first chapter in
21 foll. ; but it unfortunately ends abruptly at the begiuning
of the second. It is remarkable that there i8 no sign of division
between the two chapters,—tho discussion of the second objec-
tion goes on in unbroken continnity with that of tho first. As
the work is very ravo and Dr. Lall docs not notico it in hig
very copious Catalogue, I subjoin a few moro details.*

It commences with the first Kérikd (satpratipukshea,) as the
opening invocation ; then follows the sccond (swargdpavarga-
yoh.) Then follows the long prose passage (beginning with ha
yadyapi, and ending with abhdavdcheheti,) which is always given
as supplying the place of the third kdriki. This is followed by
the first additional remark.

a9 9 UgH: w0, 9§, @riwatgats(here follows 81 4.))
7 gY gEtigAnaugEqgar tacadr wiagaefa, ag
QI%Y, 4 QWXT a1, 9 g w2f9d Q| wHGRT HI-
Aife 97 “Fgufafadur a auneftud 9 | qurasaa
Agaadfigama” | ¥gfed Wanwradiwaw wIsaw-
a1g, Waasfaad wifng wmigwwad sfanag | saw:
U§ wyAEw: QEwEmgaa swil smEvr, e
TEfERE WMARCOAATE:, T A% TIATCRN AW Wk
fug@@E | 9TNEE €@ waly ewnas g g1a9-
|wuw: | ‘@rRaq am@icfa mcafayars waafagsr
a1 @wgged 1 faramimEgse  atafufad, =fc g
AW T3 wiafagazualgaante ofa g ofa sa |

* [Tdayana is not specificd as the anthor of tho commentary, but it seems (o
belong 1o the same anthor ag the kirvikds, sinco Lhero ig only one wangeldch-
rana for both, and the prose and verse follow cach other as from the same pen.

Unfortnnately the MS. is carclessly transeribed and full of blunders, My cx-
tract containg many conjectural omendations.
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a, facafudsfaamafuaa a1 swifomagreTEaE, |
'aﬁn:aim safiaws aRifad (@ gwafa, safue
¥ TI WA ?gﬁ:mwm g @ T wafufefa g
wATAY TRS WA GG AQYT aWW (AETATTI-
| 99T W @ acatdfymwafatuE | racfaciww
wIEEYE Wl a7al: ardY aweEg | 9w §
Sfagaydt @ g a@wa fd guEe? Tfd a9 wigw
fa a9 | & @ fagar wwifefagar g@ayacsn )
gud YA Q?ﬁaﬁaﬂﬂwa'«ﬁgmﬂ faammmqm f‘za’m
q ﬁiﬂqﬂtﬁitm ta A@ITTAEAIT, ae'rq' = FTard-
|14, Lot ol Gmam?zara |

Besides this commentary of the original author’s, various
pandits have written commentaries to illustrate the work,—for
an account of these and the secondary glosses which these have
in turn elicited, I refer the reader to Dr. Hall’s Catalogue, pp.
82-84.

The Kusumdinjali was first printed in Calcutta in the ‘Saka
year 1769, with the commentary of Hariddsa Bhattichirya,—
and it was subsequently reprinted in Bengali letters in the
Samvat year 1916. Tor the present edition, two old MSS.
have been collated,* which have been long in the possession
of Naiydyika families ; and from these 1 have introduced several
emendations into the old text of the commentary.

I have endeavouved to make wy translution as accurate as I
could, but I cannot fuil to have left inadvertencies, for which I
must plead in excuse the thorny nature of the subject. I have
consulted pandits in all difficulties, but, as their explanations are
necessarily given in Sanskrit or Bengali, it is not always easy to
detect the frequent subtil distinctions of Iindu metaphysics.
The translation is as literal as I could make it so as to be in-
telligible, and I have every where cndeavoured to supplement
it by copious notes. But 1 cannot hope that the general reader

* Lent to mo by Pandita Jayandrdyana Tarkapanchiaana and Pandita Mahes’a-
chandra Nydyaratua,
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will be much interested in the major part of the treatise. Hindu
philosophers reject all attempt to mix the dulce with the utile ;
and, as Dr. Roer has well observed,* ‘ the punishment of this
mystery and exclusion is the want of interest felt in the study of
their works.”” I have subjoined a short synopsis of the whole
argument, which will shew the ground over which our author
professes to travel ; and I hope that any one interested in the
subject will be able with a little attention to master most of it.
The only really abstruse portions are the latter half of the first
and third chapters, and the discussion on the meaning of vidhi
in the fifth; and these will certainly not repay an English
reader for the trouble of understanding them.

In my translation I have frequently borrowed Dr. Hall’s
terminology, as found in his admirable translation of Pandita
Nehemiah Nilakantha ‘Sdstri Gore’s ¢ Rational Refutation of
the Hindu Philosophical systems,’” and I beg to express my
continual obligations to the pandit and his translator.

But my acknowledgments are especially due to the Pro-
fessors of the Sanskrit College, without whose assistance hardly
one page of my translation could have been made. I have
associated the name of Pandita Mahes’achandra Nyéyaratna
with my own on the title page, as I read the original with him ;
he has also helped me in the collation of the MSS., and his
short gloss on the more difficult passages will be of great ser-
vice to the Sanskrit student. But I must not omit to express
my many obligations to Pandita Jayandrdyana Tarkapanché-
nana and Pandita Tardndtha Tarkavichaspati, the Professors of
Philosophy and Grammar,—the two most learned Hindus I
have met during my residence in India, and whose names, I
hope, will be not wholly unknown in Europe from their re-
spective editions of the Vais'eshika Sdtras and the Siddhénta
Kaumudi.

E. B. C.
Caleutta, March, 1864.

* Categorios of Nydya Uhilosophy, Introd. p. v.
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SYNOPSIS OF THE KUSUMANJALIL

First Cluster.

The contemplation of God produces liberation ; but the doubt
arises,—is there a Gtod for us to contemplate ? the universal prac-
tical consent of mankind is conceded, but a fivefold theorctic objec-
tion is raised against His cxistence, i.—iii.

A. There is no such supernatural cause of another world as
adyishta or desert.

This leads to a discussion on the relation of cause and effect,
iv., v., the Mfmdnsaka notion of a distinct category, called capacity,
and the Vedantist and Sénkhya tenet of one common material cause,
vi.—xiii. ; the Sdankhya system is discussed, xiv.; the materialist,
xv.; the Bauddha, xvi., xvii. Objections against causality answered
in xviii., xix. Adrishta being unintelligent, its acceptance involves
the concession of a Supreme Being to direct it, xix., xx.

Second Cluster.

B. Sacrifices &c. are a sufficient cause of another world, and we
need not assume any Supreme Being.

This is met by arguments drawn from the nced of an external
authority, and the fact of successive creations and destructions of
the world, which involve the destruction of the Veda from won to
&on, i.~—iv,

Third Cluster.

C. There are arguments to prove God’s non-existence, as drawn
from the six current proofs (pramdnas),—

a, from perception (pratyaksha,) as He is not perceived.

This is met by a discussion on the nature of non-perception, i.—iii,

B. From inference (anumdna) iv.—vii.

y- From comparison (upamdna,) viii.—xii.

8. From testimony (3’abda) xiii.—xvii.

e. From presumption (arthdpatti) xviii,, xix.

¢ From non-perception (unupalabdhi) xx.—xxiii.

The two last are denied to be proofs,—the four first arc shewn to
be silent against Theism.
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Fourth Cluster.

D. Some of the Miminsakas hold that even if God did exist He
could not be an authority (pramdna) to us.

The Miménsaka delinition of pramd is shewn to be erroneous,
i—iv., and its true definition given in v., vi.

Fifth Cluster.

E. There is an absence of any positive argument for God’s exist-
ence. )

To meet this, cight separate arguments are given in i. These are
discussed, ii.—v.

A new interpretation of i. is then suggested which would give
eight vaidic arguments. This is interrupted by a discussion on the
truc meaning of vidhi or ¢ command,’ vi.—xiv. The second interpre-
tation of i.is resumed, xv., xvi. The subject is summed up, xvii.—
xix.
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KUSUMANJALI,

OR

TIIE HANDFUL OF FLOWERS.

FIRST CLUSTER.

I.—May this haundful of flowers of faultless logic, devo-
ted to the twofold proof* of God, delight my mind without
hindrance while bee-like hovering over it,—this handful of
flowers, opening under favourable auspices, and afford-
ing a banquet to the upright by the inhaling of its
fragrance,—one which will not fade, however closely
handled,—the home of a honey that distils the nectar
of immortality.+ '

IT.— But is there not an absence of evidence to establish any con-
nection between such a fruit as liberation and your argument devoted
to the twofold proof of the existence of God,—sinee the word soul
which signifies that soul which is the object of the so-called essential
knowledge, merely means that individual soul which is the object of

* I e. tho argumonts which establish his existence, and the discussion as to
the validity of the promisses which becomes necessary if these are not accopted.
The words may also mean *laid at tho feet of God.’

4+ The latter half of this sloka (the former in the original) has a double
meaning, as nearly every word has a technical or logical sense,—* this handful
of flowers, which reveals the knowledge of true minor terms and affords a banquet
to the intelligent by the perception of an undoubted universal conncction
[botween the middle and major terms] &c.”—I may add that tho proverb alluded
to in the commentary &{g{¥a1 WIAT FHIA THTWH is quoted to shew that
thongh rasa properly denotes an attribute, it hore means the subject which
possesses it.

1 Alluding to such passages as that in the Brihadérany. Upanishad (ii. 4, 5,)
¢ behold the soul (dtind) is verily to be seen, hoard, contemplated and pro-
foundly meditated upon.’

B
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the illusory knowledge that is the cause of the sensible world; and
therefore the contemplating of Zkis is the true means of liberation ?”*
To meet this doubt he replies,

II.—That Being, whose worship the wise consider as the
means of the two heaven-like liberations,—He, the Su-
preme Soul, is here ascertained (as the object of our
contemplation).

The ¢ two heaven-like liberations’ [as intensely desirable from the
absence ‘of all pain,] are the liberation while still remaining in
this life, and the absolute emancipation. The contemplation of God
is a means of liberation through the merit produced thereby or
through the knowledge of one’s own soul. This S'rutit is the proof .
that it is such a cause, ‘having known him only one goes beyond
death ; there is no other path to obtain it.” And that the knowledge
of one’s own soul is the cause of liberation is proved by the s'ruti,}
‘When a man truly discriminates the soul and says “ I am he,” what
can he wish for ? or in desire of what object can he follow the conti-
nuous onflow of mundane events ?’

III.—Now although with regard to that Being whom all
men alike worship, whichever of the [four wellknown] ends
of man they may desire,—(thus the followers of the Upa-
nishads as the very Knower,—the disciples of Kapila as the
perfect first Wise,—those of Patanjali as Him who, untouch-
ed by pain, action, frnit or desert, having assumed a body
in order to create, revealed the tradition of the Veda and
is gracious to all living beings,—the Mahépis'upatas as
the Independent one, undefiled by vaidic or secular viola-
tions,—the S'aivas as S’iva,—the Vaishnavas as Purush-
ottoma,—the followers of the Purénas as the great Father
(Brahm4),—the Ceremonialists as the Soul of the sacrifice,—
the Saugatas as the Omniscient,—the Jainas as the Unob-
structed,—the Mimfinsakas as Him who is pointed out as

* This being the seat of the great error, it is to this that our contemplations
should be directed.
+ S’wetés’watara Upanishad, iii. 8.

1 Brihadér. Up. iv. 4, 12.—B’ankara read ST _for HYTR.
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to be worshipped,—the Chérvékas as Him who is establish-
ed by the convention of the world,—the followers of the
Nyéya as Him whois all that is said worthy of Him,—why
farther detail ? whom even the artizans themselves worship
as the great artizan, Vig'wakarman,)—although, I say, with
regard to that Being, the adorable S'iva, whom all recog-
nise throughout the world as universally acknowledged
like castes, families, family invocations of Agni, schools,
social customs, &o. how can there arise any doubt? and
what then is there to be ascertained P——Still this logi.
cal investigation may be well called the contemplation
of God, and this is really worship when it follows the
hearing the S'ruti. Therefore that adorable one who hath
been often heard mentioned in the S'ruti, Smriti, narrative
poems, Purfnas, &c., must now be contemplated, accord-
ing to such a Sruti as ‘He is to be heard and to be
contemplated,” and such a Smriti as ‘by the Veda,
inference and the delight of continued meditation,—in
this threefold manner producing knowledge, a man obtains
the highest concentration.” Now there is, in short, a
fivefold opposition to our theory,—as based, first, on the
non-existence of any supernatural cause of another world (as
adrishia, the merit and demerit of our actions) ;—or second-
ly, on the possibility of our putting in action certain causes
of another world (as sacrifices,) even if God be allowed to
be non-existent ;—or thirdly, on the existence of proofs
* which show the non-existence of God ;—or fourthly, on the
opinion that, even if God does exist, he cannot be a cause
of true knowledge to us ;—or fifthly, on the abseace of any
argument to prove his existence, :
~ “Very”—without any second ; “ knower”—existing in the form
of pure knowledge ; “ first wise”—existing in the form of intelligence
at the first beginning of creatiou ; “ perfect” —as possessed of the eight
divine faculties ; ignorance, egoism, desire, aversion, and tenacity of
mundane existence, are the five  pains ;” sacrifice, injuring others, &o,
59 : .
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as ‘causing merit and demerit, are the “actions ;" rank, length of life
and enjoyment are the *fruits ;” merit and demerit the ¢ deserts” left
as a residue in the mind. “ Revenled”—i. 6. manifested [as a previously

‘existing object], since the Veda is eternal. He is “ gracious” as being

the original instructor in arts, as of making jars, &e. “ S'iva,” void of
the three qualities; the * gieat Father” as the father even of the
father ; “ omniscient” with a momentary omniscience.* The “ obstruc-
tions” are ignorance, desire, aversion, delusion, and tenacity of mun-
dane existence,—* pointed out as to be worshipped” as the Vaidic
mantras, &c.—possessed of “ a]l that is said worthy of him” in the

-various descrjptions of God. “8chool” (oharana) means here recension
. (¢'dkhd).+ Although the existence of God is indeed established by

the S'ruti’s evidence, yet, if we wish to employ inference, the absence of
doubt need not be a faylt in our argument.3 He therefore proceeds
towards the olose of the passage to propose a doubt, according to the
principle of satisfying an opponent.

. IV.—We have to meet the opponent’s first objection by establishing
the existence of a superngtural cayse of another world in the form of
merit and demerit, and, if this be established, then it follows that a
God is established as the syperintendent thereof, since a non-intelligent
cause can only produce its effect by the ‘superintendence of sometlnng
;ntelhgent He therefore proceeds to estabhsh this.

- IV.—From dep,endence,—from eternity,—from diversity,
+ ~—from universal practice,—and from the apportionment

to each individual soul,—mundane enjoyment implies a
... supernatpral cause [i. e. ¢ desert.”]

‘ 'Ui'ii';»p}b'pqsition is that there exists a supernatural cause of another
world, 1., a ‘oause beyond the reach of the senses. a. First of all, then,
fo establish the class of causes in general, he says * from dependence.”
Dependence means here that the effect is ocoasional. All effects must

‘have a cause since they are occasional, like the gratification produc-

* The Médhyamika Bauddhas hold that everything is momentary, »dvra pé..

+ For the original difference between charana and s'akhé cf. Miillor's Anciont
Sangkrit literature, p. 125. On pravara, see ibid. ., p. 386.

I In ordinary cases people do not take the trouble of arguing if there is no
doubt to be solved.
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ed by food; [otherwise, if they did not depend on a cause, they
could be found everywhere and always]. b.  But if the cause of s jar, &e.
were eternal, would it not follow that the jar, &o. would also be eternal,
and therefore we must assume the jar's cause to be itself only
occasional, and therefore the perpetual series of causes must be all

occasional, each depeudent on its previous cause?” To meet this ob-

jection of a regressus in infinitum he says “from the eternity [of the

succession of cause and effect],” like the continued series of seed’
.and shoot,* —the meaning being that a regressus in infinitum ceases’
to be a fault, if, like this one alleged in our illustration, it can be'.
proved by the evidence of our senses. ¢. * But [if you require a cause,]
why not say [with the Vedéntin] that Brahma alone is the cause, or'
[with the Sénkhya] Nature in the form of various individual’
intellects ?” To meet this, he says “ from the diversity [of effects, as
heaven, hell, &c.]"’—as the effects imply a diversity of causes, from their
being diverse as effects. d. “ But why not accept a visible cause as'
sacrifices, &c.—why have recourse to an invisible desert (adrishta) 7"

To meet this, he adds *from the universal practice,” 4. e. from the
fact that all men, desiring fruit in another world, do engage in
sacrifices, &o. It is only the conviction that they do prodnce heaven,
&c. as their fruit, which makes men engage in sacrifices, &ec.; and’

these [passing away when the action is over] cannot produce this

fruit unless by means of some influence which continues to act after

the rite is over,—and hence is this invisible influence, called merit or:

demerit, established. e. “ But why not say that this desert does not
reside in the same subject as the enjoyment [i. 6. the individual
soul,] but produces the enjoyment by abiding in the thing enjoyed P
He replies “ from the apportionment to each soul.” Since the enJoy-
ment resides in each soul severally, we shonld be unwarranted to attn-
bute its production to a desert residing elsewhere.

V.—* But why may we not suppose that the effect arises without a
cause, according to the adversary’s opiniop given in the Nydya Sttras
(iv. 22), ¢ there is an origination of entities from po cause, for we see
the sharpness of a thorn, &e. ?'”  He replies, "

* Cf. Cowper’s remarks on his cucumber, *I raised tho seod that produoed

“tho plant, that produced the fruit, thut pmdnood the sced, that pmduood t.he
fruit I sont you
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V.—“Without a cause”” cannot mean the denial of a
cause or of production, nor can.it. imply that the effect
itself or an unreal thing is the cause; and if you sug-

gest ““ spontaneously,” it cannot mean that, from effects
being definitely limited.

Does your *without a cause” mean that a. there is no cause at
all ? or . does it deny all production ? or ¢. does it imply the rejection
of all foreign causes ? or d. of all real causes ?* Under either pair of
alternatives the ultimate result is that you have no cause at all, and, '
under the latter pair, the additional absurdity of a false cause.t—Or e.
does it mean “spontaneously ?” But effects are definitely limited,
since, if they were not, occasionalness would be at an end, [as they
might then arise always and everywhere.]

VI.—“ But if we are to assume an eternal succession of causes and
effects (as otherwise we cannot account for the occasionalness of
effects,)—still even then, as that which is distinguished by the nature
of fire (scil. fire) will not always be found only where straw, &ec., are,
theso latter will have to be excluded from being causes, and therefore
we shall again have our old difficulty of occasionalness being precluded,
as no other cause can be mentioned.” Here the Miménsakas come in
and maintain that we must assume as a cause the fact of there being
present a capacity favourable to fire, and thus “capacity” must be
allowed to be a separate category] varying according to each individual,
non-eternal in the non-eternal thing, described as it is in the line

‘Eternal in the eternal, and in the non-eternal produced by
the cause of that thing in which it resides.’

Or s another opinion holds [that of S'rfkardchérya] ¢ there is an

. ebernal capaclty favourable to fire, abldmg in straw, the arami wood,

and the burmng gem ”—-The N euyéyxkas however mamtmn that there
from straw, aram ‘or the bnrmng gem,-—smoe, if we assumed a capacxty
favourable to one and the ‘same thing (i.’e. to fire,) and yet itself
existing in things of different classes (as straw, &c.,) then on seeing

# That is, there can be imagined false canses.

+ Under any one of the four cases you have really no proper ¢ cause’ at all (thus
in the third, the thing must precede itself to fulfil the definition of a cause ;) anq
hence an supposed cause (as in c., and d.,) can only be a fulse one,

} Cf. Siddhanta Muktavali, pp, 8, 4,
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smoke, &c., you could not draw the inference of fire, &c.* And again,
[if this assumption were correct], we should not have such respec-
tive colligations of concurrent causes of fire, as straw and blowing,
arani wood and rubbing, or the burning gem and the reflected rays
of the sun, since we see in other cases that that which possesses the
property that determines causation (i. 6. according to the present
theory, capacity) will produce its effect in conjunction with anything
which similarly possesses some other property that determines
causation ; and therefore, in the present case, we should be led to
expect fire to result from such a conjunction as the gem and blowing.
If you would meet this by assuming that there is one capacity
favourable to fire, which resides not in any one thing alone (as straw,)
but'in the several combinations, as straw and blowing, and the rest,—
this is not the true solution, but you must rather accept (from its
greater simplicity) my theory that a difference of class resides in the
various fires produced by straw, &c., as is seen by the evidence of the
senses, like the fire of a lamp, &c.+ Hence Capacity is not to be assumed
as a separate category. These discussious are condensed in the fol-
lowing couplet.

VI.—This succession of causes and effects has no be-
ginning, nor has it one capacity abiding in things of dif-
ferent classes [as straw, &c.] ; we must diligently strive for
ourselves to fix the several limitations, by determining
the constant accompaniments and separations.t '

The meaning of this is that we must assume a difference of class (i. e.
species,) in effects produced by different causes. [If you ask “ Then,
in roforenco to what cause, is the class of fire (as the genus,) the de-
termining notion of all the various special fires as effects, I reply,] heat
as possessing a peculiar hot quality to the touch§ is the cause in the
case of all the various fires. [In the case of the different species of fire

* Firo would not bo tho cnuso of smoke, in its nnture as firo, but simply
as having a capacity for producing smoke ; and therefore on seeing smoke, our
true inforence would be that the mountain has not *fire” but “a capacity for
producing smoke.”

+ The fire in g lamp lights the house, while fire from wood or cow-dung
produces little or no light. - .

t E.g. Fire may be found, and yet no straw, but & gem ; and vice versd,

§ This epithet is added to exclude * gold.’
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.we have different cauzes, straw, &o., but in all alike we have the goneral '
.cause ‘ heat,’ 4. e. heat is the necessary and universal antecedent].

VIL—“But may we not say that as one and the samo lamp gives
light, destroys the wick and illumines different objects as jars, &c., so we
may have one common cause, either as the one Brahma (with the

.Vedéntin,) or as Nature (with the Sdnkhya) which is not to be distin-
-guished from the various intellects apportioned to the different souls, as
the cause and effect are identical ;—and hence the existence of God
will not be established as the superintendent of merit and demerit,

[since our supposed causes will evolve their own effects, and we there-
fore need not assume adriskta as the special cause of the world] P
 To meet this he says,

~ VIL.—Of one there can be no succession, of the same
" there can be no variety ; it is not a special capacity since
this cannot be severed,—nature is hard to be violated.

. From one cause alone there can be no determinate suocession of

' effects [as they would be all produced simultaneonsly ;] and from the
.same cause, 4. 6. one general cause (as the Sénkhya’s prakriti) there
- gannot be a variety of effects, ¢. . effects of different kinds ; and therefore

since we find successive effects produced, we must conclude that there
pre successive causes, and, since wé find effects of various kinds, we
must conclude the causes to be likewise various in kind. '

‘ He now refutes the doubt that perhaps various effects might be
produced from one general cause by special capacities, by the words
% it is not a special capacity, since this cannot be severed” from the
subject in which it resides, as the power and that which possesses
the power are really identical ; and if you sever them, then we shall
have to accept the power as the true cause, and in this way your
unity of cause is destroyed, and duality follows.—* May we not hold
that one cause can produce various effects simply by its own
nature ?” He replies “ nature is hard to be violated.” If that same
nature which existed when one effect had to be produced, continued'to
exist at the time of the production of another, then the nature of
water, &c., might exist in fire,—that is, a thing’s real nature
cannot remain concealed. The instance of the lamp is not in point,
as it can be explained by a difference in the concurrent causes neces-
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sary to produce the different effects.®

VIII. “But why may we not say that the potter’s staff, &c. may
be a cause in the case of jars, &ec., bub nobt sacrifices, &o. in the
case of heaven, &c. P’ He replics, ~ '

VIII. The universal practice is not fruitless, nor can
it have trouble as its only fruit ; nor can it have as its
fruit some visible gain ; nor can there be such a deception
[as this would involve if all were false].

The activity in performing sacrifices to obtain heaven, which all
display who desire another world, cannot be fruitless, nor can it
have trouble as its sole result,—since activity arises only from a con-
viction that such a course will be a means to obtain the desired
object. Nor can we say that its fruit is the attainment of some
visible object, ¢. e., reputation for sanctity, wealth, &c., since even
those perform sacrifices who have no regard to such objects. Should
you reply that some knave first devised the custom of offering sacris
fices as means of obtaining heaven, and the rest of mankind were
cajoled into following his example, this is met by the words “nor
can there be such a deception.” For who could be'so “utterly
different from the rest of mankind as for the mere sake of deceiving
others to impose upon himself a round of actions which necessarily
cause all sorts of trouble ? and hence we may safely infer that the
universal practice of sacrifice is a proof that sacrifices do produce
heaven as their result. ' t

IX. “Well, then, why not say that sacrifices, &c., may be the
direct causes of [our obtaining] heaven, &c., and not any merit which -
they aro said to produce 7" He replies, : P

IX. A thing long passed cannot produce its result
without some continuant influence over and above. The
souls, having no distinction, could not have enjoyment
even though the objects were affected by adrishfa.

It

# Thus for the giving light we have the conjunction of the flame and wick,
&c. ; for the burning of the wick we have the destruction of the conjunction
previously existing between the particles of the wick; for the illumining of
objects we have the conjunction of the eye with the jar, and that of the jar with
the light, .

c
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A “thing long passed,” i. 6. the sacrifice, &c.,  without some con.
tinuant influence over and above,” 4. e. an operation favourable to
producing the result, cannot produce that result ; for a cause which
has long ceased to be, can only act as a cause by means of some
operation [or influence] that continues to exist after it, just as the
transient perception of the senses only produces recollection by
means of the impression which it leaves in the mind, [to produce
the actual recollection we require some reminding association to
arouse the dormant impression.]—“ May we not say that adrishfa
may be the oause, as rosiding in the thing to be ecnjoyed [and not
as merit in the person enjoying ?]” He replies by the subsequent
line. = If the souls had no distinction, one from the other, in the
form of different kinds of merit, they could not receive different
degrees of enjoyment [as we see they do] from different bodies
[bigher or lower in the scale], even though these were affected by
adrishta,—since these bodies are properly common to all souls, In
other words, the varying enjoyment can only be praduced by the
different bodies and their organs as attracted, in each case, by the
respective merit of the individual souls.

X..: “ But” [the M{ménsaka will say,] * why not allow a certain im-

perceptible property [i. . the before-mentioned ampmeiby] residing in C{U)?

the objects to be enjoyed, which produces the enjoyment in each
particular case, just as we accept a particular kind of capacity which
abides in fire, &c., and produces their special effects, as burning, &o. ?
Otherwise [4. e., if the fire burns of itself and not by its capacity,]
we should have to expect the effect of burning to be produced wher-
ever there was contact between the fire and the hand, even though
the latter wore the fire-extinguishing gem.. Nor may you say that
the absence of. this gem should be considered as also a cause of
burning,—because causation must always imply presence and exis-
tence.* The true statement is that the gem produces the destruc-
tion of the burning capacity, and hence its common name *the
obstructor ; and hence we maintain that the category of Capacity
must be accepted.” He replies,

X. As existence, so too non-existence is held to be

# Bee Jaimini Sitras i., Mitékshard iii.
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a cause as well as an effect ; obstruction is the absence of
means, and that which causes this is ¢ an obstructor.’

As we prove by constant accompaniment and separation that
absence or non-existence (abkdva,) i. e. emergent non-existence,* may
be an effect, similarly we can prove that it may be a cause,—since
there is no reason to establish such a maxim as yours, that *causa-
tion muat imply prosence and existence.'—The second line replies
to the objection that an inanimate thing cannot be said to be an obstruc-
tor. Obstruction (pratibandha) signifies “the absence of means,”
1. e. of causes to produce such and such an effect; and this in our
present topic would be the absence of the extinguishing gem’s
absence,” i. e. the presence of the gem itself. Properly speaking
the man who places the gem is the obstructor (pratibandhaka) ; but
by the grammatical rule which allows the affix ka to be added
pleonastically, we may accept pratibandhaka to be used for prati-l_
bandha, the ¢ obstructor’ for the ¢ obstruction.’

The modern Miménsakas, however, maintain that ¢ there is a
needless complication in assuming such a cause as the absence of-
such a fire-extinguishing gem as is attended by the absence of all
[excitants as the fire-exciting gem, charms, &o. ;]t it is more uxmplo
to assume an eternal capacity in fire, &c., and, when the gem is
present, this capacity is deadened. (Nor may you say that ‘a
capacity is first produced from the straw, &c. the causes of the fire,—
this capacity resides in the fire, and is destroyed by the extinguish-
ing gem and resuscitated by the exciting gem ; and any objection on
the ground of the indeterminate nature of the cause of the capacity}
might be met by the assumption that its cause is only such a cause
by virtue of itself possessing a capacity favourable for producing
the former capacity. This, we repeat, is unwarranted, becausé

* Emergent non-existence is the destrnotion of a thing previously existing,
We prove that it is an effect becanse tho destruction of a jar is only seen when
it is precedod by some cause as the blow of a hammer, &c. and wherever these
are not found, there the jar is not destroyed. The Miménsi holds that abhévn,
being roally nothmg, cannot be a cause. But he proves that absonce can be
gimilarly shewn to bo a cause,——whore absence of the fire-oxtinguisher is, t.here
is burning, and where thore is not this absence, there is no burning.

t+ If the fire-oxtinguishing gem wore present with the fire-exciting gem, 1ts
effect would be neutralised. Cf. Siddhénta Muktévali, p. 4. ,

1 Its cause boing somctimes straw, &o. and sometimes the exciting gem.

c 2
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yather than assume such a multitude of successive capacities re-
siding in the fire, it would be more simple to assume [with .
our opponents, the followers of the Nyéya,] that the one cause is
the absence of such an extinguishing gem as is attended by the
absence of a fire-exciting gem.) Therefore we maintain that in the
case of burning we must assume, as the determining notion of causa-
tion, the presence of an undeadened capacity.” Thus hold the
modern Miménsakas; but we cannot agree with them, because we
ghould then have to assume an endless number of different capacities,
as that of the extinguishing gem to cause the deadening of the
burning capacity, that of the exciting gem to destroy the deadening,
&o. This is & brief summary of the discussion.

XI. But the Miménsakas reply, “In the Vaidic injunction ¢ he
Bprink]es the rice, he shells the rice,” do we not assume an operation or
capacity [4. e. sanskdra,] produced by the sprinkling, which abides in
the rice and produces the future shelling, since what we understand by
the expression is that only that rice which is sprinkled is capable of

_being shelled ? and it may be taken as a general rule that whenever

anything is done through desire of an effect which will reside in some
other thing, the former produces an operation which produces the
result residing in the latter, as is the case with sacrifices. [Sacri-
fices are done for the sake of happiness (as'heaven, &c.) residing in
the man; therefore the means thereto, the merit produced by the
rite, must also reside in the man.] And again, unless we accept a
continuant capacity, how can we account for rice, and rice only,
being produced from sown rice, though the seed is dissolved in
the ground into its component atoms? and similarly we must say
that ploughing in the month Mégha (Jan.—Feb.) produces a
capacity residing in the ground [which eventually produces a good
harvest in Nov. and Dec.]” He answers,

XI.. We accept an influence produced in man by such
acts as sprinkling the rice, &c.;* the qualities of the
atoms, as form affected by contact with fire, &c., cause the
distinction.

« # Some say that there are three ways of sprinkling—prokshana with the
supine hand, abhyukshana with the inverted hand, and awokshapa by a motion
of the hand sideways. But other authorities give them differently.
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By sprinkling, &c. there is produced in man an influence which
we call ¢ desert,’—since it is simpler to assume one single influence
residing in the soul directly producing the shelling which is indi-
rectly produced by sprinkling, &c.,* than to assume a variety of
capacities for each parcel of rice,—and since some power or attribute

must be assumed to be produced by a veda-commanded act which
tends to a future result, as there is no visible means for the result

being brought about. From the phrase “ purified rice” we assume

that the influence resides in the rice by a connectiont which is the

same as the nature of the thing [while it resides in the man by the

so-called intimate relation ;] and so too in the case of consecrated

water, branches, &c. there is produced an influence or merit residing
in the man favourable to producing such and such a result [as the
consecration of the jar.] [Nor may you say that *if the merit pto-
duced do not reside in the rice but in the man, then why is vrikin
in the objective case, as wherever there is this objective case we find
the effect residing there, as in ¢ he cooks rice,’—here the effect produced
by cooking, ¢. e., softening, resides in the rice, &c.”—as we reply that]

your vaidic example stands on the same footing as such & common .

socular phrase as “ he sprinkles the fried barley flour,”—here there is no

Vaidie injunction, yet we find an objective case used,the real meaning

of which is this, viz. the possessing a result produced by the action of
another (i. e. the man), which result is the conjunction of the water
produced by that action, ¢. e. the sprinkling. Besides your general

maxim that ¢ whenever a thing is done through desire of an effect, &c.!

fails in such cases as the hawk-sacrifice, which is performed for the sake
of the slaughter of an enemy [which slaughter of course resides in
him,] while it produces a result [hell] which resides in the performer.

* In other words adrish{a is the vydpdra of the sprinkling, acoording to the
principle taj-janyatwe sats taj-janya-janako b vydpdrah.

+ In Hindu philosophy there are three principal relations,—1. the samavdya
or intimate relation, s. 6. that which exists between the whole and its parts, a
subatance and its qualities, or both these and their genus; 2. the'sanyoga or con.
junction, as botwoeen a pot and the soil on which it stands; and 8. swardpa or
the nature of the thing. This last may be generally said to take up all those
rolations which are not included in the two former, such as the relation between
an object and the knowledge of it (m'ahw.atd)., that between abhéva and the
spot of ground from which the absent thing is absent, &o., and that between
a distinguishing attribute (not a proper quality or action) and its subject, as
fkés’atwa in #kés’a. Hence the swaruapa sambéndha is sometimes called vishae
. yaté-sambandha. The two former are something other than the things related ;
the swartipa sambandha is really one or the other of them. .-

.
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- He now explains by the second line the determined production of
barley, &c., from the several seeds as sown. The qualities of the
atoms, such as form affected by contact with fire, &c.* produce the
distinction, 4. e. the atoms as possessed of the qualities of form, mois-
ture, &o. affected by contact with fire, tend to produce such and such
effects [rice or barley, as it may be,—the desert of the individual acting
as the concurrent cause.] In the case of healing [where the opponent
might allege that the medicine produced an after effect by means of his
supposed. continuant capacity,] the drinking of the medicine produces
an equilibrium between the three humours, and this is the means of
the subsequently produced destruction of the disease.}

- XII * But how then [except by the assumption of our special cate-
gory ¢ Capacity,”] will you account for sensible touch, &e. in the case of
air, &o. [which seem cold, &ec. to the body,] where there is no form
produced by contact with fire, [as there is in earth ?] or again how is
the natural liquidity of water stopped in ice, &e. ? or how in images, &e.
do such ceremonies become effectual as those for inviting the deity to
take up his residence therein, &o. P - We hold therefore that we must

-admit such a thing as a capacity produced by the rite pratishthdl

which can be destroyed by the touch of impure persons as the Chén-

déla, &ec., which capacity renders the image a fit object of worship.”
He replies,

XII. The perceptible form, &c. and their absence [in ice

and air] arise from contact with special causes ; the deities

* are worshipped through their coming [into the image] or

through the worshipper’s consciousness of having duly

[ R

“performed the rite.

" The ¢ special causes’ are the various kinds of merit in the person
[gratified by the cold air or ice.] The deities become conciliated by

® Tt is a peculiarity of the element earth that ita form, taste (or moisture,)
smell and touch are changed by contact with fire.

4+ Our author does not notice the ob{)eoﬁon of the ploughing in Mégha.
Another writer Pakshadharamitra in his Padéartha Méalé supplies the omission.
According to him ¢ Through the ploughing in Migha the original soil is
destroyed by the series of acts tending to the separation of tho atoms which dos-

their original conjunction, and subsequently by the disintogration a new

goil is produced, and through this is the ploughing in Mégha u cause of the
excellent harvest afterwards.”

1 The ceremony uf conscorating an image of o doity.
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the ceremony of consecration, and shew it by coming to take up their
residence, ¢. e. by their appropriation of the image and transference
of self-consciousness thereto ; but by the touch of an impure person
such appropriation and self-consciousness are rendered void. Even on
the Miménsaka view which disputes the intelligence of the deities, we
can say that it is the idea [in the worshipper’s mind] that the
worship has been performed in due manner, and that the image
has been duly consocrated,—this idea being also necessarily accoms
panied by the absence of the touch of any impure person,—
which constitutes the image’s fitness as an object of worship,
and the ceremony’s importance lies in its contributing to produce
this iden. But in renlity it is the absence of any impure contact
as with a Chédndila, &c. at the time of the pratishthé ceremony and
also after the ceremony is over, which constitutes the fitness of the
image as an object of worship; since the rule “let him worship it
when duly inaugurated by the ceremony pratishthd” implies that the
ceremony must be already over. Such is a summary of the discussion.

XIII. “ But ought we not to say that in the weighing erdeal, &ec.
a power or capacity is produced in the scales by the ceremony of the
ordeal, and by that a result is produced such as the rising or smlnng
of the defendant in the scales ?"’# He replies,

XIII. Only for the discovering of the concurrent of the
cause of victory or defeat,—which cause abides as an
attribute in the person examined,—are the rules of the
ordeal instituted.

Only to discover tho concurront, favourable to the desired rosult
(i. e. the vising or sinking in the scale),—the concurrent of the
desert which is the proper cause of the victory er defeat in the
ordeal,—are the rules of the ordeal instituted. “I who according
to the rule of the ordeal now mount the scales am innocent eor
guilty,’—this consciousness in the man’s own mind is the concur-
rent.—Or another interpretation is “only to discover the residing
of (i. e. to produce,) merit or demerit are the rules of the ordeal
instituted,” and thus in relation to innocence such as is conformable

. ® For this kind of ordeal see Profossor Stenzler’s essay on *die Indischem
Gottesurtheile’ in the Zeitschrift d. D. M. G. vok ix. p. 666
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to his protestation merit is produced, and demerit in relation to his
guiltiness.* The second mode is preferable, as in this way an objec-
tion is obviated which would apply to the former, viz.,—“in the case
of a man falsely accused of killing a Bréhman, &ec., as his not
having done it is not meritorious, how could his consciousness of
innocence be a concurrent cause P+ ‘ s
: XIV. But here the Sénkhyas come in with their system,— There
is Soul, the abode of intelligence, but not a cause of anything, and
eonsequently unchangeable and efernal ; and Nature which is one,
unintelligent, subject to development and eternal ; the first develop-
ment from Nature is Intellect, the so-called ‘great’ first principle,—
in it are eight attributes, viz. knowledge, ignorance, might, weakness,
freedom from passion, subjection to passion, merit and demerit, or the
eight may be otherwise enumerated as knowledge, pleasure, pain, desire,
aversion, effort, merit, and demerit,—as this school does not accept
the Naiydyik self-reproductive quality of imagination, bkdvand, sinco
they hold that at the time of memory the perception itself docs remain
in 8 very subtil form, As without the assumption of soul we
eannot account for the unintelligent product of Nature, Intellect,
imagining itself to be intelligent, we conclude that the existencq
of soul is hence established,—identical with its essential attribute
jntelligence, since the subject and .attribute are always undistin-
guichable. From Nature arises the Great one, from the Great one
Egoism, from Egoism the five subtil elements, form, flavour, smell,
touch and sound; and the organs {of perception and action], the cye,
skin, nose, tongue, ear, and mind, and the voice, hand, foot, anus and
generative organ ; while from the subtil elements are produced the
gross glements, earth, water, fire, air and ether. This has been thug
described, [in the Sinkhya Kérikd,] . «Original Nature is not an
evolute ; the seven, intellect, &c. aro evolvent and evolute; tho set of
sixteen are only evplute; ‘while Soul is neither evolvent nor evolute.”
The set of sixteen is made up by the five gross elements and the eleven
organs of perception and action. [Should you ask why we assume
wind as our eleventh organ, we reply,] a. if the eternal Soul were

. * By the former interpretation merit and knowledge act conjointly in pro-
ducing the result, by the second merit alone.

¢ + This negative knowledge could not be the salakdri of a previous pusya,
as there is no punya in the absence of an action.
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itself associated with the objects of inherent joy and pain, it would
follow that there could be no liberation ; b. if the connection with
objects took place in dependence on Nature, it would equally follow
that, since Nature is cternal, there could be no liberation; e. if the
non-eternal objects, jars, &c., were associated with the essential-
intelligence, it would follow that there could be no such distinction'
a8 ‘scen’ and ¢ not seen,’ [as all the things now existing would neces-
sarily be seen at one and the same moment ;] and d. if the association
of objects and intelligence depended on the external organs only,
we could not account for the perceptions through different organs
not being simultaneous; and hence we must assume the existence
* of a distinct organ, mind, in connection with which the external
organs produce the association of the object and intelligence. In
dreams when a person thinks himself a tiger, &c. there is not present
to him the consciousness that he is a man; hence we must also
assume the existence of a faculty, egoism, whose function is the
assuming the consciousness of various objects. Since we see inspira-
tion and expiration ceaselessly going on, in waking, dreams, and
sound sleep, we must assume the existence of a faculty which con-
tinues acting throughout, viz. the principle of Intellect endued with
the eight attributes before mentioned ; the object being brought into
conncction with Intelleot’s development, viz. cognition, conceals the
real nature of Soul, and hence it is that liberation arises when, from
the destruction of the principle Intellect, there ceases to be any con-
nection with objects ; while theidea ¢ I, the intelligent, act’ arises from
the nonperception of the difference between the (witness) soul and the
activo intellect. This has been explained in the Bhagavad Gité “ ac-
tions are ever done by the qualities of nature, the soul blinded by egoism
thinks ‘I am the doer”’” And this Intellect consists of three por-
tions, the reflection of the Soul, the reflection of the object, and
the arising determination, as in the thought ¢ this must be done by
me,'—hero ¢ by me’ shews the reflection of the intelligent Soul, which
is not an actual intorcourse, but only illusory in consequence of the
nonperception of the distinction between the Soul and Intellect ;
¢ this' shews the reflection of the object; and the arising resolve
“ must be done’ is dependent upon both these. The connection of
the Soul, as reflected in Intellect, with the object, is what we
call knowledge, and the connection of the Soul with this know-
D
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ledge is seen in the determination ‘I, the intelligent, act,’” [whereas
in reality the intelligent cannot act and the acting faculty cannot
¥ think) '
To meet this, he says,

XIV. The attributes of the agent are the determiners
[that knowledge and action reside in the same subject] ;
and the intelligent is our only agent; otherwise, we
should necessarily have no liberation or else no mundane
succession of events.

The attributes merit, demerit, desire and aversion must reside in the
same subject with action, since experience of happiness and misery
resides in the same subject with action [and these produce all such
experience] ; and in the same way we hold that the intelligent soul is
alone the agent, as is proved by the impression ¢ I, the intelligent, act.’
The second line adds another refutation of the Sinkhya doctrine. If
Intellect were eternal, then there could be no liberation, as the Soul
would always remain associated with Intellect ; if it were noneternal,
then it must be allowed to have been produced, as a noneternal thing
cannot but have been produced; and in this case, previously to its
production, as the attributes belonging to it would be also then non-
existent, it would follow that their effects, the various bodies, organs,
&e., assigned to individuals, would as yet be equally unproduced, and
consequently there would be no mundane succession of events, [and
therefore no bondage of soul, and consequently no need of liberation.]

XV. Here steps in the Chdrvdka, “ well, let desert be an attribute
of an intelligent being ; but this intelligent being is not eternal and
all-pervading, but a certain kind of element modified in the form of the
body, since such phrases as ¢ I, the pale one, know’ prove that it has
fortn [and form is a corporeal attribute.]” e answers,

XV. One does not remember what another has seen ;
the body remains not one and the same from decay ; there
canhot be transference of impressions, and if you accept
a non-momentary existence there is no other means.

If intelligence belonged to the body, there could be no remembrance
in youth of things experienced in childhood, just as Maitra cannot
remember what Chaitra saw ; nor can you say that the body conti-
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nues one and the same in childhood and youth, because of its
“decay,” i. e. destruction, since by a difference of size the thing
itself becomes different, as the destruction of the former size
is brought about by the destruction of the subject in which it
resided. Nor may you maintain that the second body, as the effect,
may etill remember what had been experienced by its cause the
previous body, because “ there cannot be transference of impressions,”
otherwise we should have the child in the womb remembering the
experiences of its mother, “ But may there not be a transference
of impressions from the material cause to the effect 7"’ [the subsequent
body being made out of the previous one.] He replies “if you accept
a non-momentary existence, there is no other means.” In other words,
if you do not accept the Banddha doctrine that all things are in a
continual flux,—one heap of atoms the next moment producing
another heap,—but allow that things do last from moment to moment,
then the parts, as the hands, &o., are the material cause of the body ;
and, if so, then on your hypothesis, if a person’s hand were cut off,
the maimed body ought not to remember a former experience of
that hand, as it would now no longer be a part (i. e. material cause)
of tho body. Norcan you say that *ipfelligence belongs to the
atoms and therefore there is remembrance because these remain,”
because, if so, remembrance ought to be imperceptible [while yet it is
perceptible by the internal organ, mind,] just as the form of the
atoms is imperceptible ; and also there ought to be no remembrance
of anything once experienced by the atoms of the hand, if there be
no longer union with those atoms, the haund being severed from
the body.

XVI. “Well then, why not allow, with the Bauddhas, that all
things are dissolved every successive moment, and that each previous
heap of atoms, as a materjal cause, produces a succeeding heap as its
effect ? in this way there is no difficulty to account for memory.”
He replies,

XVI. This could not be without difference of kind,
and if this latter were true there could be no inference ;
and without inference even your hypothesis could not
stand ; nor could there be perception without ascertainment.

By « difference of kind” he means the Bauddha notion of  efficient
D 2 :
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form,’* without which ¢ this,” ¢. e. the doctrine of a continual flux,
could not Le established; [and this notion cannot be proved] since,
on the simple hypothesis of the seed &ec. continuing on from moment
" to moment, you can easily account for the production or non-produc-
tion of the effect respectively by the presence or absence of the
concurrent causes, water, &c., and thence you can account for the
production of the shoot by the nature of the seed [without assuming
any ¢ efficient form ;'] so that if the individual seed be allowed to
continue on, how can there be any such momentary flux >—Again, even
if you assume this peculiar kind of species, efficient form,” to abide
in the perceptible individual but to be itself beyond the cognizance
of the senses, there could be no such thing as inference, as fire can
only then be the cause of smoke, when its nature as fire acts as the
efficient form of the first moment’s smoke; but even if you suppose
that one special smoke (the first moment’s,) is produced by fire,
you cannot thereby infer that fire is the cause of all smoke, becuuso
by your own hypothesis you must allow that this very smoke is the
cause of its own special effect, the second moment’s smoke, [and this
of the third, &c.;] and hence it would’follow that all inference
would be abolished, as it would be impossible to establish the univer-
sal major premiss, which depends for its validity on an argument to
preclude the possibility of an instance where the middle term is
found disjoined from the major, which argument must be always
" based on the relation of cause and effect [as existing between the
major and middle.t] And without inference it is impossible to
establish your own hypothesis of a momentary flux, since it can only
be cognized by means of inference. Nor can you say that “ perception
itself is the evidence of flux,” because, according to your doctrine,
the only perception which can really have authority is the inde-
terminate} (nirvikalpaka) since that alone is produced by the objeot ;
* As tho Naiydyikas hold that tho specios jar gglm{at-wa)_wsi(}ea in all jars, so the
. Banddhas hold that a quasi-jdti, called kurvadripatwa, resides in each thing when
that thing is actively employed in producing its effect, as & jar in holding water,
or rice in producing a plant. When there is no eflect being produced this
kwrvadripata is absent, * But for their assumption of this occasionally prescnt
principlo, every thing would always produce its effect. '
t+ Cf. 8. Muktdv. p. 122. There is an interesting attempt in the Sarva Dar's.
Sangraha, pp. 7, 8, to establish the anthority of the universal proposition from
the relation of cause and etfect or of genus and species.

1 The Hindus hold that on the contaot ot the organ of sense with an object, ns
6. g. & jar, there ariscs the idea of a jar and also the idea of the nature, i. e,
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yet—since even this is only inferred from the subsequent determinate
perception,—in tho case of an object which only lasts one moment,
there can be no such determinate perception, and consequently, with
the failure of this, fails likewise the indeterminate. Again, the
so-called species of efficient form in the case of seed-produced plants
is not a true species, as it is obnoxious to the charge of ¢ confusion,’
sinco, a., it will be found present in barley without the species
rico,—b, it will not be found in rice stored in a granary [and
therefore lying idle and not producing its effect] while the species
rice s found present there,—and, ¢., both species [* efficient form’ and
‘rice’] are found simultaneously conjoined in sown rice when it is
actually producing its shoot.—Hence we Naiydyikas (to avoid this
fault of ¢ confusion,”) assume that there are many subdivisions of the
species ¢ jar’ (and not merely one undivided) —these subdivisions being
severally pervaded by [i. e. included under] ¢ silver’ &c. [as silver jars,
earthen jars, &c.] And [if you ask why we call them all by the common
name jar, we reply that] the general appellation jar arises from our
viewing them as all possessed of one common attribute, viz. the being
composed of parts which [however different in material] possess a
particular kind of arrangement [called kambugrivd in the case of jars].

XVIL. “ Well, then, let us consider the flux hypothesis as still’
undetermined, [3. e. it is ab any rate not shewn to be impossible ;] for as
for any argument against it on the plea of recognition (‘s. e. this is
the jar I saw yesterday,’) we overthrow it by maintaining that there
is a doubt as to its being the same jar.” He replies,

XVII. There can be no doubt as to things continuning,
nor as to perception, nor can there be as to authority of
proof from the self-contradiction,—as the same proof which
establishes the oneness of the object during the moment
may establish it during a longer time.

There can be no doubt as to the continuance of objects as we can
perceive it by recognition ; nor can there be doubt as to our recogni-
" tion, as we can ascertain its correctness by our being conscious of

&dos of jar (hoth being equally objects of perception,) but the two .ideas are
distinct,—this i8 niroikalpaka. Subsequently the mind combines thom into one
idea, ¢ a jur posscssing the species or nature of jar,” and this is savikalpaka. We
are however not conscious of the first step,—it is only recognised as nccessary
from an analysis of the subsequent compound idea.
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possessing this knowledge, Nor can there be doubt as to the anthori-
ty of all evidence “from the self-contradiction” which it involves,
since if you doubt of the authority of your own consciousness of doubt
the very existence of your doubt is itself unproved; and again, if
you cannot establish any thing as authoritative, you cannot have
any doubt even as to authority, hecause you will not have established
your point tq doubt upon [and your doubt will have no foundation].
“ Well, but may we not doubf [not of all authority but] of the
authority of your go-called recognition, since we can see cases of
erronpous recognition, ‘a8 when we say of a man whose hair has
grown again after it was cut, ¢this is the same hair as before,
&o. 7’ To.meet this he gives the second line. The same proof,
viz.; the absence of opposite qualities, by which we know -in the
case of the jar which exists only one moment, that during that
moment it is the same and not a different jar,—may teach us in
the casa of the jar which is supposed to continue on from moment to
moment, that it too is the same jar and not a different one. Since
just as one cognition may be connected with' many different objects
[as e. g, a table with the things on it,] sa too one object, as a jar, may,
without inconsistency, be connected with many different moments,
the connection with those moments being necessarily successive,*
because it depends on the succession of the moments, its causes.

, XVIIL. “Well then let; it be considered as proved that there is a
cause of another world (3. e. adrishta ;) but here the doubt may arise, a.
is causality essential or communicated by same thing else,—if the first,
then it ought to act indifferently towards al} things, just as blue
is blue to all; if the second, then if we allow the ¢ communicating
Bomething’ to have essential causation, # too will be liable to the
aforementioned objection ; and if, on the other hand, its causation is
communicated,- we shall have a regressus in infinitum, as we shall
require an infinite series of such communicating somothings ? 5.
And again if causation be essential, effects ought to be produced
from the very first moment of the existence of the cause.” He
replies,

XVIII. Without first determining the power of the

# I. c. there must be this differcnce between tho two conncctions alluded
to,—one is contemporary, the othor successive,
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cause, even blue &c. are not actual existences; it becomes
capable when associated with something else, why then :
should it not be allowed to be universal ?

The ‘power of the cause’ is the cause’s nature as a cause, i. e.
causality [7. e. its being such a thing as a cause;] until we have
ascertained this, tho ¢Dblue’ of your illustration has no authority
[Lecause, if it has no cause, it must be merely an error;] and so
your argument would fall to the ground, viz. “all that is real is
universal in its action, as blue, &c. and therefore if causality be pot
universal in its action, it is not real,” since your W
not be umversully trye if you admit that there is a cause for your
guoted ¢ b]ue 04 ﬁ'ﬂe?e mm}&n‘x’ce it is non-eternal,*—thero
“being no proof of the enstenee of an eternal blue.—The second line
overthrows the second paragraph (5.) * It” the cause, when “ asso-
ciated with something else” i. e. with the concurrent,t “becomes
capable” of producing the effect ; hence it does not result that its
causality must shew itself in action from the very first moment of the
cause’s existence. The latter words express that the author has no
objection to admit universality of action, if properly understood, * why
then should it not be universal ?” Even the universality of action which
you ascribe to blue, &c., only means really that-all men speak of and
treat them as blue, &c. ; and this kind of universality is equally found
in the cause when associated with its concurrents [as fire &oc. with
fuel, or the seed with water, air, &c.] since it is an established fact,
that we all do apply the term ¢ causality’ to such cases, and treat
them as such.

XIX. “But if we evenaccept your opinion that desert may reside in
the soul, must we not still say that it is not produced by the soul as a
material cause,] since in the case of an eternal and all-pervading
substance [like soul] there can be no negative instance either in point
of space or of time, and causality can only be proved by an induction
from aflirmative instances together with negative, a cause being
defined as that the absence of which necessitates the absence of

* If o non-etornal thing is real, it must have a cause, and therefore your
very illustration proves the fact of non-universal causation.

+ Our ¢ condition.’

1 Tho Nyiya holds that knowledge, desert, &o. reside in the soul as its quuhtles,
and the subject_is the material cause of 1ts qualities, )
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something else [s0il. the effect]. But since in this way desert will
. have no material [intimate] cause, of course it can have no non-
intimate and instrumental causes, since they are allowed to be causes
only as acting in close proximity to the other ;* and hence it will
follow that desert will be eternal [as it is uncaused,] and therefore,
being eternal, it cannot be conceived as producing enjoyment, limited
to particular souls at particular places and times.” He replies,

XIX. Suré]y precedence is causality, since it is proved
by any argument ; likewise for the eternal all-pervading ;
otherwise there could not be the idea of the subject.

-

Causality does not always imply the existence of negative instances,
but its true definition is “ necessary precedence without superfluous
determination,”t - The negative instance.is not the only means of
proving causality, since it may be equally proved by the evidence
which establishes its subject ;7 hence the causality of the eternal and
all-pervading soul “ may be proved by any argument.” * Otherwise
there could not bo the idea of the subject,” [as the proof of the soul's
existence is that we require a subject for pleasure, pain, &ec,] and
hence the subject’s (5. e. the soul's,) being a cause is established
by the same argument which establishes the subject’s existence.
From seeing that the component halves are always found where jars are
and jars never found where these are not, we learn that substance as
substance is a material oause to the effect connected with it by
intimate relation ; and hence, by rejecting earth, &o., we can ¢stablish
by-exhaustion that for the qualities knowledge, desire, &c, there must
be a material cause other than earth and the rest, . e. soul.

But in reality thereis one kind of argument from negative
instances§  which does establish material causation as follows, “ that
which is not a half, has no jar connected with it by intimate relation ;
and similarly; that which is not soul has not knowledge, &ec. thus

# Siddhénta Muktdvali, p. 12, .

+ For the five kinds of ' Superfluous determination of causation see 8. Mukta-
vali, pp. 18—16. The anyathdsiddha kérana is that pseudo-cause whose absence
does not directly necessitate the absenoce of the effect.

't We have a good instance of this kind of argument in the Sénkhya argnment
for the assumption of the internal organ mind in p. 17. Mind is assumod iu ordor
to account for the fact that two cognitions are not simultancous,—the same
proof will of course oqually establish that mind is a cause of cognition.

§ This is called the anyonydbhdva wyatireka in oontradistinction to tho
atyantdbhdva vyatircka—tho latter is in the form— whero thero is no half,
there is no ju”
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connccted with it.’ So too we may argue in the case of time [although
time is cternal and all-pervading] ¢ that which is not time cannot
have a jar connected with it in that partioular relation [called
temporal ;'] and in this way the argument from- negative instances
may be applied to prove that time is a condition as the temporal
site in which the jar is made.

Thus there is no contradiction between our conclusions and the
declaration of S'ruti which affirmé that * the world is delusive,’ m:oe
the terms Delusion, Nature, Ignorance, &c. really mean only *desert.’
And hence the existence of God is- established. as the supenntendent
of desert in producing its effects [by §. iv.] B N

XX. Ho thus sums up the substance of the chapter, = =~ =

XX. May He whose unparalleled concurrent energy
this is,—called MAyf from its being so hard to unravel,
or Nature from its being the first principle, or Ignora.noe
from its horror of right knowledge ;

May He that deity by whom is lulled the turmml of the
waves of mundane exlstence,—lmmedmtely, himself being
the witness, the passionless, create in’ my mind deVotlon
towards himself. : :

¢ This’ the concurrent cause in the form of desert,—it is unparalleled
since all effects depend upon it,—thé word Mdyé is used to mean
¢ desert’ by metonymy, [as it primarily means Delusioh,] resem-
blance’ being the cause of the extension of meanmg,’ as each is ahke
hard to be unravelled. T

.® Cf. Béhitya Darpaps, ii, §. 18. : -
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Note on the term ¢ Avachhedaka’ (p. 7.)

' The term Avackkedaka has at least three meanings, as distinguish-
ing, particularising and determining.

a. In the phrase ¢a blue lotus’ ¢ blue’ ia the distinguishing ava-
chhedaka (3. e. vis'eshana,)) of the lotus,—it distinguishes it from
others of different colours.

- b, In the sentence ‘the bird sits on the tree, on the branch,’
W wergt v, o'dkhdydm particularises the exact spot,—this is the
ekaded’ dvachhedaka. Co o

o.” But the third is the usual Naiydyika use of the word, i. e.
as determining, niydmaka. . Wherever we find a relation which is not
itself included in any one of the seven categories but is common to
several, we require something to determine its different varieties ; thus
if we, say. that fire is' the cause of smoke, or, vice versi, smoke the
effect of fire, we do not mean only this particular case but any fire
or smoke; we therefore require, to determine this particular relation
of. causality, something which shall be always found present with it.
This in ¢ fire is the cause of smoke’ will be vaknitwa, the species or
78 7{ fv twas of all fires. This will always be found present wherever
‘the causation of smoke is found, and it is therefore called the dhima-
kdranatévaohhedaka, as dhématwa would be the vaknikdryatdvachheda-
ka. If we have several causes or effects (as e. g. green wood in the case
‘of smoke,) each kdranatd or kdryatd will require its own avachhedaka.
But we could not say that ¢ substance’ is the avaockkedaka of ¢ quality’
although it does always accompany it,—because quality is a category
by itself and not common to several. An avachhedaka is always
required for such relations as kdranatd, kdryatd, s'akyatd, jneyatd,
pratiyogitd, &c. Thus gotwa is the avachhedaka of the go-s'abda-
gakyatd, as otherwise the word go might be restricted to mean only
‘this particular cow or extendeg to include every animal; and in

wfadri afw: we have vahnitwa as the avachhedaka of the
pratiyogiti. This determining notion need not be always a specios ;
thus in 19§ eyaws: YATATH cheshid is the avackhedaka of kdranatd,
and ckeshtd is included in the category of ¢ action.’
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SECOND CLUSTER.

I. The Second objection was that there is no proof of God, since
the means of attaining paradise can be practised independently of
any such being. That is to say, “ sacrifices fwhich are the instruments /Ve/
of obtaining paradise can be performed even without a God, since
it is proved by the Veda that sacrifices /are a means of obtaining: ve
heaven, and the Veda possesses authority from its eternity and
freedom from defects, and we can also gather its authority from its
having been accepted by great saints [as Manu and others;] and
therefore you cannot establish the existence of God, on the ground
that he is the author of the Veda ; or we may suppose that the Veda
was made by Sages like Kapila and others, who gained omniscience
by their preeminence in concentrated devotion.”—He replies, '

I. Since right knowledge requires an external source,
since creation and destruction take place, and since none
other than He can be relied on,—there is no other way
open.

The right knowledge caused by testimony is one which is produced
by a quality in the speaker, viz. his knowledge of the exact meaning
of the words used;* hence the existence of God is proved, as he
must be the subject of such'a quality in the case of the Veda. ¢ But
may we not allow that such a quality as the knowledge of the exact
meaning of the words used is required in the case of an effect which
implies an agent ; but in the case of the uncreated Veda it is its
freedom from defects which produces its authoritativeness, and we
can know its authoritativeness from its having been accepted by great

* All right knowledge, pramd, is produced by some virtue in the means used,
a8 all wrong knowledge by some defeot. Thus in sense-peroeption the virtue
required is the &pern of the eye &c.; in inference it is the knowledge of a real-
vyépti; and in testimony the right knowledge must be produced by a speaker
who knows the true meaning of the words used. The speaker’s claim to this
knowledge is vitiated by conscious deception as well as by unconscious ignorance ;

as in the former case the speaker’s right knowh-;dge‘ is in .tbeymoe, and it is his
assumod erroneous cognition (dhdrya-jndna) which is the immediate cause of the

words used. (Cf. Plato, Rep. p. 382) .
E2
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saints ” He replies “ because creation and destruction take place.”
After a mundane destruction, when the former Veda is destroyed,
how can the subsequent Veda possess authority, since there will then
be no possibility of its having -been accepted by great saints? And
again the non-eternity of sound is proved by the universal conviction
¢ the letter ¢ is produced,’ and an eternity in the form of an unbroken
guccession ié stopped by the possibility of mundane destruction.
% Well, then, let us say that at the beginning of a creation Kapila and
others were its authors, who had acquired omniscience by the power
‘of merit gained by the practice of concentrated devotion in the former
won,” Hereplies “ none other than He can be relied on.” If youmean
by ‘omniscient bemgs, those endued with the various superhuman
faculties of assuming infinitesimal size &o, and capable of creating
évery thing, then we reply that the law of parsimony bids us assume
only one such, namely Him the adorable Lord. There can be no
confidence in a 'non-eternal and non-omniscient being, and hence it
follows that according to the system which rejects God, the tradition
of the Veda is simultaneously overthrown,—¢ there is no other way
open.’ : :

. 1L, “But may we not reply that your assumption of a mundane
creation and destruction is unwarranted, since there is no evidence for
it, and there are also several arguments against it. Thus a. there is a
law that day and night are, from their very nature, uninterruptedly
preceded by day and night; 3. the nature of time in itself is always
accompanied by the perception of the fruit of former works, for time
brings to effect the various pre-existing deserts [ripening them as seeds
sown ;] and you cannot prove that desert can suddenly be stopped in
its aqtion ;.¢. a Brahman must be born from a Brahman, but since at
the beginning of ‘a creation no one could be a Brahman [for want of
provious merit] you could not establish the necessary succession of
caste in the succeeding generations; d. as there could then be no
teacher or léarner, there could have been no acceptance of the con-
ventions of language, and hence you could not establish the tradition
of words; and 6. at the beginning of a creation there could be no
dexterity in the different necessary arts of life as making jars,
&c., since this requires previous instruction from another, and thus
the chain of the tradition of all the arts of life would be cut short.”
He replies,
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II. Asin the days of the rainy season “&c., time a8
determining mundane existence is the condition'; there is
cessation of action as in deep sleep ; the castes originated
as herbs and scorplons the oonventlons of words, &c.,
are like jugglery. ' A

a. If you would prove that the days of the rmny sea.aon have been
uninterruptedly preceded by similar rainy days, you must first have
the condition that they have been preceded by a certain period of the
sun’s course defined by his entrance into certain signs of ‘the Zodiac,
[as Taurus and Gemini,]—and so here if you would prove that day
and night-must have been uninterruptedly preceded by day and night,
you must have as the condition an uninterrupted series of previous
mundane works ; or in other words, the limiting condition isthe nature
of time as determining this mundane existence [and you cannot argue
from the mere nature of time in itself.] &. As in time of deep sleep®
there is a cessation of the desert which produces the. fruit enjoyed by
certain individuals, so at special times there may be a cespé.tion of . all
desert for all souls, hence he says, * there is cessation of action as in
deep sleep.” o. A certain herb can be produced by- the seed of Shat
particular herb and ‘also. by the manure of rice-dust ;}. or a.gsm a8
scorpion can be produced from cow dung as well as from a sogrpion’y and
s0 at special times by a special desert (or fate) acting alone aBrahma.q
can be produced,} while at the present time a Brahman. can only be
produced from a Brahwan parent ; ——there wxll be no contradiction
as (by L. vi.) we allow that difference of species [though nob of genun]
does reside in different effects. d. Just as a juggler hav1_ng ;nude a
puppet pulled by strings, bids it bring a jar and the jar is brought,
and thus instructs a child, so likewise God, having assumed two bodies
in the mutual connection of master 'and. disciple, and thus initiated

* The Vedéntins and 84nkhyas hold that in deep sleep there is pleasure, but
tho Naiydyikos deny it, as without jndna there can be no sukha.

+ The water in which rice has been washed is considered an excellent manure
from the fertnhsmg nature of the rice-dust. Besides the tusha or husk, there is &
red covering enslly pulverised adhering to the rice-berries, called in Sanskrit

7y in Bengali gq and’ in Hindustani .8, This is alluded to in the Athma
Veds, xi. 8, 6. WY HW NTGET AAFTGWLE., . : ' ‘

1 A similar notion of spontaneons productxon (oJ)J) aftor & mundmle renova-
tion is found in the Akhléki Joldli, Introd. ) o !

v
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the tradition of words, taught their meanings to the men then newly
created. e. In the same manner having. himself originated the
tradition of making jars &c., and the other useful arts, he instructed
them therein,
- III. The opponent’s attempt to preclude any discussion bemg
overthrown, he adds some confirmatory reasons.
III. The gradual failure of the tradition of the Veda,
. &c. may be inferred from the observed failure of genera-
tion, ceremonial purification, learning, &c. and the power
of study and of performing ceremonial works.

+'Thie drgument runs thus/—The tradition of the Veda, &o. is inferred

" to be subject to entire interruption from its gradually failing, just like

& lamp, as it burna on. The rest of the couplet is added to establish the
Jact of the reason given. a. ‘Failure of generation ;’ originally creatures
were produced from the mind,* then by sexual intercourse solely for the
sake of issue, but now entirely through desire of sensual gratification.

-b. ¢ Failure of ceremonial purification ;’ originally the very food of the

parentst was ceremonially purified, [in the putreshti y4ga,] then after-
wards the child in the womb, then the child after birth, and now
hardly at all any how. e¢. ¢ Failure of learning ;’ originally they studied
the whole Veda with its thousand S'4khés and eventually one §’4khd
only, thus it has gradually decayed. By the &c. we may understand
¢ livelihood,’ ¢ duty,’ &e. d. ¢ Failure of livelihood;’ originally- they
lived on gleanings, then on unsolicited alms, then on agriculture,
&o., and lastly they supported themselves on the wages of ser-
vitude. e. ¢ Failure of duty,” originally duty had four legs, as-
ceticism, knowledge, sacrifice and charity ; in each subsequent age,
as the Tretd &o., it lost one leg, until in the Kali it totters on a
single leg, charity ;1 or again [taking dharma in the sense of ob-
serving the prescribed duties of caste, &c.,] once they ate the leavings
of the sacrifice, then next the leavings of a guest, then food prepared
by themselves, and lastly they ate even with menial servants. f. Then
we may notice the failure of power to study one’s daily portion of the
Veda and to perform works as sacrifices &o.; from the failure of the
power of study as the cause results failure of the power of learning as
¢ As Brahmd's mmd-begotben sons. ' See also Indische Stud. ii. p. 97,

" ¢ Of. Réméyayps, i. 16.
1 Cf. Manuy, i, 81, 82, 86.
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the effect, hence in the S’loka we have the ¢ power of study’ mentioned
separately from ¢learning.’ And in this way with the destruction
of the universe are all included living beings destroyed. Thus do we
establish the fact of these universal destructions.—The Veds is
authoritative as having been received by great saints who displayed a
zealous earnestness in the practice of sacrifices, &c.—which earnestness
was untainted by such vicious causes as a wish to deceive, association
with heretics, acting for some secret motive, addiction to eristic dispu«
tation, living as one pleases,* heedlessness of the distinction between
lawful and unlawful food and drinks, &o.+ G
1V. He sums up the substance of the chapter. :
IV. Him who in sport having repeatedly made thls
strangely wonderful world by his illusive power, again
causes it to collapse, and having destroyed it again re-
makes it as a magic show,—that Deity, S’iva, the might
of whose will bursts forth unhindered into accomplishment,
—him I salute, the sole ground of confidence, and may I
continue to pay him homage even unto the end. .. .¢
. ® As by unlawful trados. ‘ ro v e

+ Other Pandits divide the ongmal d:ﬂ'erentl and explmn it to mean * addic-

tion to eristic disputations, desire of a hvehhood, or reoklen (adwasta) lnlt of
food and drink,’

»
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THIRD CLUSTER.

: 1. The third objection was that there were positive arguments

.to prove God’s non-existence. “ Just as we infer a jar’s absence in a

given space of ground, [i. e. its non-existénce there,] so we infer God’s
non-existence from His not being perceived. If you reply that ¢ the
Supreme Being is not a legitimate object of perception, and, therefore,
since we cannot here have a valid ‘non-perception, we cannot assume
His non:existence,’—we retort that in the'same way we might prove
that a hare’s horn may exist since we have only to maintain that it is
not; a legitimate object of our perception.” . He answers,
« L In an illegitimate object [of perception] how can
: there be a valid non-perception P* and still more, how can
. you establish your contradiction? How can the hare’s
horn be precluded as absard if it be an illegitimate objéct ?
and how can you have an inference without a subject to
* base it on ? . ‘

In the case of the Supreme Bemg who is not a legitimate object;
" how can there be a valid non-perception P It is only ¢hiz which
precludes a thing’s existence; but the absence of perception which
obtains in the case of God cannot exert this precluding influence,
as otherwise we should equally be forced to deny the existence of
ether, merit, demerit, &e. But a horn must be a legitimate object of
peroeptlon,—how then can your retort contradict our argument P If
you say that a hare’s horn is an illegitimate object of perception, then
of course its existence is not necessarily precluded,—there is only an
absence of proof to establish it ; but this cannot be retorted against us
as the fifth Cluster will fully shew that there are positive arguments to
establish God’s existence.t “But may we not infer God’s non-

® A valid non-peroeption is when an object is not seen and yet all the usual
conourrent causes of vision are present, such as the eye, light, &o.

+ We infer that thero 4s no jar when we do not see ono, bocause had thero
been one, we should have seen it, but in the case of the Supreme Being, ghosts,
&o. as they are aolmowledged t.o be imperceptible, we could only at most say that
their existence is ¢ not proven ;’ and this is here not admissiblo in the face of the
positive argument of the fifth chapter.
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existence from the absence, in His case, of a body which always
accompanics an agent, and also of any assignable motive for action ¢’
He replies,—how can you have an inference where the minor term
is itself controverted ? while on the other hand the very proof which
will establish the existence of the subject (God), is iteelf sufficient
to debar your subsequent inference [that there is no God].

II. “Well, then, let us say that God is introduced through an
crror, and that the subsequent argument is to prove either the non-
existence of any agency in this wrongly assumed eubject or the
subject’s non-cxistence.” He replies, S

II. The very possession of the absence of some rejected
attribute proves the subject’s reality, since it makes it a
locus. The state of a counterentity [to non-existence]
4. e. the absence of the absence, must belong .to a some-
thing.

It makes it a locus”—;. e. it gives to the absence a ¢ local habi-
tation’ in the subjeet, and therefore an unreal thing can never properly
be a subject. [If you shift your ground and say that the argument
is to prove God’s non-oxistence, we reply that] the state of a counters
entity to non-existence, . e. the absence of the absence, cannot belong
to o mo-thing, or, in other words, just as that subject from wh?ch a
given attribute is excluded cannot be unreal, so neither can an unreal
thing be the object of a negation.

III. “But why may we not learn the absence (or non-existence)
of a thing by its non-perception, even though the thing itself be an
illegitimato object of porception ¢ He replies,

III. In the case of a hare’s horn, &c. the validity of
their perception would imply defective means thereof ; but
if these be present, perception would ensue, and if there
be no perception, there can be no such means.

Non-perception can prove the non-existence of a thing only where
it is the so-called ¢ valid non-perception ;’ otherwise we should bhave
to concede the non-existence of all such things as are beyond the reach
of the senses.—* Valid non-perception’ means the presence of all the
various means of perception, other than the thing itself [which is
supposed to be absent] or the attributes [as form &c.] inseparably

F
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connected with it. Hence if we allowed that in the case of the [non~
existent] hare’s horn there was valid non-perception, this non-percep-
tion must be accompanied by a set of means ‘connected with certain
defects*® [like a jaundiced eye &c.; as this is ‘the presence of the
various means of perception other than the thing itself or its insepar-
able attributes.”] But this is unallowable, as in such cases a percep-
tion [however erroneous, as of a really white shell appearing yellow,]
would ensue; and if perception does not ensue, it proves that it is
not a case of valid non-perception.

1V. Here the atheistic Sénkhya will interpose, *“why not say
that the soul is in some respects ignorant, and that the earth, &e.,
do not prove creative power to reside therein from the very fact of
its having the nature of soul ?” He replies,

IV. 'If you mean the well-known soul, our pomt is
gained, if the unknown, your reason is uuproved; the
general consent brings the same result, and in the case of
the class it equally holds.

If you mean by soul the well-known mundane individual soul, we
are quite willing to grant what you say ; but if you mean the unknown,
i. 6. the Lord, your reason is unproved [as we may dispute that ¢ the
nature of soul’ resides in God]. If you reply that all allow that the
subject (soul) has the nature of soul, then, according as you decide the
alternative—is this ¢ soul’ of yours similar to our jivdtmd or different,
+we shall accept your argument as proving our own point, or mect
you by denying your proposed reason [or middle term]. 'The last clause
of the verse meets the reply “let the species, soul, be our subject,”—
because in this case too “it equally holds.” We agree with you so
far as that it is not the species that is the maker of the world [but
an individual Supreme Soul ;] still as the  nature of soul’ [i. e. the
idea or species] does not abide in the species itself [but in the
individuals] we still deny your middle.

® To understand this, we must remember that the means of perception are
twofold,—those connected with the object, 4. e. producing right impressions,
and those connected with a defeot in the senses (as jaundico &o.) 4. e. producing
wrong impressions. The non-existent hare’s horn cannot bo a case of tho formor,
as it i8 invisible ; nor can it be a casq of the latter as this would necessitato some
peroeption, however erroneous.—I have followed the Pandits in taking yogydnu-
palabdhi as a karmadhdraya-samdsa, but it would make this passage ensior, if
we oould take it here a8 a shash{i-tatpurusha, i. e. a8 equal to yogyasydnupalabdhks.
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V. “But why not say [with the Vedéntin] that the absence of
creative agency is to be proved of that soul whlch is established by
the S'ruti, &c. P’ He replies,

V. If the S'ruti, &c. have authority, your negative
argument . is precluded ; if they are- fallacious, our’old
¢ baseless inference’ [of §. i.] is stronger than ever.

If you admit that the 8/ruti, &e, have authvority, then, as the exis-
tence of God’s creative agency &o. is thereby established, your argument
to prove their non-existence is already precluded. On the other
hand, if they have no authority, our old difficulty of a ¢baseless
inference’ returns in full force [as the minor term, soul, in which the
middle ¢ the nature of soul’ was to reside, is itself unproved].

VI. Here the Chirvékas step in, “ why talk of such a thing as
¢valid non-perception ?’ [§. iii.] let us lay it down as a rule that
whatever is not perceived, does not exist, and hence let the ‘mere
absence of perception be a sufficient proof of a thing’s non-existence.
As for this rule of ours overthrowing all inference, we are perfectly
content to have it so, and we grant at once that, on the perception
of amoke, to conclude that fire accompanies it is mere supposition.”
He replies, . '

VI. There is no doubt in seeing or not seeing, since
the existence or non-existence of the thing is ascertained ;
even perception becores impossible, if its cause is pre-
cluded by its not being seen.

a. [We reply that ¢ supposition’ will not explain men’s inferring fire
from smoke, for] Supposition is * doubt ;" but this does not exist in the
case of seeing, as the thing seen is then ascertained ; nor does it exist
in the case of not seeing, as the absence of the thing is then, in your
opinion, concluded. &. If the eye &c., the causes of perception, are
precluded as causes by the fact that they are not themselves objects of
perception, there will not be even such a cause of knowledge as your
perception ; but if you grant that these exist even at the very time
when they are not perceived, your argument proves too much, and
therefore the mere fact of a thing’s not being seen does not necessitate
its non-existence. ¢. And again a Chérvéka, when he leaves his house’
ought to bewail as being well assured that his wife and children have
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ceased to exist ; and even on his return he ought not to find his family
there, otherwise the mere fact of ¢ not seeing,’ as it proves too much,
would be no longer a valid reason, [and he should hold like a true
philozopher ¢ amica uxor, magis tamen amica veritas'].

VII. “But if non-perception be not a proof of non-existence, then
would it not follow that a universal proposition can never be deter-
mined, as there will always be the fear of some condition at present
unseen, and hence an ever recurring fear of some instance of smoke
unattended by fire ? and if so, what becomes of inference ¥ Ho
replies, .
VII.  If there be doubt, there is inference ; still more

" if there be no doubt. Discussion is allowed by all to stop

 fears, since fear is limited by direct inconsistency.

-If, after being assured that in the present instances before us [4. e.
this smoke and fire,] there is no false assumption of connection, you
go on to fear that there may be such in similar instances in another
time and place, this very supposition of another time and place comes
from inference ; hence inference is proved. If there is no such fear,
then, in the absence of any fear of the contrary, inference is all the
more established. If you ask “ what is to stop this fear ?” it is replied
that this fear is precluded by a discussion to stop any opposite
instances. “ But have we not here the fault of an ‘in infinitum
regressus,’ since this discussion is itself based on an universal propo-
sition [4. 6. the major premiss in which the middle term is declared to
be invariably connected with the major £]” he replies ¢ fear is limited by
direct inconsistency ;' there cannot be any doubt regarding the major
premiss on which the discussion is based, when this doubt would
contradiot some acknowledged principle. Thus supposing that a doubt

" should arise as to whether the effect wnight not be produced without

any assumed cause,—it would of course follow, if this doubt wero
legitimate, that we should not seek food to satisfy hunger or employ
words to produce an impression on the hearer’s mind, [as these and
other similar effects could arise without their causes being employed ;]
and therefore a limiting condition which is only suggested by an
unsupported doubt, is of no validity where there is no discussion to
back it. This has been thus expressed by a logician, “so long as
there is reason to fear even the hundredth particle of a connection
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between the middle term and some opposite instdnoe [§. e. ond which,
though it contains the ‘middle, tloes not contain the .major term,
as the redhot iron ball in the argument ¢ the mountain has smoke
because it has fire,’] how can the middle term  have: any. power to
convince P’ Now the fear of a too general assumption of connection
depends on the fear of there being some limiting condition !to-be
supplied ; as has been said, “ some reasons [f. e. middle terms which
are too general, as ¢ fire’ to prove thé existence of smoke,] are dependent
on universal connections supplied by others [as that between smoke
and ¢ fire produced by wet fuel ;"] these too general reasos, even
when seen to be present, do not establish the conviction'of the major
term.” Thus the universal connection with the major -term, which
exists in a middle term that is limited by.a ¢ condition,’® is coghized
as included in the former middle term [as fire] distinguished by
the determining notion necessary to define its relation as a middle
term [sc. the species fire,}] hénce it may be said to transfer its own
attribute of universal connection with the major term to the. old
middle term which is, as it were, in juxta-position with it and- abided
in the same subjoots ; and therefore the word upddhs, here:uséd: for
¢ tho condition,’ is used by us in' the same sensé as- when it signified
[with the Vedéntins] the China rose which transfers its own redness
to the colourless crystal. These too general middle ' terms, even when
they are actually perceived to exist in the subject, do not produce
certainty as to the existence of ‘the major term, since the too. general
attribute [the possession of fire] creates a doubt as  to:-the'desired
major [smoke.]
VIII. [Thus far for Inference; .the .opponent,’ however,, ,ma.y
still retort,] “ But may we ‘not say' that Comparison (Upaména)
precludes the existence of God ?$”: Now the Vais’eshikas reply that
it does not preclude, inasmuch as they do rot allow that 'Compatison

is a - distinct species of proof [as it is mcluded under mference,‘

® As o. 9. firo produced by wet fuel, S S Coh
+ Soo noto on Avackhedaka, p. 26. by
1 Upamdna is the knowledge of a rosemblance, which prodnoes an mferenoo
consisting in the knowledgo of the relation of a namo to something so named.
Thus & man is told that & gavaya (bos gavums) is like & cow, and’ on seéing- the
animal in the forost he infers that this is what was meant by the word gavayas
Similarly hore we have the inference * whatover is like the:individualigoul is
not omniscient nor omnipotent, and this being which is. like the - individual soul
is what is moaut by tho word God.” T

— >
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Seé Nyfiya Stitras, ii. 46-48]. Here the Mfménsakas come in and
maintain, that Comparison is that proof which gives us the know-
ledge of a separate category called Likeness. They reason as follows,
~—a, Likeness cannot be a substance or a quality or an action, because
it is found residing by intimate relation in qualities [and substance
cannot thus reside in qualities, nor can a quality or action thus
reside in another quality or action.*] 5. It cannot be community
[or genus,] because it depends on its correlative [i. e. the other thing
with which the first is compared, ]t and also because it may reside in
genera,] &c. [as we may say ‘the genus of cow is, like that of
horse, eternal.] . Nor can it be non-existence, since it is not cogniz-
ed in its relation to the counterentity.§ d. Moreover, likeness is
not- known through perception, since it is not cognized by a simple
exercise of our senses [but requires some thought and consideration ;]
nor.can you say that the senses may give us the knowledge of it,
when there is the contemporary knowledge of the correlative,—because,
after the cognition that the bos gavaus is like a cow, we may also
have the cognition that that cow is like a bos gavimus, but this latter
cognition cannot be produced by perception as the cow is supposed to
be out of sight. &. Nor can the knowledge of Likeness be produced
by inference, since it is produced even in the absence of any sign [or
middle term].]| /. Nor can it be produced by festimony, since this
is not present everywhereq{ —To meet this theory (of Likeness being
a separate category,) he replies in this and the following couplets

in the oharacter of a Vais'eshika.

* Cf. Bhéshé Parichohheds, 8], 18. and Siddhénta Mukt. p. 4.

.4 Likeness i not identity—it implies the existence of pomts of difference.

g .Commuynity or genus resides in the first three categories only. I may
add here that the Nyéya does not rccognize our subordination of gemera and
specieu. :The’genus is not superior to, but co-ordinate with, the species. Thus
¢'swatwa and sattd both abide in ac'wa., but sattd also abidos with ghatatwa in

ghata'and with s'uklatwa in s'ukla. Henoe sattd-is oalled para, and the others
.
apgrlleeemblanoe lmphes the oorrela.tlve, but not the opposite, as absence does,
g. ¢ the absence of a jar,’ where the knowledge of the absence depends on the
know]edge of a jar. '
|| The supposed inference would be “ That cow is like the bos gavaus, becanse
the former is the correlative to the likeness residing in this latter,” But the
knowledge called upamiti may be found when this tmddle torm i i not explicitly
reoognued.

9 Tho information was to the effect that the bos gaveeus is somet.hmg like a
cow; and the man’s subsequent inference is in a different form, viz, ¢ that cow
is like a gavaya.’ .o
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VIII. In the case of contradictories, thére can be no
middle course ; nor can you assume the two contradictories
to be identical, because the fact of their cont.ra.dlct.lon is
directly asserted.

¢ There can bé no middle course,*” 1. e. you cannot make some third
supposition different from either, from the very fact that'they are
contradictorics [and therefore the one or the other must be true];
vor can you assume them to be identical. The word ¢ contradic-
tories’ in the second line is an instance of the so-called hefu-
garbha-videshana, or attribute which contains an implicit reason,f
[¢. e. this very word shows why you cannot assume them to be
identical.] When you say ‘it is not non-existence,’ we know that it
must be existence, and when you say ¢it is not existence,” we know
that it must be ‘non-existence.’ The whole purport of this-is'as
follows,—Likeness must be either existence or non-existence,} since
no one knows of any third alternative. If the latter, then it at oncd
falls under non-existence, the seventh category [of the Vais'eshikas ]
If the former, then, a. if it possess qualities, it must be under the cate-
gory of substance ; . should it not possess them, but possess genus; and
be other than a quality, it must be under action ; and ¢. should it be
other than an action, it must be under quality. d. Should it be
without qualities and genus, but not itself reside by intimate relation,
it must be under the category of intimate relation ; e.should it be
found residing in intiinate relation and that too in many subjects, it
must be under the category of genus ; f. but if found residing in only
one subject, it must be the (vais’eshika) category of particularity.—
In the same way we may refute the supposition of such a(ldxtlonal
categories as Capacity, Number, &ec :

IX. * But why should not Likeness be only a common property,
and Comparison be that proof which produces the cogmblon there-
of ’§ He replies,

® Wo havo horo our ¢ oxclndod middle.’ .

t In this it dillors from the swaripa vis'eshana, which is simply descriptive
and nothing more. Cf. the kdvyalinga in Rhetoric (8shitya Darp. X, §. 710).

1 What follows can only be understood by a reader acquainted with the seven
Catogorios of tho Vms'cslnku (Cf. Dr. Roer’s translation of the Bhishd Parich<
chheda, pp. 1—8.)

§ This was the view of the Vedantins (see Vedénta paribhésh4, iii.) according
to which the instrument, in knowledge derived from comparison, was the
cognition that ‘this animal is like a cow,’ and the conclusion was that *the
cow is like this bos gaveeus.’ It is refuted by the supposed Vais’ eslnka.
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«r. .t IX, As Likeness, so too Unlikeness; and so a new
» " proof would be required. If you answer, ¢the latter is
.. only a case of Presumption,” then why not say tho same

of the former ? ‘

- After the cognition, ¢ this (camel) is unlike a cow,’ you must sup-
pose another cognition, ¢ that cow is unlike this (camel,’y which must,
on your view, be produced by a new proof [4. e. a fifth].—* No, this
clearly arises from the process ‘called . Presumption,® as you cannot
have in zhiz thing unlikeness to zkat without also having in that
thing unlikeness to Ais.” . Bub the same process will equally apply
in the former case, as you cannot have in the bos gavimus likeness to
the cow without also having . in the cow likeness to the bos gaveeus.
So that there ia no need to accept a new proof (Comparison) which
is to produge a:knowledge of Likeness.

~. Xy [Thus far the Vais'eshikas, whose opinion we Naiya'yikas
accept so far as it overthrows our common antagonists, the Mim‘an-
sakas ; but as they have gone further and have attempted to over-
throw the existence of this assumed proof,] the Naiy'ayikas here step
forward in defence of the impugned proof, Comparison.

X, They hold that the knowledge of the connection of
" 'a name with the thing named is the result of Comparison,t
since it cannot arise from Perception, &o.

The ¢ knowledge’ or ascertainment of the ¢ connection’—4. . power
or meaning,—of the ‘name,’ as bos gavwmus, with the ¢ thing named’
i. 6, the animal distinguished by the species bos gavzus, is the result
of the particular kind of proof called Comparison ; ¢since it cannot
arise from Perception, &c.’ as the several causes of those other proofs,
4, o, the senses, sign (or middle term,) and testimony have no power
to produce it. o

XI. “But why may there not be a knowledge of the word’s

. ® ¢« Presumption is deduction of a matter from that which could not elsc be.
It is assumption of a thing not itself perceived but necessarily implied by
another which is seen, heard or proved.” (Colebrooke)—See Siddhénta Mukta-
vali, p. 128, The Mfménsakas muke this a separate proof, but tho Nuiydyukus
make it only a particular kind of inferonoo," corresponding to our digjunctive
Hypothetical Syllogism (see Bhidsha P. &'. 148.)

t+ This is tho Naiyéyika view of Upamina, of. Nyaya sitrds, i. 6, and Tarka
Sangraha, §. 68. :
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meaning from* the information previously given, that an animal like
a cow is what is meant by the word gavaya; or from the inference
drawn therefrom, that an animal distinguished by the species gavaya-
twais what is meant by the word gavaya from the very fact of likeness
to a cow P’ He replies, ' S

XI. Since mere Likeness cannot be the determining

attribute, and since the determining attribute is not tl‘agn:
known, the definite meaning [fixed by the will of God or by

human convention,] cannot be made known by testimpil}}‘ '

or inference previously [to seeing the gavaya itself.]
The ‘definite meaning’ means here the connection [between the:
name and the thing named] in the form of the word’s power as deter-.
mined by the species gavayatwa.t This cannot be obtained from testi-:
mony or inference, as the man previously [to seeing the actual gavaya
in the forest] had not any idea of the true species of the animal.f
Nor can you assume that the mere idea of likeness can be the deter-
mining notion to fix the word’s meaning, as it is too vague to possess
such an authority. - S
XII. “But why not say that even although, on first hearing . the:
information given, there is no knowledge of the species bos gavseus,’
yet when the species is known by perception, then from the informa~
tion ‘a thing like a cow is what is meant by bos gaveus,'—which by
metonymy comes to mean the species,—we may gain the knowledge
of the meaning of the word in that form [by testimony and. not: by
comparison ?’] He replies, .

3

XII. The sentence, having already logical connection,
is complete and seeks nothing further ; we only need con-
nection with an implied meaning, where the existing con-
nection of the meanings of the words is incomplete.

When the verbal testimony has produced the knowledge of what is

® The opponent endeavours to shew that this knowledge can be acpounted for
by testimony or inference, without assuming such a new proof as Oompm_uon: .

+ The Ny£ya holds that 8 word does not properly mean a species or an indivi-
dual, but an individual as distinguished such and such a species ; -tl'ms the
species is the determining notion by which the word can mean any individual of
the species. See 8. Muktévali, pp, 82, 83. o

1 At first he only knew vaguely that the word gavays meant & something
like a cow; but he did not know the actual species of the animal, its peculiar
sttributes, form, &o,, until he had positively seen it. . .

@
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meant by the word gavaya, from its being applicable wherever the attri-
bute ¢ likeness to a cow is found,’—it has no further tendency [or nisus]

" to produce any verbal knowledge of the species, because its logical con-

nection is already complete, For it is only where the primary meanings
of the words are deficient in their logical connection,—i. 6. are in any
way incompatible with one another,—that we have to search for a
connection with some other meaning produced by metonymy, as in the
stock example ‘a herd station on the Ganges,’ [where the word Gan-
ges, primarily meaning a ‘river,’ by metonymy means the ¢ bank].’
“But may we not say that the generic argument* “the word
gavaya is possessed of that which causes direct significance, because
it is & word properly formed according to the rules of grammar,”—
as we can disprove any other assumed cause of direct significance,—
will ultimately, by exhaustion, necessitate our accepting the species
gavayatwa as the cause of the word’s direct significance f” We reply,
no, because your major term in the conclusion cannot have any other
form than that which it had in the major premiss.t Nor can you
say that “the word gavaya is possessed of gavayatwa as the cause
of its direct significance, because it %as some such cause and all
other causes are severally precluded,” because such a negative argu-
ment is not valid, as your proposed major term is not current, [i. e.
your -major . term * possessed of gavayatwa &c.” is only applicable
to this one word, and is therefore not a ¢ major’ term at all.] And
again, the cognition that “ the abode of gavayastwa is what is meant
by the word gavays” is established by consciousness as actually

_experienced, even in the absence of any negative inference; and

hence we are gompelled to assume a special proof for it, viz., upamd-
na or Comparison. [As for any attempt, as in § ix., to establish a separ-
ate proof . from unlikeness, we reply,—] After understanding the
meaning of such a sentence as ‘ Shame on the camel with its extra-
ordinarily long neck and eating the hardest thorns, the outcast of
beasts,’$ the cognizing, on seeing such an animal, that this was what

* For this and the other two kinds of anumdna see N: Sitras 1. 6, Itis
defined by the Commentator as *-that which is i m generic proper.
ties, its own specifip ones heing unnoticed.”

t If from premisses which established that wherevor smoke was, firo was, and
that the mountain had smoke, we inferred by exhaustion that the mountain had
the fire peculiar to mountains apd not culinary or digestive fire, this would be an
improper infepenpe ; and, similarly, here we cannot infer that, because the word
govaya is possessed of that which causog dirept significance, it thureforo must bo

ed of gavayatwa as that cause,

1 Of. Nyéya Sgtra Vyitti, i, 6.
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was meant by the word “camel’ is also produced by Comparison,
[which is equally the recognition of likeness or unlikeness.]——Our
conclusion is that Comparison, which properly only ascertains the
direct significance of a word [and has nothing to do with establishing
the object’s existence or non-existence,] cannot preclude the existence
of God.

XIII. [We now proceed to examine the fourth proof, . e. Testi-
mony ;—and here] the Vais'eshikas. at once assert that there is. no
need to fear lest Testimony should preclude the existence of a Su-
preme Being, as this supposed proof is not different from -Inference,
[and has therefore been already discussed.] On hearing the words

“spoken and consequently recollecting their meanings; an inference
arises, [they say,] to establish a logical connection between these
meanings,*—this inference being in the one or the other of the . two
following forms,—a. “These meanings of words are mutually connect-
ed from the very fact that they are brought to recollection by the
aid of words which posaess expectancy, compatibility, and juxtaposi-
tion,t just asin the special case of the meanings brought to our recollec-
tion by the aid of the words, ‘drive the cow with the stick’;” or &.
¢ these words must have been preceded by the speaker's right cogni-
tion of the connection between the several meanings which these
words respectively call to our recollection,—from the very fact that
they are words possessing expectancy, &c.;’—the latter inference
establishing the hearer’s knowledge of the connection, from the
general rule that ¢ the cognition of a cognition must have the same
object as the original cognition,” [and therefore when I know that
such and such was the speaker’s meaning, my knowledge must have the
sawe object as his, and consequently no such praﬂuina as ¢ testimony’
or ¢abda is needed.]—He replies,

XIII. If your alleged inference implies certainty, it in-
volves too much ; if only possibility, there is no ascertain-

* S'dbda-bodla is often called anvaya-bodha, sc. the knowledge of a logical
connection botwoen the meanings of the words. There is & ourrent definition,

~a
!WWS‘I’(WUQI"W\N' AT
+ “ Expectancy means a word’s incapacity to convey a oomplete meaning
without some other word to complete the construction. Compatibility oconsists
in a word’s not having a meaning incompatible with that of other words in the
sontonce. Juxtaposition consists in the enunciation of the words without & long
pause between them.” Dr. Ballantyne's Tarka Sangrahs, § 71.

a2
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ment; expectancy is a canse [of Verbal knowledge] by
its very presence; juxtaposition, if accompanied by com-
patibility alone, is unrestrioted. '
~a. In the case of the former inference where the subject is the
“meanings of words,’—we must mean the conclusion to be either that
they are cerfainly mutually connected or that they are possibly con-
nected, i. e. possess a capability of being connected.®

The former alternative involves too much, as it would apply in
such phrases ag ¢ he sprinkles with water,’ [which would not hold in
the case of water in the form of ice ;]—under the second, there is no
ascertainment of connection at all, and there is also the fault of
superfluous inference, as your'conclusion, i. e. ¢ possessing capability of
being mutually connected,’ is already included in your alleged reason
‘from the very fact that they are brought to recollection by the aid
of words which possess compatibility, &oc.’—as the ¢ compatibility’ there
mentioned only means that they indirectly possess a charactert which
necessitates a logical connection between their meanings.

b. As for the second inference, ¢ Expectancy’ is properly the mind’s
inquiry after certain additional meanings, which are supplied by words
suggested by the construction,—as,e.g. on hearing the word cyathum the
mind goes in search of a fresh meaning supplied by a suggested affer or
vide, and on hearing the word gffer, it similarly supplies cyathum or ves-
tem ; Expectancy is therefore a cause of verbal knowledge by its very
presence, [i. e. whether it is definitely known or not ; but if it were
to be included in the middle term of your inference, it must be
actually known in order to be so included].

c. ' “ But why may we not say that the cause of verbal knowledge
i8* juxtaposition together with compatibility, [thus excluding ex-
pectancy P]"—He replies that they are unrestricted,’ i. e. they are
not limited by any ¢ universal connection’ with verbal knowledge} [and
are therefore useless to produce a conclusion.] Thus in such a sentence
as hic adest filius regis homines summoveantur, the words regis and
homines possess compatibility and juxtaposition, and would therefore,

* Similarly a cause (Kdrana) is said to be swartpa-yogya and phalopadhdyaka,
—in the former case it exists duvdues, in the latter évepyéig.

+ Payastwa resides directly in the paddrtha but indirectly in the pada.

1 Scil. they may be found present where it is absout, as five is found without
smoke.
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according to yout view, possess a logical connection and produce verbal
knowledge, although there is no expectancy, [as the sense is already
satisfied by the logical connection between filiue and regis].

XIV. But here the Prabhdkaras® come in and say, “ Testimony can’

be a source of right knowledge in the case of the Veds, as the Veda is

not made by man and consequently there can be no inference to estab-:

lish tho spoakor’s knowledge ; but in secular matters thers is required a
previous knowledge, viz., that the testimony is given by a reliable [i. &,
worthy, dpta,] speaker. And thus we have first such an-argument:as

¢ this speaker possesses a correct knowledge of the meaning of the sen-
tence which he uses, because he uses a sentence produced by'a' knows

ledge of its meaning which knowledge does not arise from mistake,
&e.,’ [sc. he himself knows, and speaks to inform me ;] and this argu.
ment will establish the sentence’s meaning indirectly, as being the
distinguishing characteristic of the speaker’s knowledge. We' may
next proceed to use a second argument, [having previously by the
former one established that the speaker’s knowledge #s correct,] viz.,
¢ these meanings of the separate words are mutually connected, be-
cause they are the object of the speaker’s correct kmowledge,’ and
thus directly establish the meaning of the sentence. In this way,
1. e. only after these two arguments, does the knowledge of the con-
nection of words [¢. e. the knowledge produced by testimony,] arise
from words whose meaning is previously fixed by compact ; and hence
testimony in secular matters is only a repetition [of what is previous-
ly known,] and consequently not itself a source of right knowledge ab
all.+ To meet this, he replies, ‘ ’

XIV. Since the meaning is already ascertained, before
the inference, from the words whose signification has been
ascertained, it is the middle term of your inference which
will be a repetition, since the recollection of a universal
proposition implies delay.

- Even in sccular cases the meaning of the sentence is ascertained pre-
viously to any supposed inference, since the mcaning of the words has

* The Prébhékaras are the followers of the great Miménsaka doctor, Prabhi-
kara. He is also called the Guru in contradistinction to the Bhatta; i. e« Bha;h
Kumérila.

+ The Prébhékaras define right knowledge as agrihfta-grdhakatwam ¢the
apprehending something previously not apprehended’—see the fourth chapter.
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been already determined in the Veda [as you yourselves admit ;] and
therefore it is your middle term which is obnoxious to the charge of
superfluous repetition, since inference must always produce a slower
cognition than testimony, as the former is unavoidably impeded

‘ throdgh the delay involved in recollecting the necessary universal
connection (vydpti).

XV. ¢“But since knowledge produced by testimony is out of the
question, where there is any doubt as to the speaker’s being reliable
and still more where it is certain that he is nof,—why should we not
hold that the ascertainment of this point ie the real cause of such
knowledge,—and a thing's being spoken by a reliable speaker will
mean that it is produced by an accurate knowledge, in the speaker,
of the original meaning of the sentence P—thus the knowledge of the

-meaning of the sentence must originally be derived from inference.”
-He replies,

XV. .Since even thers we must establish our point by
an inference,—* these Vaidic meanings are mutually con-
‘nected from their being brought to our remembrance by

""" words which are themselves free from any imputation of

defects incident to a human being’,—how can even the
* Veda itself be cleared from that ?

There is no evidence to prove that the ascertmnment of the speak-
er’s being reliable is a cause of verbal knowledge; [a truer cause is .
the one generally admitted .to be a concurrent to S'abda, viz., the
ascertainment of compatibility between the words used,] since in an
incompatible sentence we see the knowledge of the connection [i. 6.
the so-called verbal knowledge,] stopped in consequence of the know-
ledgé of -the compatibility—i. 6. the absence of any manifest contra-
diotion,—being retarded [and hence the two seem related as cause
and effect.]* If not, then, in the case of the Veda, let the knowledge
of its being unproduced by a person, be the cause of verbal know-
ledge; and as we shall thus have the connection between even the
Vaidic meanings established by an inference such as this,—these

# This will no doubt require an inference, but this inference will not estublish
the 8’4bdabodha but only clear aw g any apprehended contradictions snd loavo
the way open to the proper cause ‘abda-jnéna. The inference is only a nega-
tive, the 8’abda-jndna is the positive, canse.—I may add that this discussion on
8abda is one of the obsourest parts of the book. The old printed toxt was here
very corrupt, and that now given is from the two old MSS, mentioned in the
preface,
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Vaidic meanings are mutually connected from their being brought
to our remembrance by words which: are themselves free from any
imputa.tion of defects incident to a human being,’—how can we clear
the Veda itself from °that,’ 4. e. the old charge of superfluous re-
petition ? . no

Some, however, have said that *it is not -the word but. the
word’s meaning which is the instrumental cause of verbal know-

ledge,—hence we can understand written poetry, &c., . because

the knowledge of the meaning of the sentence is produced by -the

meanings of the words [although the words are here not spoken*]. .
[It might be said in objection that, if this were true, the accusative .
dwdram * januam’ ought to produce verbal knowledge by itself; but .

to this we should reply that] even though we grant the knowledge of
‘janua,’ there can be no knowledge of connection, 4. e. verbal know-
ledge, in the absence of the quality of ¢ expectancy’t which necessarily
resides in the word’s meaning,} according to the rule ¢verbal expec-
tancy is fulfilled by words alone.’§ In this way we should refute the

opinion of the Guru Mfménsakas, viz., that ¢ the meanings of words

are [not the cause of verbal knowledge but] only the distinguishing

mark of the phrase ‘knowledge of the meaning of the word, since-

without the knowledge produced by words there cannot be the knows<
ledge of the connection of the meanings of words,|| as has been said,
“from their coming first, from their power of conveying a meaning,
and from their conveying the speaker’s intention, the power of causae.
tion must pre-eminently be held to reside in words.” * This opinion, we
repeat, is overthrown,—because,if we only substitute ¢ relinble speakers’
(dptdndm) in the s'loka quoted, for ‘ words’ (paddndém), we see directly
that the ¢ being spoken by a reliable speaker’ is only a distinguishing
mark of the phrase, ¢the knowledge of its being spoken by a reliable.
speaker ;'Y and since the knowledge of the word’s meaning must be
granted, the word per se is a superfluous, and not a true, cause.” —This

* Pada moans a word spoken, of. 8. Muktévali, p. 78.

+ Sco Ballantyno's transl. S8ihitya Darpana, p. 14.

1 In written pootry none of the words are properly padas and therefore there
con bo anvaya and dkdnkshd between them; but not so between one spoken
word a8 januam and another not spoken as the understood claude.

§ In written poetry it is drthikdkdnkshd,

|| That is, according to the Guru, there is o series, 1, the pada, 2, the paddr-
thopasthiti, 3, 8'dbdabodha, but the first is the true cause of the third.

9 That is, the supposed series will be, 1, dpta, 2, dptoktatwajndna, 8, 8'dbda-
bodha ; but all allow that dpta is not the cause of verbal knowledge but only of
tho spoken words, Bimilarly pada cannot be the true cause in the former series,

— 2
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" laboured exposition is, however, mistaken, since the meanings of words
cannot be the cause of verbal knowledge, from the very fact that they
may apply to past or future as well as to what is actually present ; nor
can we say that the recollection of the word’s meaning is an instrumen-
tal cause, since it has no operation (vydpdra).* The true instrumental
cause is the knowledge of the word [produced by hearing,] and its
accompanying operation is the recollection of the word’s meaning—
[these directly and indirectly producing verbal knowledge.] In the
objected case of written poetry, &e., the instrumental cause of verbal
knowledge is & mental knowledge of the word, [its corresponding

. operation remaining still the same, . o. the recollection of the word’s -

. meaning]. .

XVI.. [Having thus established the fact that testimony is a
separate proof.against the Vais’eshikas in § xiii. and having over-
thrown the wrong notions of the proof as held by the Miménsakas
in §§ xiv. and xv., he now proceeds to shew that this proof cannot
preclude the existence of a Supreme Being.]

“Well, then, let us concede that Testimony is & distinct kind of

- Proof ; but why should it not preclude God’s agency as a Maker P+
Thus we read in the Bhagavad Git4 “ Though actions are ever done
by the qualities of Nature, the soul, blinded by egoism, thinks ¢ I am
the doer.’” ¢ Nature’ means here the principle, Intellect,—the ¢ quali-
ties’ goodness, &o. ; the soul thinks through delusion that itself does
the actions done by these. Hence agency is imaginary, not real. But
in the case of an omniscient Being there could be no such imagina-
tion; since He would see every thing as it really is.—For the gram-
mar of the couplet quoted, we make Kartd govern the accusative
instead of the genitive, in accordance with the rule in Pépini (ii. 8.
69.)" He replies, :

- XVI. The testimony of an unworthy person has no
foroe of proof ; there can be no ¢ worthiness’ in the case
of a thing not seen [by the speaker]. We must have
an omniscient Being to see the invisible, and an eternal
Veda is untenable.

# The Naiydyikas maintain, against the Vedéntirs, that every Karana must
have a vydpdra,—for the latter’s definition, see supra p. 18, note. )

t In which case it would preclude his existence, as the Naiydyikes only
accept & Supreme Being as a Oreator, and not a3 an Epicurean deity.
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If this testimony of the ‘Sruti, which you bring forward to esta«
blish that God is not the Maker of all things, is the testimony of ‘an:
unworthy person, it has no authority; if it is the testimony of a
worthy person, then one who possesses the knowledge of such trans-
cendental facts must possess an eternal and all-embracing know<
ledge, since all allow that He has no- organs, &c.* The eternity of
the Veda has been already disproved [in the second cluster;] and
therefore the existence of an eternal and omniscient Author of the
Veda is established.

XVII. “3But if so, then what becomes of those passages of 'Smtnf
which declare that there is no such Maker ?’ He replies,

XVIL Such passages have moro than one mesning,
sinco the S'ruti also declares His existence; they may
merely mean that He is unstained [by attributes ;] and if the
S’ruti declares His existence, it cannot imply the opposite.

These passages, to which you refer, do not necessarily bear orly
one meaning, i. e. His non-existence,—since there are many other
passages which establish His existence, as e. g. that from the Gité,
“f{rom mo all procceds;” and the two meanings cannot: bé equally .
valid, since they are mutually contradictory.’ If we examine them
more closely to decide which alternative is the true one, we shall find
that the [apparently] opposing passages really mean only that God is
to be contemplated as the Soul void of all special qualitics ; while tha
confirmatory passages become the properly authoritative, inastach
as they are supported by the inference, based on the discussion of the
relation of causo and effect, &o., [which will be given in lepter v.].

XVIIL [lIaving thus shown that Testimony cannot preclude the
existence of God, he next proceeds to examine the supposed fifth
Proof of the Vedintins and Pirva Mfménsakas, i. e. Presumptlon or
Arthépatti.] “ But if this Being were omniscient, would He not cause
us to act, even without giving us definite instructions [asin the Veda ?]
—and hence the uselessness of Vaidic instructions, thus involved in
your hypothesis, is of itself sufficicut to preclude the extstence of God.

* The &c. includes body, middle term in inference, &o. These causes of
knowledge being thus excluded, God’s knowledge must be uncaused, and there-'
foro elernal. If any should be inclined to a.tt.l ibute them to God, on him mmt
lie the onus probandi. N

t L. g. the Rig Veda, ko addhd vedu, §c.

U
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You cannot say that He does not know how to make men act in a
certain way unless He gives them definite instructions,—since this
would overthrow His supposed omniscience. This is a case of Pre-
sumption,® and Presumption we hold to be a fifth kind of Proof.”
He replies,

XVIII. Since the absence of the canse involves the
absence of the effect, there can be no knowledge without
proof ; and in the absence of knowledge there can be no
action, The same rule will hold even on an atheistic
theory of sacrifice.

_If there be no cause of knowledge, (pramdra) there can bo no
knowledge, (pramd,)t since the absence of the cause necessitates
that of the effect; and if knowledge be wanting, there can be no
action, since action is caused by knowledge. Now, in the present
Instance, the only cause of knowledge is such & Vaidic injunction as
“let him who desires heaven offer the Agnishtoma sacrifice,” &o.,—
hence Vaidio instructions are by no means uecless. Othorwise [i. e. if
you allow the possibility of ceremonial works without an authoritative

- command (vidhi,)] “ the same rule will hold even on an atheistic
theory of sacrifice” [like that of the Mimnénad ;] as we can similarly
_prove that the Veda is still useless, since destiny can set men in

action without it. But the true view is that Presumption is not a
separate kind of Proof.
 XIX. . This latter view he now proceeds to cstablish,

- XIX, If there were no limitation, there could be no

* inconsistency,—that which does not limit cannot establish
[any absurdity ;] there can be no real contradiction be-
‘tween two equally trustworthy proofs ; and if Presumption
were admitted, it would equally apply to the commonest
cases of Inference,

a, The well known example of Presumption is—that on ascer-
taining that the living Devadatta is not in the house, there arises
the knowledge that he is out of doors. But in this very instance, if
there were no limitation or understood ¢ universal affirmative connec-

# For Colebrooke’s definition, see supra, p. 40, note.
+ Pramd here meoans only jndna,—it simply implics a convietion in tho -
agoent’s mind, whother right or wrong,
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tion’ (unvaya-vydpti,) there could not arise that conviction of absurdity
or inconsistency with the premisses which any other conclusion would
involve, [which forms the very essence of Presumption ; since it is
ouly valid by adding as a suppressed major premiss that the living
Dcvadatta must be either within or out of doors.] * That which does
not limit,”—i. e. that which doea not invariably accompany the middle
term—cannot establish your presumed inconsistency, since this ins
consistency is only valid where the absence of the including majot
term neeessarily involves the absence of the included middle.* Hence
the recognition of such a threatened inconsistency [as you maintain
in this proof of Presumption] can really be resolved into the recogni-
tion of a goncral negative proposition (vyatirekavydpti,) which would
nccessitate a negative conclusion contrary to the facts.t

b. It has also been maintained that * after the cognition that ¢ he
ie somewhere but he is not in the house,’ there arises the idea of
contradiction, and our proof of Presumption comes in to resolve this
apparent contradiction by shewing that the words ¢ he is somewhere’
really mean that he is somewhere else than in the house.” But this
is'untenable. For two equally trustworthy evidences} cannot be con-
tradictory, beeause, in such a case, one would necessarily have to give
way ; but wherever we have such an apparent contradiction, inference
will serve to establish that they must rolato to different subject matters,
as we may reason that an [apparent] contradiction must relate to
different subjects from the very fact that it is established by certain
proof, for if it did relate to the same subject it.would involve an
absurdity. If this were not so, you might have such & Presumption as
¢ smoke will establish the existence of five,’ since without fire it would
be absurd, and thus there would be no such proof as the Inference which
our opponents allow as well as we. Again, we might have such an
apparent contradiction as ¢ fire is not perceived at the foot of the hill,
and yot the scon smoke is a proof that there is fire somewhore,’ and wo
should have to call in the assistance of your Presumption to estab-
lish tho existence of fire in some other part of the hill. [Nor can

# 1. o. The absenco of fire (the vydpaka in an anvaya- vyéph,) necessarily
involves tho absonco of smoko (vydpya).

+ 1. o. His not being out of doors (when he is not within,) is always aocoom-
paniod by his non-existence,

1 Asec. g. tho sense-peroeption that he is not in the house, and the test:mony
that ho is somewhere, drawn from the infallible dictum of astrology that our
friond will live a hundred years,

v 2
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the opponent object to this that “inference. must still always be
granted, as without it the proof that establishes the constant accom-
paniment of smoke by fire could not establish the conclusion that
fire exists in the present case,—because we reply that] even if there
were no such thing as inference at all, the proof that establishes® the
constant accompaniment of the middle term by the major would still
establish the existence of the major term in the present case [i. e. that
there is fire in this mountain] by Presumption. Hence the admission
of Presumption as a proof would only abolish Inference.

.. XX. That Non-perception (Anupalabdhs,) [which the Vedintins
and: Plrya: Miménsakas add as a sixth proof or source of right
knowledge,] cannot preclude the existence of God, has heen already
shewn in the first couplet of this chapter ; but in reality this is not
a distidet kind of proof at all. This he now proceeds to shew,

"~ XX. From the cognition of non-existenco not being

" mediate—from the senses not being then engrossed in
other objecte—from its instrnmental cause not being
cognized,—and from the internal sense having to do with
actual entities,

a..All must allow that that knowledge is a case of ¢ perception,’ the
cause of which is a non-perception whereof we are ourselves uncon-
scious,t—since that knowledge of an object’s non-existence which was
produced by a conscious non-perception would be a case of ¢ infer-
ence,t and all knowledge is produced by the senses which is non-
eternal§ and immediate. By its ‘ not being mediate’ we mean that
it is ‘not caused by knowledge,’ [which is the distinctive mark of
perception, as contrasted with inference, comparison and testimony.]
b. The senses are the instrument in the perception of a jar’s ab-
sonce gs of its presence, since there is no preferable object to engross
their energy,—for assuredly we cannot say that their encrgy is then
engrossed in the perception of the site, since the ear can detect the
cessation of sound (i. e. its dwans'dbhdva,) even where there is no

# Soe Bhishd parichchheda, “sl. 186, a.
+ A common dofinition of porcoption is ¢ that knowledgoe whoso caunso is not
cognizod’, ajndta-kdranakem jndnam, e. g. tho sight does not pereeive tho oy,

&o.
1 The inferonce is that a jar is not horo from the fuct that it is not perceivod.
§ L c. janya. The Diviuo pratyuksha is of course otornal.
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perception of its site, ether,—and the:eye can ' similarly detect the
absence of form in theair. ¢. ‘We can also conclude by:inféfende that
the knowledge of a thing’s absence is produced by ‘the-sénses,~fromi
its being a knowledge produced by an instrumental cause which is itself
not recognized. d. Our perception of external -objécts is'universally,
produced by the mind (or internal sense,) assisted: by insbrumental
causes [as the senses] which are themselves actual entities [and not;
like Non-perception, a mere negation].  For those four readons:wé
conclude that the senses, and not the so-called Non-perception, afe the
true instrumontal cause in the perceptxon of a thmg s absence fromia
given spot.* , ' iy el &
XXI. He now adds other reasons for this opinion, as follows.' sl

XXI. It must be the senses, from their power of percew-_
ing the counterentity; from the inseparability of the
operation from the cause; from the fact that defects
reside in the senses ; and from determinate perception: .

Our intended conclusion is that the senses are the true mstrumen-
tal cause in the perception of a thing’s absence.. .- .. . i, 1.

a. “From their power of perceiving the counterentity’! to the
absence, [4. e. tho thing said to be absent]. Just as Inference can
make known to us a thing’s absence as well as its presonce, 8o also
can the senses. b. “But may we not say that the power of perceiv-
ing the counterentity is not a proper reason for your inference, since
all causes are of course subject to the condition of ¢ being free from
superfluous causation ?’t and in the present case, the senses perceive the
site, and aro thoreforo ¢ superfluous causes’ for perceiving the absence in
that site,} [the perception of the site being the true cause of the por-
ception of the absence]. To this he replies, “ from the inseparability
of the operation [from the cause].” Thus the senses are not a *su-
perfluous cause,’—because the perception of the site [which you erro-
neously take to be the cause] is only the operation (vydpdra) which
invariably accompanies an instrumental cause.§ If this were not so,

* Both partios allow that non-existonco is an object of percoption, but tho
Vedintins hold that anupalabdhi is its propor cause, while the Naiydyikas hold
that tho sonscs aro tho true instrumontal cause aud amwalabdhi only a con-
c“;mll“gr upddhi and anyathdsiddhatwa, soo p. 87, and note, p. 24.

1 Just as the father of tho potter is a suporfluous cause for making the jar,
§ Tho vydpdra is the causa causale (toj-janyatwe sati taj-ganya-janakah,)
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the eye, &c., would be superfluous instrumental causes in the percep-
tion of a thing’s existence, in consequence of such an operation as
the conjunction of the eye with the object. o. We must all allow
that an erroneous perception of a thing’s absence, [when it is really
present,*] arises from a defoot in the instrumental cause, and dufuots
reside only in the senses, &c., for non-perception in itself admits of
na defect, and the true faults of the senses are such as jaundice, &e.
Hence he adds “from the fact that defects reside in the senses.”
d. A determinate perception of the spot of ground and the absencet
cannot [according to your opinion] be produced by the senses, becauso
it is a perception of absence or non-existence,—nor can it, on the other
hand, be produced by Non-perception, as it partly includes existence
[so far as the spot of ground is concerned ;]—hence we must accept
the senses as the cause of determinate cognition.

XXII. [The opponent may, however, raise an objcetion to our
last argument,] a. “ Why may we not say that Non-perception, [al-
though it does not produce the doterminate cognition,] produces the
[indeterminate] cognition of the absence of the jar, and then follows
the cognition of the spot of ground as possessing the absence of the
jar, [which latter cognition is produced by the seuses, acting by a
transcendental relation called jndnalakshana,] just as the transcenden-
tal perception by the eye that ¢sandal wood is sweet’§ is said to follow
the perception of its sweetness by the proper sense, ¢. e. that of smell ;
and in this way non-perception may be called an instrumontal cause ns
producing the cognition of absence. By examining a determinate percep-
tion we are compelled to infer that the object must be first perceived
indeterminately and is then subsequently perceived determinately by
the senses. b. Again, how can we be said to have any proper ‘senso-

* As when a jaundiced eye does not see a white shell but a yellow one. Soco
supra, p, £7, note. . :

+ I ¢. this spotfof d has the absence of a jar,—sovo supra, p. 20, nolo.

1 By the opponent's opinion this partionlar doeterminate perooption can bo
produced neither by indriya nor by anupalabdhs ; but according to ours thero is
no ditficulty, as indriya is equally the instrumental cause in cases of bidva
and abhdva, the difference being that in the former indriya-sanyoga, in the lattor
anupalabdhd, is the concurrent.

§ This is the so-called jndna-lakshand which takes place whero ono senso
supplies a peroeption which is properly given by another., (Of. Bhashd-pari-
chheda, 81, 64.) It is said to coguize the object (as saurabha,) per se, apart from
any thing conneoted with it, and is thus distinguished from the sdmdnya-lakshand
which cognizes all tho cognate objects under the form of tho spocics, as definitoly
porceived in the individual object, e. g. all jars past, prosont, and futuro, us
possoasing the specios of this jar. Both aro transcendental (alaukika) percoptions.
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perception’ of non-existence since it has no direct connection with the
sonses P for the only relation which absence could be said to be capable
of, i. e. that called the vis'eshanats sambandha,* cannot but involve
another relation simultaneously existing with it. Hence we must allow
that the instrument [in the cognition of abkdva] cannot but be our
unavoidably assumed Non-perception, and not any one of the senses.”
lo roplics, : - : .
XXII. From the cognition of the distinguishing. mark,
if such is accepted,—from the superfluousness of the
assumed proof, if such is not accepted,—from the ‘in
infinitum regressus’ if we assume another relation ; and
if you do not accept my view, any other explanation is
untenable.

a. Those who hold that the cognition of the ¢ distinguishing mark,’—
i. e. the cognition of the counterentity,+—is the cause of the percep-
tion of abhdra, must also hold that there can never be an indetermi.
nate cognition of abhdva ab all, since we find in this case the means
for producing determinate cognition only;} but in the perception of
a real object, as a jar, there must be first the indeterminate cognition
alone, since at that moment there can be no cognition of the distin.
guishing mark as distinguishing, [i. e. ghatatwa] which is the cause
of the subsequent determinate cognition. 5. But those who hold
that we can perceive abkdra apart from its counterentity, [4. e. with-
out bringing in the idea of any relation between them,] can also al-
low that we have an indeterminate perception of abkdva; and as
thia can be easily derived from the senses like any other case.of in-
determinate perception, it follows that the supposition of Non-percep-
tion as a distinet proof is superfluous.

e. “From the ‘in infinitum regressus,’ if we assume another rela-
tion.” The relation called ¢ the nature of the thing’ and not any new

® Vis’eshapaté means ¢the state of being a vi'seshana or distinguishing mark
or property ;' thus tho jaron a given spot is the distinguishing peculiarity of that
spot, and thero are thus two relations which the jar holds to its site, that of
¢ distingnishing’ (vis’cshanatd) and that of ‘contact’ (sanyoga). But since in
abldva thoro is no snoh sccond relation, we havo no right to suppose the first.
Tho Naiyayikns, however, hold that this is really included in the swaripa sam-
bandha, seo supra, p. 13, note.

+ The avachchheda or vis‘eshana, in the- phrase gha{dbhdva, is of course
tho counterentity or pratiyogs, <. e. ghata. :

1 In the indoterminate, yon have not a8 yet the idea of the relation of *dis-
tinguishing’ and ¢ distinguished,'—soe p. 21, note.
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category, is really the only relation existing between the abkéra and
its sito,—since the assumption of such a relation here as a special vis'e-
shanatd,* would certainly lead to an endless succession of relations ;t
and hence we must accept such a relation as that called ¢ the nature
of the thing,’ [and this being sui generis requires no second rolation].
[If you ask “ how can abkdva be an object of sense perception ab all,”
we reply,] that its sense-perception is possible because the relation
between the eye and. its object, which is necessary in every act of
penceptnon, is here fulfilled (in the case of an absent jar,) at sccond
hand by the relation botweoen the spot of ground and the said abscuco,
which we call the distinguishing relation.f

4. If you do not accept my. explanation of this swarips relation
between ‘the j jar's absence and ‘its site, then it will be extremely
difficult to establish any other principle, even on your hypothesis that
a proof called Non-perception is an instrumental cause. For to explain
more fully,—all allow that no proof or source of right knowledge
[and therefore not even your own Non-perception,] can apprehend
any thing subsequently which was not originally an object of indeter-
minate cognition,§ and thus even in inference, &o., we all admit that
there must have been some previous indeterminate cognition of fire,
&c.,|| [and therefore there must be an indeterminate cognition of
abhdva, and this can only be -caused Ly the senses alone.] Again,
the very phrase, ¢ a site of ground possessing the jar’s abkdva’ compels
our opponents to admit some relation between the abkdva and thoe sito
[and this can only be that called swardpa, which we ]mvo previously
estabhshe(l.]

. L

» Understandmg byita sepn.mto relation from swardipa,

4L e Just- as the relation of contact requires another rolation, ¢. e. that of
intimate relation, so this relation would require & relation to connect it with its
related subjects, and so on, Tho Nyéya holds that samavdya and abhdva abide
in their subjects by the swariépa sambandha only.

'3 The spot beirg distinguished by the absence of the jar, ghafdbhivavad
bhitalam. This will be clearer to the reader if he will comparo tho description’
in the Siddhanta Muktévali, p. 61, how the eye sees the jar by direct contact,
its form by the intimate relation existing between the jar and its qua.htms, and-
the form’s ‘species (ripatwa) by the intimate relation between that spocies and

the vipa. It may be illustrated algebraically { (@40 +c } +d

§ The mdetennmnto knowledge is neither pramd nor dlrama, and therofore
there is no pmmanu. for its production.

|| Similarly in testimony, before we can understand the sontence Devadatto
gachchhati, (3. e. Devadatlo gamanakurtd asts), wo must have had an indetormi-
nate coguition of Devadatia and gamana, .



57

XXI11I. He thus sums up the substance of the chapter.

XXIII. Paralysed in their power by necessarily looking
to His countenance,* the various proofs,—Perception
and the rest,—fail even to attain their proper nature,t
and the threatened rise of contradiction is utterly crush-
ed down ; to Him, then, the one to whom all are sub-
ject, who delights in the sportive exercise, unrivalled
and independent, of His almighty power,—to Him, the
god even of gods, we betake ourselves with our hlghest
faith aroused. -

“ Paralysed in their. powér by necessarily looking to His counte-
nance,” i. e. their force precluded by positive arguments which prove
the subject’s actual existence. ‘He delights in the sportive exercise
of his power,’ since He is the one primary cause of the absence of

pain.{

® They depend on God, as otherwise, by § 2, the inference would be baseless
without a subject; and thm defect is only removed by the inference itself
being overthrown—in other words the ds’raydsiddi is only avoided by bédha.

1+ Thoy ooase to bo ¢ proofs’ at all.

1 Of. tho dofinition of Final Liberation in the Nyfya Sdbru, I, 22 as ‘abso.
late deliverance from pain.’
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"FOURTH CLUSTER.

I. The fourth objection was that even if God did exist, he could
not be a.cause of right knowledge to us. “God cannot be an au-
thority to us, because he has no right knowledge, as his knowledge
lacks the indispensable characteristic of cognizing an object uncog-
nized before ;* hence he neither possesses right knowledge himself
nor can produce it in us, and who would trust the words of a being
who cannot be a cause of right knowledge P’ He replies,

I. Cognizing for the first time is no true mark, as it is
both too narrow and too wide ; we hold right knowledge
to be an independent impression which corresponds to
the reality. ‘

Your ¢cognizing an object uncognized before’ is not an indispen-
sable characteristic mark of right knowledge, as it fails to apply in
such an affirmative instance as repeated knowledge [i. 6. seeing a
thing a second or third time], and wrongly applies to such a nega-
tive instance as the erroneous judgment that ¢ this [nacre before me]
is silver’ He then gives his own definition in the second line. The
ancient Pandits did not apply the term ¢ right knowledge’ to remem-
brance, because it is necessarily ¢ dependent,’ as it has the same object
as the original impression which produced it, and therefore its au-
thoritativeness must stand or fall with that of its originator. Hence
he adds the epithet ¢independent.’

II. “a. But” (reply the opponents) we may deny that our defi-
nition is too narrow as not applying to repeated knowledge. We.
maintain that cognition must produce a particular quality, [i. e.
cognizedness,] residing in the object,}—otherwise there would not be

* The P. Miménsé concludes that as God must always know, his knowledge
would not fall under the definition of ¢ right knowledgo.” T'hoy dony that romom-
brance can be right knowledge ; the other schools generally allow that it is a
kind of pramd but not independent.

+ The Sanskrit reador will observe that this is the opinion of the Bhatta Mi.-
ménsakes in the 8. Muktdvali, p. 118, Thoy hold thut all coguitiou is supor-
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in cognition the definite distinguishing of the object, [i. e. that this
thing is cloth and not a jar;] and hence, even in repeated cognition,
we have  the cognizing of a thing before uncognized,’ [since each
separate act of cognition on our part produces anew this particular
influence or quality in the objeot, and this therefore is ever cognized
anew.] &. [Again, you would prove the existence of God by the
argument that the creation of the world must imply a previous
knowledge of the material cause,—¢. 6. the atoms, out of which it was
made,—from the very nature of effects, since all effucts, as jars, &o., im-
ply such a knowledge ; and as this knowledge is not found in indivi-
dual souls, it must belong to the Supreme Soul. But we would meet
this by proposing a dilemma.] When you talk of ‘God’s know-
ledge of the world’s material cause,’ do you allow that this knowledge
produces this particular quality of cognizedness in its object or not ?
If you allow it, then you must also concede a second similar quality
of cognizedness, residing in the knowledge itself, in order to distin-
guish definitely that it és the knowledge of the material cause, [. e.
to know that he knows it,] and this again will necessitate a third
and so on,— thus we have a regressus in infinitum. If you do not
allow it, then your alleged reason (or middle term) ¢the very nature
of effects’ fails from being too general,—since in this very instance
¢ cognizedness’ is an effect and yet'you own that i¢ is not produced
by a previous knowledge of the material cause. Hence we cannot
admit that the existence of Glod is proved as the Maker of the
world.” He replies,

II. In the absence of the object’s real nature to distin-
guish it, it would be fiseless to seek help [from cogni-
zedness ;] and even supposing that, without this (nature),
you might succeed in an existing object, yet what could
you do in a non-existing ?

The especial nature of the thing is that which definitely distin-

aonauons ; but aftor tho cognition of a jar there is producod in the jar n quality
callod cognizodnoss,— Lhis  cognirodness becomes an objoot of porception in tho
form * this jur is cognizod by mo ;' henco I infer tho existence of the ocogmition
from its effect, and 1 nleo at tho same timo infor the correctness of the cogni-
tion. The Nydya holds that the three steps, 1, knowledgo, 2, consciousnees or
knowing the knowledge (anuvyavasdya,) and 3, the knowledge of its correctnees
are successive; tho Miminsi holds that the two last are simultaneous and in
fact idontical.

12
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guishes the object [so that we determine it to be not a jar but
cloth ;] otherwise there would be no definite distinction, even though
your quality of ‘cognizedness’ had been communicated to it. And
again, even although we granted that ¢cognizedness’ is pro-
duced in the case of an existing object, yet it could not arise in
the case of a non-existing object, [as e. g. a jar now destroyed,]
since its. material cause, [4. e. that object,] would be non-existent ; and
hence it would follow that here, at any rate, there would be nothing
definite to distinguish the object. We therefore conclude that a
thing’s special nature is that which alone definitely distinguishes it.
TII. “But may we not apply the general rule, ‘an action must
produce some effect on its object,’ and hold that the action of cogni-
tion similarly produces a quality residing in its object ?”” He replies,

III, ¢Action’ cannot serve you as a reason to prove any
new quality [such as ¢ cognizedness,’] since it is either
too general or falgely assumed; nor will perception
prove it, since it shews that cognition is itself the
distinguishing connection.

a If you mean by “action’ the signification of the verbal root, then,
as in such an instance as ‘ he unifes his arrow to the sky’ there is no
effect produced by the action on its object the [impassive] sky, your
assumed reason is too general. . If you mean by ¢ action’ the opera-
tion of the instrumental cause,* then again also your reason will be
too general, as no effect is produced on the jars by the contact of the
organs of perception therewith. - 0. If you say that ¢action’ means
motion, then, as cognition is not a motion at all, your reason is falsely
assumed in the subject.t d. * But may we not say that such phrases
g8 ¢ the jar is cognized,’ ¢ the jar is intuitively known,’ &c., shew that
perception is the proof of this very quality of cognizedness?” [as
‘¢ cognized,’ &c., really mean ¢ possessed of cognizedness,’ &c.] He -
replies by the second line of the s’loka. Wherever you have a de-

# Cf. Bhéshé P. ‘sl. 68, and supra, p. 18, note,

t Swarfpdsiddhi is that follacy where the assumed middle term is not pre.
gent in the subject or minor term, as ¢ the lake has fire, becanse it has smoko.’
In the present case the argument is ‘ cognition produces an effect on its object
from ,the very faot. that it. belongs to the class action,’ action being deffued to
mean ‘ motion.’
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finitely distinguished cognition, you have as its object the distin.-
guishing attribute, the thing distinguished, and the connection which
existe between them; and thié connection may sometimes be
that of contact [as in such cases as ‘ the spot of ground possessing a:
jar on it;'] in others it may be the conmection constituted by the
nature of the things connected.®* Now just as we see in such [re-
versed] phrases as * the cognition of the jar't [where the jar is that
which distinguishes the cognition, and the Miménsakas allow that
their cognizedness only resides in an object and not in the cognition,]
that the latter kind of connection is that which exists between the
cognition and the jar, so the same connection appears to be found in -
such phrases as ‘the jar.is cognized’ [where the cognition is that
which distinguishes the jart]. Otherwise, if this were not the con-
nection, you would have to assume in such cases as ‘the jar is desir-
ed,” “ the jar is produced,’ novel connections such as ¢ desiredness’ and
¢ producedness.’

IV. [If the opponent reply, “ why should we assume these novel
connections? The well known swardpa-sambandha, i. 6. the connec-
tion constituted by the nature of the things,” will suffice in these
cases ;" to meet this] he now proceeds to shew that the swardpa-
sambandha will equally serve in the original case of dispute, [3. e.
the same connection which holds in such cases as ‘the jar is made,’
¢ the jar is desired,’ &c., will equally hold in ¢ the jar is cognized.’]

IV. The cognition is distinguished by its object alone,
since the cognitions themselves have no definite form to
distinguish them from each other; and in the common
plirases about the objects of actions it is the verb which
distinguishes.

Just as [in such phrases as ‘a cognition of the jar'] we have the
knowledge distinguished by its object the jar, [3. e. it is tha¢ which

* See note, p. 13.

1 Here sll agree that the cognition does not reside by intimate connection (as
the genus in its individuals,) nor by contact (as the jar on the ground ,) and
thereforo by exhaustion it must be the vishayatd-sambandha. Ghafa-j
therefore means vishayatayd ghatavad jndnam, and u.m:lnrly]mfto yhatah means
vishayalayd jndna-vis'ishfo ghafah.

1 The MimunsA holds that jndtatd is & quality in the object, the Nyaya. tlmb it
is a swaripa-gambandha between the jndna and the object.
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makes this cognition different from other cognitions;] and just as
in common phrases about the objects of actions, as jars, &c., we have
the particular meaning of the verbal root as that which distinguish-
es-the particular phrase [and thus makes it differ from other similar
phrases,]* so too in such alleged cases as ‘the jar is cognized,’ it is
the cognition alone which distinguishes this particular knowledge in
regard to the jar, and it is not from any other supposed attribute [as
your ¢ cognizedness’].

V. “May we not, however, still maintain that God’s knowledge
is not properly ‘right knowledge’ (pramd) since it is not produced
by proof (pramdns;) and therefore God can neither be a right
knower (pramdtd) Himself nor be a cause of right knowledge to us,
since the essential conditions for both are absent in Him ?” He
replies,

V. Right knowledge is accurate comprehension and
right knowing is the possession thereof; authoritative-
ness is, according to Gotama’s school, the being separat-
ed from all absence thereof.t

Right knowledge is a notion corresponding to the object ; and this
is not inconsistent with God’s knowledge, even though His know-
ledge be not produced [but eternal]. ¢Right knowing’ [4. e. the
being a right knower,] means the being connected with right know-
ledge by intimate relation, [4. e. that relation which connects a
substance and its qualities;}] and this can bo established of God,
even though He be not a cause of right knowledge to us. In the
same way God is an authority as being Himself ever connected with
right knowledge, ¢. 6. as being ever ‘separated from all.absence
thereof.’ There is no need to include as absolutely necessary in
your definition that He must be an instrument of right knowledge
to others, since God’s authoritativeness is thus declared in the Ny4-
va Sttras, (IL. 68.) “The fact of the Veda being an authority, [4. e.
an instrument of right knowledge,] like the spells [against poison, &e.,]

® Thus in “a jar is made,’ ‘a jar is broken, &o.,’—it is the verb which dis-
tinguishes the several sentences.

+ I.e. there may be a partial pramd even in a case of error, (thus the jaundiced
perception is right as to the shell, though wrong as to its colour ;) but prdmdsya
can never be found where there is any, even only a partial, absanoe of pramd.

- 1 God is pramdpa-kartd, i, e. pramdtd, but kartd must not be taken in its
usual meaning (as his knowledge is eternal,) but in that of d.’raya.
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and the medical science, follows from the authoritativeness of the
fit person [who gave it”]. Nor need you object that this will lead
to God’'s being a fifth cause of right knowledge, (pramdsa) and thus
our old division of four pramdnas will be violated,—because our old
division will still hold as applying to instrumental causes of right
knowledge, [and the Veda, our fourth pramdnas, i God’s instru-
ment]. Nor need you object that * God’s. knowledge. [if. .He.be
omniscient] will embrace error [as well as truth,] and apprehend the
objects of error [as well as those of truth,] and therefore will itself
be liable to the imputation of error,”—since the nature of nghb
knowledge is not violated so long as the knowledge is not associated
with a contradictory object, [4 e.. 80 long as I do not apprehend
silver in what is not silver but nacre]. Now it is an actual fact that
in error there is a definite object, as nacre, and also that it is viewed
under the notion of silver; and God’s right knowledge cannot be
impaired by his apprehending this fact.

VI. He now gives a s'loka recapxtulatmg the purport of the
Chapter.

VI. He, in whose intuitive unerring perception, insepar-
ably united to Him and dependent on no foreign inlets,
the succession of all the various existing objects is con-
tained,—all the chaff of our suspicion being swept away
by the removal of all possible faults as caused by the
slightest want of observation in Him,—He, 'Siva, is my
authority ; what have I to do with others, darkened as
their authority must ever be with rising doubts ¢

“The succession of all the various existing objects”—s. e. all the
world is the object of God’s perception. * All possible faults,” as
partiality, aversion, &e. “ All the chaff of our suspicion is swept
away,”—all our suspicion as to the Veda's want of authority.
¢ Others,” 1. e, heretics.
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FIFTH CLUSTER.

———

. L The fifth objection was ‘ from the absence of positive proof.’
“ May. we not say that there are no proofs to establish God’s exist-
‘ence P’ He replies, o

I. From effects, combination, support, &o., traditional
' . arts, authoritativeness, - ‘Sruti, the sentences thereof,
_+ and - particular numbers,—an everlasting omniscient
-+ Being is to be established. -

a. The earth, &c., must have had a maker because they have the
nature of ¢ effects,’* like a jar; by a thing’s having a maker we
mean that it is produced by some agent who posscsses the wish to,
make, and has also a perceptive knowledge of the material cause out
of which it is to be.madet 5. ¢ Combination’ is an action, and
therefore the action which produced the conjunction of two atoms,
initiating the binary compound, at the beginning of a creation, must
have been accompanied by the volition of an intelligent being,
because it has the nature of an action, like the actions of bodies
such as ours. o, *Support, &' The world - depends upon some
being who possesses a volition which hinders it from falling, because
it has the nature of being supported, like a stick supported by a bird
in the air ; by being supported we mean the absence of falling in the
¢aso of bodies possessing weight. By the ¢ &e.,’ we include destruc-
tion. Thus the world can be destroyed by a being possessed of
volition, because it is destructible, like cloth which is rent. d. ¢ From
traditional arts’ _Pada [which is not used here in its usual sense
of ¢word,’ see infra § v.] is derived from the root pada, i.e. ¢ that by

* Thig is proved because the world consists of parts which are arranged in a
certain ws{ an)d are severally produced and destroyed, (sec Sarva D, SBaugraha,
p. 81, last line), - : ’

The argument from Kéryatwa is really the same as that employed by Chalmers
(in his Natural Theology,) to rebut Hume’s objection to the A posteriori argu-
ment on the ground that the world is only a singular effect,

+ Of. Bhéshé Parichchheda, § 149,
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which gomething i8 known,’s. e. the traditional arts- of. maunkind.
The traditional arts now current, as that . of making cloth, &o.,
must have been originated by an independent being,* from the
very fact that they are -traditional usages' like' the tradition of
modern modes of writingt [invented by men independently, as
systems of short-hand,” &o.] 'e.” ‘From au'thorit.ativeneu.’ The
knowledge produced by the Veda is produced by a virtue residing in
its causo,} bocause it is right knowledge, just as is the case in the
right knowledge produced by perception &o.§ f. ¢From S'ruti,’¢. e.
the Veda. The Veda must have been produced by a person from its
having the nature of a Vedal| like the Ayur-veda (i. e. the upsveds
so called, treating of medical science) g. -Again, the Veda' must
have been produced by a person because it has the natureof ¢sen-
tences,’ like the Mahdbhérata ; or, in other words, the sentences of
the Veda were produced by a person because they have the nature
of sentences, just as the sentences of beings like ourselves. A. - ¢ From
particular numbers.” The measure of a binary compound is produced
by number since it is.a derived [4. o. not eternal] measure and at
the same time is not produced by measure or aggregation,y like the
mecasure of & jar composed of three.kdpdlas which is larger thdn that
of one composed of two such kapdlas [and this increase can only be
due to number, as the kapdlas in themselves are all equal ;] for the

* Swatantratwam is defined as asmadfya-vyawahdrénddhina-vyavahdra-kar-
tritwam,

+ The Hindus hold that the Devanfgari alphabet is of divine, while Bengali,
Porsian, &o. aro of human, origin.—There is a current s’loka of Brihaspati,

wimifeasty fawg wifm sgred gat )
wTviswUife gt TareRTm g

1 Seo Bhéshé P, §§ 130-8. Wrong knowledge or error is produoced by & fault
in its cause, a8 jaundioe, &o. in the eye ; and right knowledge is produced by a
guna or virtno, (liko Aristotle's dp@aruov &pern or Beatiory &fis). This virtue in
tho caso of tho Voda is its quality of being uttered by a fit porson, 4. . one pos-
gossing a true knowledge of words and meanings.

. § Some say that the gupa hero is tho absence of jaoundioce, &o., others the
dircct contact of the organ with a true objoct.

|| By Nyfya 84t. ii, 68, we learn that ¢ that is Veda where the fact of being a
causo of right knowledgo is admitted.’

9 Cf. Bhshé P. § 110, Tho infinitosimality of atoms is eternal,
X .
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measure of an atom®* does not produce measure because its measure
is eternal [and therefore incapable of chailge] or because it is the
measure of an atom. Hence at the begin;ling of a creation there
must be the number of duality abiding in the atoms, which is the
cause. of the measure of the binary compound, but this number cannot
be produced at that time by the distinguishing perception of beings
like ourselves. Thereforse we can only assume this distinguishing
faculty as then existing in God.t—By the last words of the text it is
meant that if is the Being, possessed of this attribute [of omniscience,]
who is everlasting,} and hence is established his eternal omniscience.

II. “ a.-But may we not say that inasmuch as only one pos-
sessed of a body can be a maker, the existence of God is precluded
as the distinguishing attribute of a maker is precluded ? 5. We have
also the contrary syllogism, that we cannot allow the earth, &c. to have
‘been produced by a maker, as therd is the absence of the being produced
by a body which invariably accompanies the being produced by a
maker, .¢. There is also an opposing universal proposition, viz. that
only one possessed of a body can be a maker. d. By the induction

. # Tbid. § 14. The atoms of Hindu philosophy, being infinitesimal, would only
produce still smaller totalities (like multiplied fractions or added negative quan-
tities) as measure can only produce a further result homogenous with itself. It
is the tertiary compound, which, as having finite magnitude (mahattwa,) pro-
duces measure, just as the jar's measure is caused by that of its two halves,

1+ To understand this argument, we must remember that the Nydya holds that
allnumber beyond unityis produced in things by an effort ofour mind,—in naturo
all things exist singly, and it is we who combine them into sets of two, three, or
more at our pleasure. The first operation is that distinguishing perception
called apekshdbuddhi, by which we say of each thing, ¢ this is one,’ ¢ this is one,’
&o. This produces duality, &o. in the objects, as e. g. in two jars, which duality
resides by intimate relation in each of the objeots, but resides in both by a pecu-
liar connection called parydpti—it is this last which gives the idea of *two
pots,” and not merely that of one pot possessing duality here and another
possessing it there. As tho binary compound only differs from the atom by
number and not by measureor size, (as both are, as far as we are concerned,
alike infinitesimal, however one may be really larger than the other,) we must
have recourse to the Supreme Being’s apekshdbuddhi to account for the existenco
of number in the binary compound at the time of creation. The smallest per-
ceptible size is the tertiary compound, consisting of three binary ones. See
Colebrooke, i. p. 278. It issingular that the Nyéya should adopt such a conoep-
tualistic view of number, while it yet holds such realistic notions of genus,

1 There are two kinds of anvaya or logical connection, vis'ishfa-vidhayd and-
wpalakshana vidhayd. The former is where the epithet is emphatic and is
therefore never disjoined from the subject ; the latter is where the emphasis is
laid on the subject and the epithet or predicate may be sometimes separated.
(Thus Phidias the sculptor is not always actually sculpturing.) In the present
case the epithet ‘everlasting’ belongs to the former olass and can never be
separated from its subject the Bupreme Being as distinguishod by tho attributo
of omniscience, and this attribute is therefore everlasting.
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which extends over every case presented by experience [as jars, &c.,] we
infer that a maker must have a.body, but by the relation existing
in the present argument between the minor term earth, &c. and the
mujor term it would appear that the maker is incorporeal [as no
maker is in this case perceptible]—hence the possibility of the al-
leged major term is unproved, and there is also a mutual contradic-
tion between the subject, [maker,] and the attribute ascribed to it,
[incorporeal.] e. We may also establish the fallacy of a too gene-
ral middle term by inserting the condition§ “from being produced
by a corporeal agent” instead of the old middle “{rom being an
effect.” Thus there are five separate fallacies mvolved by the alleged
middle term.” He replies,

II. There is no precluding, as this, [our middle term,] is
indispensable ; nor are there any valid counterarguments,
as those alleged are too weak ; whether our assumed con-
nection be established or overthrown, there is no mutu-
al contradiction ; nor can you have a too general middle
term, without any reason for it.

a. Decause tho possession of a body is precluded in the case of
tho subject [sc. tho Supreme Being,] it does not follow that his
possession of tho attribute of being a maker is precluded, since
¢ this,’ ¢. .. our middle term (—* having the nature of an effect”—)
which necessarily establishes the existence of the subject [as every
effect implies a cause] is too powerful to be set aside, as.it is
this which must undoubtedly be looked to as producing the know-
ledge of the subject at all, and without the knowledge of the
subject, as we have previously proved, [in IIL. § ii] it is im-
possible to establish the knowledge of non-existence. And thus
there is no such pretended perception as would preclude the existence
of God because his distinguishing attribute as maker is precluded.
Nor again is there any such precluding infereuce as “ God cannot be
a maker because he has no body,” [since in your opinion the very
existence of God is unproved, and how then can you discuss his attri-
“butes 7]

b. 'We cannot n.(lmlt as & valid opposing argument * the earth,

" % For UpddM, thecondition wlnch must be supplied to restriot a tno genenl
middle term, see supra, p. 87, ]
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&c. are destitute of a maker because they were not produced by a
body,” because your middle term is fallacious as assuming too much,
since the words ‘ by a body’ are superfluous.*

o. The middle term in our argument, * having the nature of an
effect,” is more valid than that of the opposite argument [“ the earth,
&o., are not produced by a maker from their not being produced by a
body,”] because ours is supported by ,its being actually found as an
attribute of the minor term [earth, &c.], and there is also an argument
to stop any certain negative instance ;t while on the other band your
alleged universal proposition “only one possessed of a body can bo a
maker,” is too weak to stop us [as it is not found as an actual attribute
of the minor term and there is moreover no such acknowledged prin-
ciple.] . : '

. d. If by the connection existing between the minor and major
terms it be established that the maker is incorporeal, then thero is
no contradiction, since in that case it is understood that being a
maker may coexist with incorporeality ; and, again, if it be not esta-
blished, then, even in this case, there is no contradiction, [¢. 6. your
alleged fault falls to the ground,] from the want of any subject in
which it is to abide. ' .

e. Since there i an argument on our side by which to pre-
clude any certain negative instance, there cannot be here such an
inconclusiveness as a mistake as to the major premiss caused
by the absence of any such precluding argument, 4. e. the fallacy of a
too general middle term ; and moreover your pretended ¢ condition,’
¢ produced by a body”—is itself overthrown by the absence of any
argument on your side to preclude a negative instance.}

" IIL. * Butmay we not bring forward the opposing argument, that
¢if God were a maker he would have a body ? while at the same time
there is no argument of equal weight to support your view.” He replies,

* The older NaiyAyikas maintained that the argument ¢ the mountain has
fire because it has blue smoke” involved the fallacy of vydpyatwdsiddhi, becanse
the alleged middle term was unnecessarily restricted. See Siddhénta Muktév.
p. 77. The moderns however more wisely consider it as a harmless error, and
they would rather meet b. in the text % asserting that there is no proof to
establish the validity of the assamed middle term,

+ 1. 6. wherever you have an effect, you must have a producing canse,—there-
fore you caniiot have an effect without a maker, -

1 There are two readings hero faqwaryawTaw and faTQyEETIAIRN,

If we adopt the latter, it moans ¢ by the prescnce of an Argumont on our side
to preclude a negative instance,” Y of ou brg v
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1II.  Our opponents’ arguments, being defective, cannot
invalidato our reasoning by their fallaciousness,—while
the favourable argumeént from the abolltlon of effects
tells on our side.

These opposing arguments are * fallacious’ because they are sub-
jectless, so long as the existence of their subject, God, is itself un-
proved. DBut the argument *there could not be an effect without
a causer,” is ¢ on our side’ There is also 8'ruti to proveit, «“ I
am the origin of all, from me all proceeds.”*. And that S‘ruti has.
pre-eminent force which is supported by reasoning, according to the
verse, [of Manu,] “ He, and none else, knows religion, who investigates,
the Veda and the religious teaching of the Rishis by means of suoh
reasoning, as is not contrary to the Veda and the S'dstras.”

1V. “ But how does the fact of a thing’s being an effect neces.
sitate that it should have been produced by volition ?”” He replies,

IV. If it [the atom] acts independeritly, it ceases to be'
brute matter,«~desert does not abolish visible cauises 3’
if there be no cause there is no effect; a pa.rtmular
offect has o particular cause.

There cannot be an effect without a causer. If the atom were
endued with volition it would follow that the atom was intelligent,,
since an unintelligent thing can produce an effect only when impelled,
by an intelligent being ; and desert [or fate] can only produce effects
by the concurrence of vieible causes.t Nor may you say that “ jshe'
volition of the conacious agent is the cause in effort] only and not in
all action generally,” because even though a particular kind of voli-
tion may be the cause in the case of effort, this does not preclude
volition generally as the cause of action generally ; otherwise, because.
a particular seed is the cause of a particular shoot, it would follow
that seeds in general [i. o. the class, seed] could not be the causes of
shoots in general.§

* Bhagavad Gfté, x.

+ Otherwise all thmgs would be produced by desert alone, and all other,
caunges would be superfluous, .

1 There is & memorial verse, "mm wafegt “m‘.‘mm ﬁﬁnl :
wfaesyn wangr QEoy 1 waq (aar U Iehchhd is chakirshd, kriti is yatna or

¢ volition.’
§ This argument depends on two principles,—a. the same relation. of cause
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V. ¢ But what is the proof that support &c. (§ i.) are produced
by volition ?” He replies,

V.. In this way ¢snpport’ and ¢ destruction’ require
no limiting condition because they are effects ; and the
same thing holds of ¢ traditional arts’ and ¢ authoritative-
ness, &c.’ through an interruption [of the tradition].

. ¢ Support’ and ¢ destruction’ do not require any limiting condition
[i. e. they are not too general middle terms,] because they are pro-
duced by volition [¢. e. inasmuch as they are effects, they involve
volition by § iv.]: Since, through the interruption of the tradition,—
4. e. through a partial destruction of the world [as of one loka,]—
there is an absence of all patterns, &c. the succeeding copier cannot
himself be the origin of the tradition since he does not know the
tradition ; hence is established the existence of some being who, at
the beginning of a creation, originated the various traditional arts, as
of making jars; &.* In the same way we may prove that the
guthoritativeness of the ideas produced by the Veda, &c. are not too
general middle terms, [Cf. § xvi. safra.]

" VI. ' 'Of we may interpret the first couplet of this Chapterin the
following manner. ‘ ’

“a. ‘Effect’ may mean ¢ purport’ [4. e. the ¢ effect’ to be prodnced
on the hearer’s mind ;] it has been said that words are authoritative
only in reference to their purport, and therefore he is God whose
purport is declared in the Veda.

- 5. ¢ Combination’ may mean ¢ explanation;’ the Vedas must have
been explained by some one who knew their meaning, since their
sentences have been received by great saints ; and, if they had.not
been explained, these saints, not knowing their meaning, would not
have fulfilled their injunctions by sacrifice, &c., and if a finite being
had explained them, his explanation could not have been relied on.
and effect which exists between partxoulus exists: likewise between their re-
spective classes g¥ fANAYN FIGFTCEHIGH,_ GrargaTCiy and b. the
general causes only produce their eﬂ‘eota when oomomed with the particular

couses, GrATYETHA faRweTwNefeas #19 @Agfy. Thus Archbishop
Whately has made a book on Logio,—man can therefore make logical books:
only in each particular case we require the concurrents, education, leisure, &o.

* See supra, p. 28. It is interesting to compare this with Isaiah xxviii, 26.
Cf. also the Greek legend of 'l‘nptolemus, and Whatoly’s Lectures on Pol.
Economy, pp. 79, 84.
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c. ‘Support’ may mean * pteserving the' tradition.’ The &e. may
include ¢ performance.’

d. The existence of God is also established by the meaning
of the ‘words’ 1’s’wara, &c.,* as' has been said, “ Denominationt
is purport, the explanation of an .all-seeing ome is valid; the
words I's'wara, &c. must have a meaning in accordance with the
custom of mankind.” ¢Denomination’ here implies a particular
kind of wish. In the same way in such verses as “ I am the origin
of all” the word “ 1" means an independent utterer, since even in
secular matters that word alone has authoritativeness which possesses
a definite meaning ; and in accordance with the rule,”“he who
knows secular things knows Vaidic also,” the same rule holds in a
transcendental subject which holds in the case of a secular ‘I, &o.
e. The word pratyaya which we formerly rendered ¢ authoritative-
ness’ may also mean ‘ affix,’ 4. e. the affix of the imperative implying
‘let’ [as in ‘let him sacrifice ;'] the meaning of the command has
been defined as ¢ the will of a fit person and He whose will it is,
is God.] C “

VI. Activity is rea.lly volition, (ya,tna,) and this spnngs
from the desire to act, and this from knowledge, and the
object of this knowledge is a command, or [as we would
hold] it is rather that which causes a command to be
mferred

After the knowledge produced by a command arises actmty §
and this activity springs directly from a certain wish, i. e.*the
desire to act ;' and this desire arises from the ¢ knowledge’ that the
thing is to be accomplished by action and that it is the means to
obtain the desired end [happiness]; and the object of ‘this know-
ledge is the fact that the thing is to be done and is a means to our
obtaining the desired end, i. e. the fact of its being a command.
This was the opinion of the ancient Naiydyikas ; but he expresses his

* Tho &o. includes Om, &o.

t Colebrooke translates uddes’a by * enunciation,'—* the mention of & thmg
by its namo,—that is, by a term signifying it, as t&ught by revelnhon for
languago is considered to have been revealed to man

1 This interpretation of pratyaya leads to a long nnd intricate discussion on
vidhi which Jasts to the end of § xiv. He goes on with his explanation of § i.
in § xv.—The first question is, since vidhi is pravartaka vdkya, what is pravyitts ?

§ Prayatng is divided into three kinds (Bhéshé P. § 148,)—pravrithi,
nivritti and jivana-kdraga, i. e, activity, cessation from activity, and vitality.
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own in the last words of the couplet ¢ or rather it is that which causes
a command to be inferred,’ i. e. the real meaning of the tense affix
-expresging command is * the will of a fit person,’ which causes. the
hearer to infer that to act aooordingly will be the means to obtain
the desired end.

VII. He now proceeds to prove by exhaustion what is the object
-of that knowledge which causes that wish which produces activity,
[#. 6. he here shews what it is nof, his own view will be given in

§ xiv.]

 VIL. [The varions current ngtions of the meaning of

. ‘command’ arg wrong ; thps] it cannot be an attribute

~.-in the  agent, either from improper exclusion and

inclusion,~or because activity does not always ensue,

~ wor from the ensuing inconsistency,—or from the

non-existence of the action-producing wish,—or from

« - the involved uselessness [as a.cause] of the knowledge
that such an action is a means,—or from confuslon.

I you say thab ‘an attnbute in the agent —muscular
iu.t:on ,—produces ‘aotluty, [and is therefore the meaning of
¢ command,’] then it would follow that in such a command as ¢let
him know the soul’ we should properly have no activity at all,
while, on the other hand, on hearing such an indicative sentence
#8 ‘he goes to the village’ we should have activity produced
in the hearer. b. If you say that the real meaning of ¢com-
mand’ is ¢ volition,’ then follows the fault that activity does not
always ensue; since, although volition is also implied by other tense
signs than those of the potential and imperative, yet no activity
follows if we do not ascertain that it is a means to a desirod ond,
or if we know that it is a means to an undesired end. -

. e. If you say that ¢ wish’ [i. e. the agent's, asin ‘let him who
desires swarga offer such a sacrifice’] is the proper meaning of ¢ com-
mand,’ then you incur the fault of *inconsistency.’ If ¢ wish’ be the
meaning of ¢ command,’ then on the one hand the knowledge of the
wish [i. e. the knowledge of the command] can only be produced by
the previously existing wish [as all knowledge depends on the prior
existenco of ifs object,] —while on tho other hand the wish must be
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produced by the knowledge of the wish,®*—hence you reason in a
circle,—which is called in the couplet, ¢ inconsistency.’

d. But an opponent may reply that ¢ the abovementioned know-
ledge of the wish [i. e. the mere knowledge of the wish itself as im-
plied in the terms of the command ‘swargakdmo yajeta,’ this knowledge
of the meaning not being accompanied by any conscious wish in the
person’s own mind,] is produced by the tense affix,'f—to this he
roplies, ¢ from tho non-existence of the action-producing wish.' Even
if the knowledge of such a wish be produced, yet no activity will
ensue, as there is no such wish present as we defined in § vi. to be
the cause of activity, since only such a wish can produce activity
as is a cause by its own nature (and not simply from its being
known),f and even on your own shewing there cannot be such & wish
at the time of hearing the tense affix of the command, but only that
knowledge of a wish which iz produced by the spoken word. e. But it
may be replied “ is not this very wish produced by the tense affix of the
command ¢ e him, &e. * " he replies, that the universally acknowledged
cause, knowledge, will be overthrown. The knowledge that the action
enjoined is a means to the desired end, which all accept as the
causo of the wish, will bo in danger of being overthrown, as the effuct
will be sometimes produced by the tense affix, even where this ac-
knowledged cause is not found.

f. But some may say that ‘the meaning of the command is a
wish [for the end] produced in the mind of the agent by a knowledge
determined by happiness, &c.§ (as the ultimate fruit to be desired) at
the time of hearing the command,’—he replies, ¢ this will cause con«
fusion.” All allow necessarily that the knowledge that the action is a
means to the desired end is the cause of the wish for the means [i. e.
the required action of sacrifice,] and as there is no other cause for

* [, e. you will have a consecutive series, 1, tchchhd ; 2, ichchhd-jndna or vidhi-
jndna ; 3, ichchhd. The second tchehhd is ¢ the desire to act’ of § vi. which arose
from the knowlodge that such an action is commanded.—The true order is, 1,
ishia-sddhanatd-jndna ; 2. ichchhd, (updyechchhd ;) 8. pratyitti. He here proves
that vidht cannot mean the second ; he subsequently shews that it cannot be the
third, Udayana and the old Nyaya differ as to the first, see § xiii, -

t I e. by 8'abda, not by ichchhd. :

1 Thore aro two kinds of causes swaripa sat and jndta; an examplo of the
formor is * eating is the cause of satisfying hunger,’ of the latter ¢ smoke is a cause
of fire (being inferred’). o '

§ The &c., includes ‘ absence of pain.’ The former fault will not apply here
as this knowledge of the desire for the fruit will cause action,—if a man does not
desire haven, the command Swargakdmo yajeta is not & command to kém.

L
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this: knowledge - that.the action is.the means to the desired end,
the tense sign of the command must be its cause ;—hence the know-
ledge.of the wish for the end is not a cause of activity, as activity can
be found where it. daes not. exist [if only the knowledge of the action’s
being & -means to & desired end exist ;] and hence there would be
confusion of the two causes, Bect_mse your cause ‘the knowledge of the
desire for.the fruit’. is always found accompanied by my cause, ¢ the
knowledge that .the action is a means to a desired end’ [and as in
certain cases mine is found where: yours is not found, mine will be
sufficient by. itself and why. then need we bring in yours at all 7]
The commentator adds another objection in the fact that as there is
no proof..that .the; knowledge of .the wish for the fruit produces the
wish for;.the means, [thia being produced by the knowledge that the
means. will produce a.desired end] it follows that the former cannot be
the'meaning conveyed by: the tense. affix of the command [because
this meaning whatever it be, must necessitate action].

J VIIL, -~ “Well, but why not.say. that the knowledge of: volition
[as implied : in .the potential .used . imperatively]..is alone that which
sets men in action, but. that. no;tense-sign besides this . does express
volition,! since. all..the-other. tense.signs:.express only an operation in
accordance with the meaning of the root .. For we find this the case
in such instances as ¢ the chariot goes’..[where we have an operation
but no volition,”] He replies,. -.. .. ..

" VIII. Inconsequence of the fixed rule about applymg

' the term ¢ maker’ drawn from the distinction between the

" use of the phrases made’ and ¢ not made,’ making or ac-

" ‘tion means volition only; and that action which is

“causative in. reference. to & subsequent thmg is the
meamng of the tense-slgn. -

In accordance with such phrases as ¢ the pot is. made,” ‘the shoot
is not made,’ we may say that the potter, &o, are makers but not
the other instrumental causes [as the wheel, &o.] hence we may
say that the meaning of the root Kri is making or action, [4. e.
kyiti, or volition.]— But if so, would not the words volition’ and
“ tense-sign,’ be synonyms P [as all tense signs can be resolved into
Icr;tz. . 6. yatna "] He replies by-the last paragraph. That making
or aotlon, ‘which is the means. in reference to an actual sub-



')

sequent end, is the meaning of the tense-sign,—i. ¢. the meaning
of the tense-sign is only a volition. in -accordance with' the end.
Or (according to another view) the meaning of the :tensd-sign is a
volition which produces a repetition of the meaning of :the toot, in
the form of successively repeated dperations in' accordance’with the
desired end, one following the other. In this way the’ tensb-sign
will have three meanings, volition, accordance with .the root and
successive repetition [while under the first view it will have,only the
two first ; under either view, however, the tense-sign will involve more
than simple volition and therefore cannot, Be its synonym],

1X. “But ‘may we not. allow that the root Kri may. mean voli-
tion, and yet maintain that the tense-sign only tdeans an opemtx\on
in accordance with the root, the volition bomg only undeutood by
an inference ?°* He replies, .

IX. The meaning of the tense-slgn is a volition and this
applies to all tense-signs equally ; since by it all can be
clearly developed; and since the alleged mferenCe can-
not be established. . -~ . .- ¢ . s

As by ‘it,)'—t. e. making, or the word which bxpresses’ malnng .
(karoti) the meaning of thé tense-mgn is developed at length, as in
pikam karoti, ¢ he makes cooking’ fof paclmu, ‘he cooixs —we maust
have ‘making,’ i. e. volition, as the meamng of ‘the tonse-elgn [and
again your supposed inference fails] since an operation in acecordance
with the root does not always imply a volition, 44 an opérétion in
accordance with the root * cosk’ in the présent cdse caht be- foun}l even
in an unintelligent thing [as in the wood;: fire, pot &o., where oi‘
course there can be no volition.}” = i* 4o sl

“ But, if s0, why on hearing the objective cdse ¢ boiled ribe, do we
naturally require the sentence to be bé'('illed up by ‘he cooks’ or ¢ he
eats * [On my hypothesis it is edsily explained, as I maintain that al]
tense-signs imply an operation in accordance with the root’s meaning,
and fromn this we can infer volibion in this instance; but on 'your
hypothesis, it is not so obvious.”] This can be explained, in our
view, by the fact that an objective case is invariably acoompumed by
a volition [expressed by the tense-sign,] just as on the other hand

* The inforence will be in this form—wherever t.here is no vohhon there is
no operation in accordance with the root. . . +; I

L2
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on hearing the verb ‘he oookl, we nat.umlly require the sentence to
be filled up by some object, .

X. “But since by developing the full meamng we do obtain an
agent (as in ‘he makes cooking’ for *he cooks’) why should we not
say that the tense-sign signifies also an agent f” 1le replies,

X. We must not suppose that the tense-sign directly
signifies [an.agent,] as this which is connected with
number can be obtained by inference ; and in the ob-

~‘taiping of that which is connected with number, the
rule holds for that only which has expectancy.

‘We must not supppse that the tenee-sign signifies an agent, since
this ‘agent’ is gaiped by an inference from the number expressed by
the tense-sign. What we mean by ¢ being gained by an inference’
is that something is qualified by the meaning of the tense-sign, while
at the same time it is expressed by a word ending in the nominative
case. We use the former phrase ¢ qualified by the meaning of the
tense-sign’ to exclude such ambiguous cases as ‘ having eaten Deva-
datta goes away,’ &c.,* and we use the latter phrase ¢ while at the
same time, it is expressed by a word ending in the nominative case,’
because in snch instances as * it is slept by Devadatta,’ &e., it is the
meaning of the root, ‘sleep, which is qualified by present time,
as implied in the tense-sign [and verbal roots have no cases.] [Nor
may we say that the object is connected with the tense-sign as well
ps the subject,—because] in pnoh phrases as ¢ Chaitra cooks rice,’ &e.
since the'meaping rice’ is plready connected with the idea of object
as implipd in the obJechvp case, we are not to suppose that there is any
further depepdence (a8 of expegtancy) on the volition expressed by the
tense-sign ; hence the tense-sign is connected with the meaning of the
crude form as expressed in the nnmodifiedt ¢ casus rectus. Hence in
accordance ‘w1th.t.b.o rule that ¢the pnmber [of the tenso] is connect-

* Here Devadattais gnalified by number and volition through the meaning of the
tense-sign, . e. Devadatta ekatwavdn kritiménscha ; but bhuktwd is not thus qnahﬁ-
ed,—it itself is an pdyerb and qualifies the yerb. According to Hindu
the adyprbial suffix fwd involves the eligiop of the nominative affix icf P‘g
2, 4, 82) and therefore the seoond part of the definition would apply, but not
the former

+ 1. e. Non-oblique case, <. e, not g kdraka, ¥3% means here rectus ; there is a
Sitra SET G 19 | ¢ The sigpa of the Nominative ¢ago are used after a

word which is the subject of a verb,/—The f pasps rootns’ will bp Chaitras ip the
Kartpivdchya sentence, and tagdulam in the XKarmavdohya.
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ed with that with which the volition implied by the tense-sign is
connected,’—since this follows because this volition and number are
expressed by the same tense sign,—the nominative 'case is.em-
ployed only where the number of the agent, &c.,* are already signified
by the tense-sign. And in the same.way the ob_]ect cannot be said
to be directly signified by the tense.sign.t ° : R

XI. “Well, but,” say the Miménsakas, * may not the command
be the attribute of the object ?” He replies,

XI. The object cannot be the meaning of the command
because it would apply too far; nor can the produced
desert (apirva) since it would lose 1ts very nature ; nor
can, an especial effect, since it-is not always fonnd pre-
senb; nor, also, can the act, since men do not neces-
sarily engage in the performance. ‘

a. If yoﬁ say that the objects [of the sacrifice] are heaven, &e.,]
and the meaning of the command is an attribute in zkem, s, e. the fact
of their having to be produced,—it is answered ¢ the object cannot be
the meaning of the command because it would apply too far,’ —since,
if, as you say, the atbribute of their having to be produced.resides
in heaven, &e., it would follow that a person possessing this know-
ledge might engage in,any othbr action than sacrifice [as eating, &c.,
since ‘the having to be produced or accomplished’ resides, according
to your opinion, in the o&ject and not in the act.]

* L e. the agent Kartd in most sentences, and the object Karma in such as.
¢the prize is gained by Devadatta.’ As in the sentence ¢Devadatta .
the tense-sign signifies the volition (kriti) and not the agent,’ but ‘by the
conncotion wo gnin the latter, so in the sentemce * the Kme is gained by
Dovadntta” tho tonso-sign oqually significs the volition, an by t.ho oonneotion
wo gain the object.

t In the sentence Chaitras tangulam pachats, tandula means simply tice’ and is
connected with the affix am which sigmﬂu that tandula in the smguln number
is the object ; this am is connected with the root pacha which means * cooking ;’
pachse is connected with the affix éip which means 1, vartamdna-kdla, 2,
yatna. 3, sankhyd. The present time as implied by tip is connected with yatna,
and yaina and sankhyd are connected with the kartd Chaitra. In the sentence
Chaitrepa tapdulam paclyate, the same process can be traced; chaitra is oon..
nected with the affix ¢4, {4 with the root pacha, pacha with the affix te, and te as
before with tandulam, The grammarians maintain that in the former case the
real meaning of the verbal affix is directly Kartd, in the latter Karma ; the
Nyaya maintains that in both' cases it is yatna (so. Kpiti), but mdn'potly by
anvaya it may be respectively Kartd or Karma.

1 As in such commands as “let him who desires heaven offer the _momh{oma
sacrifice,” &o.—The opponont maintains that their real meaning is, * heaven " ig
to be produced,” swargah kdryah, but not ¢ the sacrifice is to be performed.’
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b. If yousay that the ¢ object’ means aptirva,* and that the mean-
ing of the command is an attribute in 4, i..c. the fact of its having to
be produced,t then it is answered, ¢it would lose its very nature ;' for
the very word apldrva'[a.s compounded of 4 ‘not’ and peirva ¢ previ-
ously existing’] implies that it was not known before the verbal
knowledge was produced by hearing the command ; and if it is known
before [as it nust be, if the words of the command are to imply
it,]§ then it would cease to be apirva at all; and, on the other
hand, if it is not known before, then how can you have any know-
ledge of the meaning of the tense-sign in the command, and conso-
quently how can you have any verbal knowledge of apiirva produced
by this ﬁenseTsi'gn? e i

e. 'If the Min'iﬁiis’lk{i_ foplies, ¢ why should there not be a previous
knowlédge that apdiva is the Thedning of the command, so far as

.regards its general character as a thing to be produced,—but when
the verbal knowledge is gained, thén in coneequence of the compati-
bility§ tliere arises 4 kiowledge of dptirva as an especial thing to be
produced,’ to this it is answered, “because we do not always find this
especial aptirva present;’ s, o. it would follow that there is no apdrral|
in necéssary observances [as the morning and evening prayer, &ec.,]
or in- absolute prohibitions [as thdb from injuring living creatures,]
sinée we find no persons -énjoined to perform them as they desire
gertain fruit- to ensue [which fr:lib is to be attained by the produced
apiirva 88 the means,~-and consequently the tense-sign as in md hin-
sydt beocomes meaningless.] . .

d. Or we inay take this 'third sentence of the original in & differ-
ént sense as follows. An objecﬁor might say, “but why might we
not hold that we récogiise that the word means a particular apirva
% The insoen éﬁmy which ariges from the sacrifice of, p, 10,

- 4 In this view the meaning of the commund will be ‘by him who desires
heaven, the merit which is the cause of its attainment, is to be produced by the
jyotishtoma sacrifice.’ .

1 ¢ The knowledge of the power of a word is necessary, for if the power of a
word be not appréhended previously, there could not be any recollection,—since
this depends upon that felation called ¢ power’ (s. e. the connection between a
word and its meaning),—even though the word might be heard’ (Siddh. Mukt.
p- 79.) The knowledge of the connection between a word and its meaning is
the cause of the meaning’s being recollected when the word is heard, and from
this recollection ensues verbal knowledge.

- § Bxpectancy, compatibility and juxtaposition are the three causes, or rather

hecessary conditions, of verbal knowledge, see supra, p. 43.
|| See Dr. Hall’s Refutation of Hindu Philosophy, pp. 22—24.
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*accompanied (though not necessarily so) by .being an effeot, just as
the word ‘earth’ means a something necessarily distinguished by
possessing a certain nature but not necessarily. accompanied by the
attribute of smell ?”” To this it is answered ¢ because we do not find
it 80,” i. e. because we cannot 80 know an apiirve d,iqtin'guished by
the character of apirvatwa. It is possible for 'the s,tibstance: possessed
of the epecial nature of earth to be known to possess smell, by means
of memory or inference from a pyevious perception; but such a sup-
position is precluded in the present c@.se'by_ the very name aptirva,
which implies an absence of any. previous perception, and which
would therefore be rendered nugatory.

e. Well why not take the sacrifice as the obJect ’1' and then
the meaning of the command will be an attribute of i, i. . the fact of
its having to be performed ?” To this it is answered in the last words
of the original verse. Your view cannot hold, since we do not see
that men engage in the performance of the sacrifice, if there be pre-
sent in their minds the idea that it will be only a means of trouble
and expense, [while on your view the simple fact of their.knowing
it to be a command that ‘ by him who, desires heaven the jyotishfoma
sacrifice is to Lo porformed’ should. impel :them :irresittibly!to,the
pcnformmxce thereof.]—The word.! also’ implies. that the object can.
not mean ‘ aprirva,’ since the very same objection will hold as in the
previous supposition of ¢ the sacrifice.’ N '

XII. “But may we not say that words are the. mstrument of
verbal knowledge, and that the enforcing power is an gttribute
residing in them,} and that the knowledge thereof incites .men to
engage in the enjoined rites;—hence it is spid, ¢ the. tense-signs
such as the imperative, &e., oxpress a special signification i. . an
enjoining power, while the common signification of all the tense-signs
is an effort of the agent in accordance with the meaning of the
root.” ‘There arises from the tense affix of the imperative the idea of
an enforcing power, setting a man to perl'orm the enjoined sacriﬁoe;

# Yor upalakshita sce note § in p. 5

+ Under this viow tho real meaning of the command will be ‘by him who
desires heaven the jyotish{oma sacrifice is to be performed 2t

1 According to tho Miméns4, bhdvand resides in the agent as a volition (yaina)
to perform some act to attain a desired ond, and it may be expreaged by any
tense-sign ; but it resides in the eternal Veda as an emomin power (prerana),
tho end of which is tbe prodnohon of - the former volition the hesrer,-—t.hn

is only oxprossed by the imperative or potential. . . .:- .
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while the general meaning of all the tense-signs is an effort tending
to the production of a certain action [thus Devadatto gachokhati
means that * Devadatta is possessed of a volition tending to produce
going.’ ] He replies, .

- XIIL - This enforcing power of the imperative, &c., is not
to be maintained, since it ¢annot be proved, and
since men do not engage in the performance, even
though they know of the existence of this presumed
enforcing power, [i. e. unless they have also the

" knowledge that it will be & means of procuring their

_ wishes;] and again exhaustion is difficult to rest upon,

.. a8 contradiction equally applies to this view, as well as
_to the others,

If you object that as every other meaning of the imperative tense-
sign is excluded, it follows by exhaustion that this enforcing power
must be its meaning, he replies that the contradiction equally applies
to this opinion, as well as to the others, [as action does not necessarily
follow from the knowledge of it.]

XIII. - “But,” says the Naiydyika, ¢ why should not the meaning
of the.command be the fact that:the rite is a means to a desired
end,—this residing as an attribute in the instrument, the sacri-
fice ?’* He replies,

XIII. [This cannot be] because it is sometimes given as

- the reason for the command ; because the command may

be inferred therefrom ; from the absence of this meaning

in the second and third persons [of the imperative] ; from

. its recognition in other meanings ; and because on this
view prohibition could not be established.

a. Because' .the fact of its being the means to the attainment of
a desired object is often alleged by the speaker as proving the mean.
ing of the command; and as a thing cannot be its own proof [it
follows that the fact of its being a means to a desired object cannot
be the meaning of the command]. Thus when it is said as a secu-
# The old Nykya maintained the meaning of vidhi to be YEGTHAW HTAWMNY.

Udayana maintains it to be @rgawfWyrg s The modern Nydya (i. ¢, Siddhanta
Mukt.) gives yga frgraragaRww
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lar command, ¢ let him who desires fire, rub two pieces of aruni wood
together,’ if you ask ‘why?’ the utterer of the command replies,
‘because the rubbing two pieces of wood together is a means of
producing fire.’

b. Another reason against your view is—because a command may
be inferred even afler the knowledge that the action is a means
to tho desired end has been produced by the arthavdda [or supple-
mentary passage explaining the purpose of the command] ;—but if
by the command which ie thus inferred we were only to understand
the fact that the action in question is a means to the desired end, then
this inference would be wholly superfluous. Thus on hearing the
S'ruti ‘he crosses over death, he crosses over Brahmanicide [who
offers the As’wamedha’], all the systems allow that there arises the
inference of a command in such a form as “let him who desires to cross
over death and Brahmanicide, offer the As’'wamedha.’

c. “From the absence of this meaning [i. e. its being a means to the
desired ond,] in the second and third* persons of the potential used
imperatively ;” in such phrases as ¢ you should do it’ and *let me do it’
an injunction, or wish is implied [but not the fact of its bemg ameans
to a desired cnd,]—ngunction moans here the wish of the spoaker ;
and consequently we may conclude ‘that ‘the first pérﬂon also only
means the wish of the speaker [and not the fact of the actlon bemg
a means to the desired end.]

d. “From the fact that this meaning of ¢wish’ is acknowledged
in the other meanings of the potential,” as.for instance in its mean_
ing of ¢ respectful solicitation.'t

e. “DBecauso on this view probibition could not be established.”
Thus in theinjunction “let him not eat the Kalanja,’t you capnot
maintain that it is no¢ the means to a desired end [as of course the
cating will produce its propor pleasure.] Nor can you say [with
the modern school,] that the meaning of the command is that
the action is not accompanied by a predominant undesirable result,
because this will not apply to such cases as ‘let him who desires

* In Hindu grammar the third person corresponds to our first.

+ gujguy is the §y{g of. Panini (3, 8, 161). The Sankshlpta. Sara explams
it by emtvﬁai afqaied 88 War gAAYIYA)

1 Some hold the Kal(mya to be the flesh of a deer killed by a poisoned arrow
—others hemp or bhang,—others & kind of garlic. See Raghunandana’s Eki-
das’i tattwa. .
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to kill his enemy by incantation offer a hawk’ [because this rite
produces hell as its fruit]. And [if you say that in the case
of the offerer, hell is not considered by Ahim as a predominant undesi-
Table result, since he still performs the ceremony, I reply that this does
not hold, as] you cannot maintain that the sacrilice generally does not
produce a result which the mass of mankind regard with predomi-
nant aversion, because the man who does nof perform the sacrifice
certainly has this predominant aversion which restrains him from
yielding to the temptation of the gratification of a present revenge
at the risk of a future torment in hell.

XIV. [After this lengthened discussion of the various current
opinions on the nature of vidhi or command,] the author now pro-
ceeds to deliver his own.

XIV. The primary meaning of the potential used im-
peratively, &c., is the will of tho speakor in the forin of
a command enjoining activity or cessation therefrom ;
while we conclude by inference that it is the means to a
desired end for the doer.

The will of a fit person, i. 8. God, having for its object engagement
in the performance of an act [i. . as in command] or refraining there-
from, [3. e. as in prohibition,] is the primary meaning of the affixes of the
potential, &c. ; and from these is to be inferred [see § vi.) that it is the
means to obtain a desired end, [and hence the existence of ¢ command’
proves the existence of a commander, God].

But the commentator here adds as a remark, that this view of
Udayanéchirya is untenable, as by it you could not properly have prohi-
bition at all, since every action of every kind is in one sense the object
of God’s will, [i. . nothing, whether good or evil, takes place with-
out his will]. If you reply that ‘command’ is ¢ God’s will,’ mean-
ing by ‘will’ such a will as is unaccompanied by any predominant
undesirable result, we object that the definition becomes needlessly
complicated ; and the old Naiy4yika opinion of § xiii. is after all the
best.*

* Udayana gives as his definition of * command’ the ¢ will of a fit person,’ i,
God. 1t is replied that this will include too much as even cvil actions arve in
one sense done with God's will. The definition is then corrected to ¢ such a will
as is unproductive of any predominant undesirable result, —in this view we may
allow God’s will in the case of an evil action, but here we shall not have vidhs,
¢ command,’—as it is such & will of God as produces hell to the doer.—The com.
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XV. He now [resumes the interpretation of the first S’loka, in.
terrupted by the late discussion on vidhi §§ vi.—xiv. and] proceeds to
give the second meauing of ¢ S/ruti.’

XV. All the Veda refers to the Supreme Being as its
object ; only, by means of its own primary meaning, likeé
the words “ heaven,” &c., can it refer to a command.

In every part of the Veda is God's existence established, as for
instance in such passages as, ¢ Vishpu verily is the sacrifice’ (passim),
‘he sees without eyes,’ (Swet. Up. iii. 19) ¢ by the command of this
(previously mentioned) indestructible being, O Gérgi, heaven and
earth stay upheld in their places, (Brihadér, Up. iii. 8,9.) Nor may
you say with the Mimdnsd, that ¢ these passages, being declaratory
or indicative® [and not expressed in the potential or imperative, as
commands are,] refer to something else, ¢, e. a command else-
where expressed,’ [or in other words they are the arthavida of a
previous vidhi],—because even according to your own opinion, these
passages about God do possess an authority to establish the existence
of their primary meaning, from their agreeing with such positive
commands as ‘ let him adore God,’” just as tho passages declarative of
heaven, hell, &c., [establish the objects which they primarily mean,
because they are counected with such positive commands, as *let him
who desires heaven offer such a sacrifice,”] —otherwise the very words
‘heaven,” ‘ hell,’ &c., would have no authority to establish their own
primary significations. Hence he adds the latter line of the ,Sloka,
since it is only by establishing its own primary meaning that a de-
claratory passago can be said to agree with a command.

[I'he commentator now proceeds to give a second explanation of ¢ the
sentences thereof” in § i.] The ‘sentences thereof,’—i. e. the sen-
tences of the Veda, expressing praise and blame,—must have been
preceded, in the speaker’s mind, by the knowledge of praise and
blame, from the very fact that they are'sentences which express
mentator objocts to this as nee(llessly complicated ; but it is not uninteresting to
find the same thought in Anselm’s ¢ cur Deus homo ?* “although man or an ovil
angel bo unwilling to submit to the will and ordinance of God, yot he cannot
oscapo from it, bocauso if ho will fleo from tho will of God comma.ndmg him, e
comes under tho will of God punishing him,”

* Accordmg to the Mimfinsa thoso passages which are not vidhi are atddha as

opposed to sddhya ; they doscribe something past or present (swarupa.lmthanmn),
while the vidhi relales to something fature which is to be performed,

Y 2
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praise and blame, like such a secular sentence as ¢ the mango fruit
is very sweet when ripe,’ [as none could say this with authority un-
Jess he possessed previous knowledge thereof].
XVI. He now gives a second explanation of *particular number’
in § i.
XVI. In such phrases as ‘let me be,” ‘I was,” ‘I will
be,” &c., the number belongs to a speaker; mnor could
there be the current names of the ‘Stikhds, without a
primal utterance.

a. The first person singular as used in the Veda declares the
f number’ of an independent speaker,—there being many such in-
stances, as in the passage* “ It reflected, ¢let me, the one, become
many,’ ” &e.

b. He now gives a third meaning of the word sankhyd, as making
it the same as another derivative from the same root, samdkhyd,
¢ name, fame,'—* nor could there be &c.” Thero aro traditional names,
in the Veda, of all the various ‘Sfkhds (or current recensions,) as
Kéthaka or that belonging to Katha, Kélépa or that belunging to
Kalépa, &o.; nor can we explain this on the hypothesist that these
men first read that particular recension only, [others having before
then read many or all,] since. the number of readers is endless and
in the eternal succession others besides these mentioned may well be
supposed to have read those ‘Sékhds only, [and why then were not
the ‘Sikhés called Ly their names?] ‘Therefore we are driven to
the belief that the adorable Supreme Being, seeing all supersensuous
objects and possessed of boundless compassion, did at the beginning
of each creation assume a particular body belonging to Katha, Kali-
pa, &o. which body was moved by the merit of beings like our-
selves,} and the ‘Sakhds which He thus uttered were severally called
by these particular names,

#* The two old MSS. read this quotation as I have printed it. Some copies
‘read g for qe but none have the usual reading found in Chhénd, Up, vi, 2.

+ Cf. ‘Sabara’s Comm, on Jaimini, i, 1, 30,

1 Tho final cause of God’s assuming these bodios was to render possible the
happiness due to the merit of mon like ourselves,—adrishfe is an impolling
cause og every thing down to tho junction of two atows, sco Muktdvali, pp.
104, 105, .
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Thus have we established that it is the contemplation of God, which
is the true means of liberation, (see I. ii.)

XVI1I. Iic now adds a couplet in reference to those who believe
not in God.

XVII. Iron-souled are they in whose hearts Thou canst
find no place, though thus washed by the repeated
inundations of ethics and Vaidic texts; yet still in
time, Oh merciful one, Thou in thy goodness canst
save even those who oppose our proposition, and make
them undoubting in their conviction of Thy existence.

XVIII. But as for us, O Thou essentially Fair, though
our minds have been long plunged in Thee, the ocean
of joy,* yet are they verily restless still and unsatisfied ;
therefore, oh Lord, haste to display Thy mercy, that our
minds fixed only on Thee, we may no more be subject
to Yama’s continual inflictions.

XIX. This garland of flowers of ethics, radiant in its
beauty,—what matters it; whether it perfumes the right
and left handt or not 7—only may the Guru of Indra’s
Guru} be pleased by my presenting it as an offering ab
his footstool.

* For addhd oxplaix.!ed as tattwam, see ‘Sis’updla-badha, iii. 42, schol.
+ Or ‘ the sapaksha and vipaksha of my argument.’

1 ’Siva, as the gnru of Brihaspati. Brihaspati is reprosented as the guru of
Indra in the Aituroys Brdbmans, VII. 28,

”
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