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TARKABHASA' OR ‘EXPOSITION OF REASONING*
INTRODUCTION.

I am writing this ‘ Exposition of Reasoning’ consisting, as it
does, of short and easy explanations of arguments, for the sake
of the dull youth who wishes to have to learn as little as possible
for the purpose of entering the portals of the ‘ Nyaya Philosophy.’

The Highest Good is attained by the true comprehension of—(1) the
Means or Instruments of Right Cognition, (2) the Objects of Right
Cognition, (3) Doubt, (4) Motive, (5) Corroborative Instance, (6)
‘Demonstrated  Truth, (7) Factors of Reasoning, (8) Hypo-
thetical Reasoning, (9) Definitive Cognition, (10) Discussion, (I1)
Disputation, (12) Wrangling, (13) Fallacious Reason, (14)
Caswistry, (15) Futile Rejoinder, (16) Grounds of Confutation
or ‘ Clinchers’ ;—such is the first aphorism of the Nydya (as pro-
pounded by Gautama). The meaning of this is that liberation is
attamed by the right discernment of the Means of Right Cognition
and the other categories enumerated. This right discernment of
the categories is not possible unless there is a regular ‘ statement,’
‘ definition’ and ‘examination’ of each of these; as says the
ﬁhasya (Vatsyayana) :—" In three ways does this science proceed,
—through statement, dqﬁmtwn and examination.” Of “these state-
me&t ’ consists in the mere mention of the category by name ; this
has been done in the aphorism quoted above ; the ‘ Definition ’ is
thé pointing out of their distinctive qualities :—e.g., the definition of
the cow consists in the pointing out of the presence of the dewlap,
and such other characteristics which differentiate the cow from all
otber things ; and ‘ Exam'nation’ consists in the investigation as
to whether or not the definition proposed is applicable to the
thing defined. Thus then [ the ‘statement’ having been nade
in the first aphorism}, it now becomes necessary to proceed, in the
present work, w-th the ‘definition’ and ‘examination’ [of ths
<alegories].
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§1 Pramanas.

 The Instruments of Right Cognition.’

We proceed to explain the ‘definition’ of Pramana which is
the first of the categorics mentioned in the aphorism. It has been
defined as the ‘ Karana,” ‘instrument’ or ‘means,’ ot ‘ prama "
‘right cognition’; the definition being stated in the form ‘ Pra-
mana is the instrument of right cognition,” where the word * Pra-
mana ’ states the object to be defined, and the phrase ‘ the instru-
ment of right cognition ’ constitutes the definition.

“If Pramapa is the ‘instrument of right cognition,” it becomes
necessary to point out its result ; as it is absolutely necessary for
an ‘ instrument ’ to have a result {an instrument ’ is so called only
because it brings about a definite result.]”

True ; Right Cognition itsclf is the resuil, s.e.. that which is
accomplished by the said snstrument ; just as of the axe, which is
the nstrumeni of cutting, the cut itself is the result.

“ What is this ‘ Right Cognition,” the instrument’ wheresf vou

ragnd as  Proaana’ 3

‘Right Cognition ’ is that apprehension (anubhava) which 1s in due
accord with the real character of the thing apprehended ; when we
apprehend_the thing as 4¢ really ds, this apprehension is called
‘j(ight_Cognition . The qualification ‘which is in due acccrd,
&c.” serves to exclude Doubt, Misconception and Guess,—in all of
which the thing is not apprehended in its real form. The word
‘ apprehension’ (anubhava) excludes Remembrance ; as this lat.er
is only the cognition of something already cognised ; and it is not
Apprehension ; * Apprehension’ {anubhava) being the name given
to all cognitions other than Remembrance.

“ What do you mean by the word  karana,’ in your definition of
Pramana ?”

Karana is the name given to that particular Sadhaka or instru-
ment which is the most effective (in bringing about a certain re-
sult) ; that is to say, it is the most efficient cause.
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“ But you here explain ‘instrument ’ (Sadhaka) by means of its.
synonym, the word ‘cause’ (Karana); and we have still to learn
what this ‘cause ’ is.”

We proceed to explain this : That which must exist before the
effect, and which is not taken up in the bringing about of some-
thing else, is to be regarded as the ‘cause’ of that effect; eyg.,
the thread, the loom and such other things are the ‘ cause ’ of cloth ;
even though in some cases of the making of Cloth, an ass may by
chance come to the place, immediately before the making,—yet
this mere anfecedence does not make the ass a * Cause ’ of the Cloth ;
because the previous presence of the ass is not mecessary in the
making of the Cloth. Then again, even though the presence of
the colour of the thread is necessary, previous to the making of the
Cloth, yet that colour cannot be regarded as the ‘ Cause’ of the
Cloth, because the colour of the thread is taken up in the bringing
about of an entirely different effect, in the shape of the colour of the
cloth woven out of thosc threads. It may be possible to regard
the colour of the thread as the Cause of the cloth as also of its
coloyr ; but this would involve an unnccessary multiplication of
~assumptions. Thus then, the ‘ Cause ’ of an effect may be defined
as that nccessary anlecedent which 1s not taken up in the brmpmg
ahnid of cammpfhisos olep Qimail wle +la O linget T o
defined as that necessary consequent which is not brought about by
any other Cause.

Some writers have defined the * Cause ’ as ““ that whose presence
and absence (or affirmation and denial) are imitated by the pre.
sence and absence of the effect [the ‘ Effect’ being present only
when the ‘ Cause ’ is present, and the ‘ Effect being absent when the
‘Cause’ is absent.]”  This however is not right ; because this de-
finition of ‘ Cause’ would fail to apply to such eternal and all
pervading substances as the Akifa and the like; because (being
eternal) there is no point of time at which their absence would be
possible ; and (being all-pervading) there is no point in space where
they would be absent ; [and thus, if ‘ absence’ formed an integral
factor of the definition, it could not apply to such substances as
the above, in whose case absence of any kind is not possible.)

The Cause is of three kinds: (1) the Samavayi, the Material, or

Constituent Cause ; (2) the Asamavayi, the Non-Constituent Cause ;
and (3) the Nimitta, the Efficient cause, or Cause in general. Of
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these, the Constituent Cause is that which forms the material out
-of which, and inherent in which, the effect is produced ; e.g., threads
are the Constituent Cause of the Cloth ; because it is out of the
threads, and never apart from these, that the Cloth is produced ; it
is not produced out of any such other things ds the shuttle and the
like.

“It cannot be denied that the Cloth is as much related to the
shuttle and the other things as to the threads ; under the circum-
stances, (how can we accept your assertion that it is out of, and as)
inseparably related to, the threads only,—and not those other
things,—that the Cloth is produced ?”

It is true that the Cloth is relaied to those other things also ; but
relation is of two kinds: (1) Sasmyoga, Conjunction and (2) Sama-
vaya, Inherence. Of these, the relation subsisting between two
inseparable or intimate things is called ‘ Inherence ;’ while that .
which subsists between things that are separable or not intimate, is
“Conjunction.’

‘“ What do you mean by * intimate’ things ?”

Two things are said to be ‘intimate’ when between them, so
long as one is not destroyed it subsists in the other ; as has been
declared in the following verse :—

‘ Those two things are to be regarded as intimate, of whom so
long as one is not destroyed, it continues to subsist in the other.’

As for example, the Whole and its Parts, the Quality and the Sub-
stance, the Action and the Actor, the Individual and Class, the
Specific Qualities and the Eternal Substance. The Whole, the
Quality, the Action, the Individual and the Specific Quality,—so
long as they do exist, and are not completely destroyed,—continue
to subsist, respectively, in the Part, the Substance, the Acti(‘)'n,
the Class and the Eternal Substance ; when they are destroyed,
then they have no substrate at all ; for instance, when the Cloth is
destroyed on the destruction of the constituent threads [it does not
subsist anywhere] ; or when the Quality is destroyed on the des-
truction of its substrate, [it does not subsist anywhere] ; and the
destructibility of things consists in the presence of all those circum-
stances that are conducive to its destruction. Thus then, it is
the relation between such intimate things as the Cloth and the
Thread, or the Whole and the Part,—that constitutec * Inherence.’
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The relation between the Cloth and the Shuttle, on the other hand,
is not ‘ Inherence ’; because these are not snitmate or inseparable ;
the Shuttle does not subsist in the Cloth alone ; nor does the Clotk
subsist in the Shuttle alone ; hence the relation between these two
must be regarded as ‘ Conjunction.” Thus then, as it is in the
Thread that the Cloth inheres,—and the Constituent Cause is that
out of which, and inhering in which, the effect is produced,—it is
the Thread, and not the Shuttle, that is the Constituent Cause of
the Cloth ; the Cloth again is the Constituent Cause of the Colour
and such other qualities inhering in it. Similarly the lump of clay
is the Constituent Cause of the Jar ; and the Jar is the Constituent
Cause of the Colour and other qualities inhering in itself.

“ As a matter of fact, the colour of the jar is brought into exist-
“ence at the same time that the jar itself is produced; thus the
“ two, the jar and its colour, coming into existence as simultaneous-
“1ly as the tight and left horns of the cow, there can be no sequence
“between the two ; and as such one cannot be regarded as the
“cause of the other [antecedence being o necessary condition in all
*“causes] ; and as the Constituent Cause is only a particular form
“of Cause, the jar cannot be the Constituent Cause of its own
““ Colour.”

[t i= not true that the Substance and its Quality are brought into
existence at the same time ; as a matter of fact, in the first instance,
when the substance is brought into existence, it is entirely deveid
of all qualities ; and it is only later that the qualities inhering in
it are produced. If the two were brought into cxistence at one
and the same time, then the casual conditions lor both would be
precisely the same ; and in that case there would be no difference
between the two (and the substance and its qualitv would
ha%e to be regarded as identical )! Because two things can
be held to be distinct only when they are brought into existence by
distinct casual conditions. Thus then, in as much as the jar, at
the first moment, is produced totally deveid of all qualities,—
these latter being produced subsequently,—the jar is withont
doubt an ‘antecedent ;” and thus there is no incongruity in regard-
ing the jar as the Constituent Cause of its qualities. In this man-
ner the casual conditions of the two—the jar and its qualities—
also become distinct (which precludes the absurdity of the two
being regarded as identical) ; because the jar cannot be its ewn
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cause,—no antecedence and sequence being possible in regard to one
and the same thing ; the thing cannot form its own antecedent and
consequent. As regards its qualities however, the jar is (the Consti-

tuent Cause, being as shown above), antecedent to them in point
of time.

“If the jar, at the first moment, is brought into existence,
““ entirely devoid of all qualities, then, it would be nvisible at the
*“ time, being devoid of colour ; it is only a substance that is large
““and is possessed of colour that can be visible. In fact being de-
“void of qualities, the jar would not be a ‘substance’ at all ; as
““ Substance has been defined as that @n which qualities * subsist.”

True ; but what harm does it do us if the jar is no# visible at the
Jirst moment of its existence? Even for one who holds that the jar
is produced along with its qualitics, the jar is not wvisible at the
time that he winks his eyes. Hence we conclude that at the first
moment the jar is brought into existence, totally devoid of quali-
ties ; and it is only at the second succeeding mement that it becomes
vistble. Being devoid of qualitics .t the moment, the jar does not
cease to be a “substance ’; because ‘ substance ’ can also be defined
as that which forms the * Constituent’ Cause of things, which condi-
tion is fulfilled by the jar (even though devoid of qualities) ; and in
reality the character of being the substrate of qualities also may be
said to belong 1o the jar, even though at one particular moment it
be devoid of qualities ; because it has, even at that time, the capa-
bility of being the substrate of qualities,—such capabilily consisting
in the fact that it is not absolutely and always devoid of qualities.
[And when the ‘substance’ is defined as the ‘ substrate of quali-
ties,” all that is meant is that it is what is capable of being the sub-
strate of qualitics.]

That which is in close proximiy to —.¢., inherent in—the Cén-
stituent Cause, and which has its causa! dfficiency towards a certain
effect duly ascertained,—is called the ¢ Non-Constituent Cause’
of that effect ; e. g., the Conjunction or Combination of the yarns is
the ‘Non-Constituent Causc’ of the Cloth. The Conjunction
being a quality of the yarns, inheres in those latter, which are the
‘ Constituent Cause’ of the Cloth; and thus the Conjunction is
regarded as ‘inhering in the Constituent Cause of the Cloth ’; then
again, that it has ‘ causal efficiency * towards the production oi
the Cloth is shown by the fact that it is a ‘ necessary antecedent ’
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-of the Cloth and ‘is not taken up in the bringing about of any
-other effect.’

Similarly the colour of the yarns is the ‘ Non-Constituent
Cause ’ of the Colour of the Cloth.

‘“ It has been said above that of the Colowr of the Cloth, the
“ Constituent Cause ’ is the Cloth ; under the circumstances, it must
be some quality of the clotk that should be the ‘ Non-Constituent
Cause ’ of the colour of the cloth; as it is only a quality of the cloth
that can ‘inhere’ in the Constituent Cause of the colour of the
cloth; this condition is not fulfilled by the colour of the yarus, as
this does not inhere in the Cloth, which is the ¢ Constituent Cause’
of the colour of the cloth.”

This is not right. Because the colour of the yarn, though not
inhering in the Cloth directly, does so indivectly ; because it inleres
in the yarn which is the ‘Constituent Cause ’ of the cloth ; and that
which inheres in the ¢ Constituent Cause ’ of the ‘Constituent Cause’
of a thing may be regarded (indirectly) as ‘inhering in the Consti-
tuent Cause ’ of that thing.

The  Efficient Cause,” or ‘ Cause in general,’ is that which, while
being neither the ‘ Constituent ’ nor the ‘ Non-Conslituent ’ Cause,
is yet a ‘ Cause’ ; e.g., the loom and such other things are the ‘ Effi-
cient Cause ’ of the Cloth.

It is only things positive that have all the above three kinds of
cause ; of negation, on the other hand, there is only one kind of
cause—the ‘ efficient "—that is possible ; and the reason for this
fies in the fact that negation or negative entity, cannot ‘inhere’
in anything ; and yet ‘inherence’ forms a necessary element in
the other two kinds of Cause.”*

®From among these three kinds of Causes, that which happens to
be endowed with some sort ¢f an especial aptitude or efficiency is
called the  instrument * {‘ Karana’'). And thus we get at the de-
finition that Pramana is the ‘ instrument of right cognition.’

Some people have defined ‘ Pramana,” ‘ Instrument of Right Cog-
nition,” as that which makes known something not already known.
“This however is not right; because if such were the definition of the

Instrument of Right Cognition,” then there would be no validity

* The reading ‘ bhavadraya ' appears to be a misprint for * kgranadvaya.
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in the serial or (continuous) cognitions that we have of one and
the same object,—e. ¢., the jar;—as tor instance (the cognitionsk
‘this is a jar,” “ this is a jar * and so forth ;* [because except the first
cognition of this series, every one of the rest would have its object
such as has already becn known by the preceding cognitions.]

Nor will it be right to argue that, in as much as each of these mo-
mentary cognitions would have for its object the jar of that parti-
cular moment, each could be regarded as apprehending what is not
already known. Because in the sensuous perception that we have
of any object, we are not cognisant of any such subtle differentia-
tion of time (as would be necessary in the above case) ; specially
as if such subtle differentiation of time were perceptible, there could
be no such idea of simultancity with regard to the perception
a6 we have (in many cases) of four such things as aclion (of mov-
ing), the disjunction or separation of particles (caused by that
action), the destruction of the previous conjunction and the appear-
ance of the next conjunction.t

“ As a matter of fact, a right cognition has many causes, in the
shape of the cognising person, the cognised object, and so forth ; may
not these also be regarded as the ‘instrument ” (karana) of cogni-
tion (in the same manner as the Pramapa) ?”’

It is only the sense-contact (and such other factors) that can be
regarded as the ‘ 7nstrument of cognition ’; Lecause we find that
no sooner these factors present themselves than the resulting cog-
nition appears; while, as regards the cognising person and the

* These ‘ serial cognitions * are postulated in view of those cases where the
cognition of the jar 1s present in the mind for a certain length of time; be-
cause no single cognition can subsist beyond a single moment.

+ When we pierce the lotus-flower with a needle, the 1dea that we have'is
that all the several petals have been pierced simultaneously ; though as a
matter of fact, even in the piercing of only two petals, therc are no less than
four factors occurring at four distinct pomnts of time ; v2z., (1) the action of
striking the first petal with the needie; (2) the separation of the needle from
that petal ; (3) the destruction of the contact of the needle with that petal,
and (4) the appeaiance of its contact with the second petal. In this manner
in the piercing of all the petals, there are innumerable moments of time
involved ; and yet the perception is as if the whole process occurred at a
single moment. This shows that subtle differences of time are not percepti-
ble; and hence the objects of the various cogn:ticns m a series can never be
perccived as different.
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cognised object, on the other hand, even while these are present
(if the sense-comtact, &c., happen to be absent), the cognition does
not appear. And this shows that cven though all the three are
the cause of the cognition, there is @ peculiarity in the causal po-
tency of the sense-contact, &c., in virtue of which peculiar potency
it is these latter that are regarded os the specrally efficient cause ;
and it is the specially efficient cause that 15 held to be the  Iwustru-
ment ; and thus it is the sense-contact, &c , alone that can be regard-
ed as the ‘imstruments of cognition’-—and not the cognising
person or the cognised object, &c.

Of these ‘ Instruments of Cogniticn’ there are four; says the
Nyava-sttra (I-i-3) :—‘Sense-perception, Inference, Analugy and
Word are the four Instruments of Cognition.’

“ What then is Sense-perception ?”

Sense-perceplion is the mstrument of diree/ 1ight cognition ; that
right cognition being called “ dawrect” which is brought about by the
agency of the sense-organs.  This Sense-perception is of two kinds—
(@) Savikalpaka, Determinate or Concrete, and (0) Nwwvikalpaka,
Non-determinate or Abstract.”  The dustrument ol Scense-percep-
tion is of thiee kinds—(a) in some cases it is the sensc-vrgan ; (&)
in otheis it is the contact of the sepse-orgar with the object per-
ceived ; and fe) in others coain, it is Cognition.

“In what cases is the sense-organ the instruncent of Sense-
perception ?”

In cascs where the resultant pereeption is of the non-deternzinate
or abstract kind,—-the sensc-organ itself is the instrument. The
process involved in these ceses is as follows :—The Soul comes
ifto contact with the mind ;—the mund with the sepsc-organ ;—
the sense-organ with the object perceived ; this last factor being
necessary in view of the fact that the sensc-orgen can manifest,
or render perceptible, onc¢ object only when it gets at (is in con-
tact with) this latter ; thus then, by the instrumentality of the
Sense-organ as being in contact with the object perceived, there
comes about the non-determinate perception ; by which is meant
that perception which is free from all notions of name, genus anl
such other details, which manifests (or objectifics) the mere
thing in itself as ‘ something’ (in a vague form). Of this per-

2
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ception, the Sense-organ is the instrument, in the same manner
as the axe is the instrument of the cutting ; and the contact of
the Sense-organ with the object enters into this perceptional
process only as an intermediary secondary factor; just as the
contact of the axe with the piece of wood does in the process of
cutting ; and the non-determinate perception is the result; like
the cutting by the axe.

‘“In what case is the contact of the Sense-organ with the object
the instrument of Perception ?”’

The sensc-organ-and-object contact is the instrument in those
cases where the above-mentioned wague perception [of the thing
as ‘something ’] is followed by the corresponding definite percep-
tian, in which the ‘something’ is cognised as having a certain
name,—* Diftha’ for instance,—as belonging to a particular genus
or class—* Brahmana,” for instance,—and as having a certain quality
—* darkness ’ for instance ; this perception being in the form  this
is a dark-complexioned Brahmana named Dittha,” wherein are
present the notions of the qualification and the qualified ; in this
process the corresponding vague perception constitutes the inter-
mediary factor ; and the definite perception is the ultimate result.

“In what cases, lastly, is the Cognition the instrument of
Perception ?”

The Definite Cognition is followed by the netion of rejectabilty,
acceptibility or meutrality with regard to the object perceived
[t.e., when we perceive a thing, we feel cither that il is worthy
only of being abandoned ; or that it is worthy of being accepted ;
or that it is worthy of neither the one nor the other] ; and in these
notions (which also form a factor in the Perception), the
instriument is the coriesponding Vague Perception ; and in this the
Definite Perception enters as the intermediary factor; and the
notion of rejectability, &c., form the ultimate result. That
which is itself brought about by one and brings about another,
which again is the product of the former, is called the intermediary
factor ;'* as tor example, the contact of the axe with the piece of

* Thus in this last instance the Defimte Perception is brought about by
the Vague Perception, and brings about, in its turn, the notion of reject-
ability, &c. In the previous cases the Vague Perception, brought about
by the Sense-organ, brings about the Definite Cognition.
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wood, brought about by the axe, brings about in its turn the cide
ting, which is the product of the axe. According to some people,
however, in all cases of Perception, the Determinate, &c., also, it
is the Sense-organ that is the actual snstrument ; all other factors,
that come in, in the shape of contact and the rest, are only inter-
mediary factors.

The contact of the Sense-organ and the object, which is the
cause of direct right cognition, is of six kinds :—(1) Direct Con-
junction, (2) Inherence in that which is in direct conjunction, (3)
Inherence in that which inheres in that which is in direct conjunc-
tion, (4) Direct Inherence, (3) Inherence in that which is inherent,
and (6) the relation of qualification and qualified.

(r) When the perception of the jar is brought about by the
cye,—in which case the eye is the  Sense-organ’ and the jar the
‘ object,’—the ‘ contact ’ that there is between these two is in the
form of Direct Conjunction ; because the connection between them
is not inseparable. Similarly, when the perception of the soul—
in the form ‘I’—is brought about by the inner organ of the
mind,—in which case the mind is the ‘organ’ and the Soul the
‘ object,’——the ‘ contact * between these is of the nature of Direct
Conjunction. (2) When the colour of the jar is perceived by the
eye, in the form ‘the colour of this jar is dark,’—in which case
the eye is the ‘organ’ and the colour of the jar the ‘object,™ -
the ‘contact’ between these is of nature of Inherence in that
which is in direct conjunction: because the colour inheres in the
jar, which latter is in direct conjunction with the eye. The sanc
kind of ‘contact’ is present in the case of the perception, by
means of the mind, of the pleasure, pain, etc., inhering in the
soul.

9¥n the perception of the Dimension of the jar, we have to admit
of a further four-fold contact, over and above that in the shape of
‘inherence in the conjoined’; as without such tcur-fold contact
there could be no perception of Dimension from a distance. This
four-fold contact is as follows :—(a) Contact of the comstituent
particles of the Sense-organ with the whole of the object ; (b) of the
constituent particles of the object with the whole of the Sense-organ ;
(¢) of the constituent particles of the Sense-organ with the comsli-
tuent particles of the object ; and (d) of the whole of the object with
the whole of*the Sense-organ.
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(3) In cases where the gemerality of * colour,’ as inhering in the
colour that inheres in the jar, is perceived,—in which case the eye
is the Semse-organ, the gemeralily of “ colour’ is the object,—the
‘ contact’ between these is of the nature of ‘inherence in that
which inheres in that which is in direct Conjunction.’

(4) The ‘ contact’ is of the nature ot ‘inherence’ in the case
where sound is perceived by the ear; in which case the ear is the
organ, and sound the object ; ‘ contact ’ of these two is of the nature
of “inherence’ because the ear-organ is only a form of Akasa (as
enclosed in the tympanum),—and sound is the quality ot Akasa ;—
and the relation subsisting between a substance (e.g., Akasa) and
its quality (s.c., sound) is of the nature of ‘ Inherence.’

(5) In cases where the generalily of * sound’ as inhering in sound,
is perceived by the car,—where the ear is the organ, and the gene-
rality of “ sound’ the object,—the ‘ contact ® between these is of
the naturc of ‘ inherence in that which is inherent’ ; in as much as
the gemerality of ‘ sound’ inheres in the ‘sound’ which, in its
turn, inhercs in Akasa.

(6) In a casc where the absence of the jur in a place which is in
conjunction with the eye, is perceived by the eye, in the form  the
jar does not exist in this place,’—the ‘ contact ’ is of the nature of
‘ the qualification and the qualified ;" in as much as the place is the
“ qualified,” being qualificd by ‘the absence of the jar’ which is
the * qualification.” Similarly when the absence of pleasure, in the
Soul which is in conjunction with organ ot mind, is perceived (by
the mind),—in the form ‘I am devoid of pleasure,’—the ‘ absence
of pleasurc’ is the gqualification of the  Soul in conjunction with
the mind.” And so also, when the absence of the generalily of the
leiter-sound ‘ gha’ in the letter-sound ‘ ga,” which inheres in ear-
organ, is perceived,—the absence of the gemeralily “gha’ is th=
qualification of the ‘ga’ letter-sound inlering in the car. Thus
then, in brief, negation, or absence, is tound to be perceived by the
Sense-organ, through that orgam-object contact which consists of
the relation of ‘ the qualification and the qualified,’—this relation
being based upon any one of the five kinds of relativn described
above (Direct Conjunction and the rest).

Inherence also is perceived in the same manner ; for example, the
Inherence of the cloth in its constituent yarns is perceived by the eye,
only through the relation that it is the © qualification ’ of the yarns
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which are in conjunction with the eye. Thus have been explained
the six kinds of ‘ Contact.” On this point we have the following
comprehensive verses :—

‘ Right cognition born of the Senses is of two kinds— Determinate
and Non-determinate ; the cause of such cognition is of three kinds—
[Constituent, Non-constituent and Efficient] ; and ‘contact’ is of
six kinds ; through each of which respectively the following objects
are perceived—(1) the jar; (2) the blue colour of the jar; (3) the
generality of ‘blue’; (4) sound; (5) the generality of ‘sound’;
and (6) Negation and Inherence.

[The Bauddha Idealist objects to the postulating of deferminate
Sense-perception.]

‘“ The non-determinate cognition, actually having for its object
the svalaksana, or ‘ specific individuality ’, of the thing perceived,
may be regarded as ‘ Sense-perception’; as for the Determinate
Cognition, nn the other hand, in as much as it pertains to inclusive
or comprehensive generic forms,—just like words and inferential
indicatives—its object is always in the form of the wmiversal or
entity, {which can never be in ¢ontact with any Sense-organ],
—how can this cognition be regarded as ‘Scnse-perceptivn ’?
Because it is enly the cognition proceeding from the individual
object direct that can be so regarded ; specially as it is only such
an object as really exists that cen give rise to any cognition ;
and it is the ‘ specific individuality* only, and not the ‘ universal
entity,” that has real existence ;—the ‘upiversal entity ’ being
entirely insignificant (a non-entity); in as much as its positive
character is rejected by all proofs, and the only form that it has is
the negative oune, wiz., that of being the negation of things other
t#un those included in the entity.”

The above is not right ; because the ‘universal entity ® also is
as good a real entity as the ‘ specific individuality.’

Thus has Sense-perception been explained.
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Inference.

Inference consists in the paramarsa o1 ‘ dedaction’ of the lizga
or ‘ Probans’ (indicative or Middle Term). The na.ne ¢ Anuména’
m ‘Inference’ is given to that by means of which a certain
thing is inferred; and as a matter of fact, it is by means
ot the ‘ deduction of the Probams’ that things are inferred ; and
hence it is to this deduction that we give the name ‘inference.’
An example of this ‘ deduction’ we have in tho cognition that we
have of the presence of smoke (which is the probans in the stock-
example of Inference ‘ there is firc in the mountain because we see
smoke issuing therefrom ) ; this cognition of the presence of smoke
is the required ‘ deduction,” in as much as it is this cognition that
leads directly to the inferential cognition (anumats) ; the inferential
cognition in the case in question is in the shape of the cognition of
fire ; and the instrument that leads to this cognition is the cogni-
tion of the presence of smoke.

Question—‘ What is the ‘ probans ’? and what ths * deduction of
the probans 2

Answer—That which indicates the required object by the force
of invariable concomitance (vyapt) is the Probans ; as_for instance,
R N Y 2 T T L A T T BTN . . T
between Fire and Smoke, that we recognise in the form of the
proposition ‘ wherever there is smoke there is fire,” is what has
been called ‘ vyapti ' or ‘invariable concomitance’; and it is only
when this concomitance has been duly recognised that the cogni-
tion of smoke leads to the cognition of fire ; consequently, in as much
as the smoke.leads to the inference of fire by the force of invariable
concomitance, it is called the ‘ probans’ (or ‘indicative’) of fire,
And the third cognition that we have of this ‘ probans’ is what
has been called the ° deduction of the probans’. For instance, a
man notices that over and over again, whenever he sees smoke in
the kitchen, he finds fire there ; and noticing this frequently, he
comes to recognise a natural relationship between fire and smoke,

in the form ‘ wherever there is smoke there is fire.”*

* After this the text makes a long digression in order to prove that the
relationship between smoke and fire is natural and constant, and not
merely adventitious and accidental. We enclose this digression within square
brackets.



Pramanas | INFERENCE 15

[In the case where noticing the fact over and over again, that
the children of Maitri are dark-complexioned, we are led to conclude
that ‘ whoever is the child of Maitri must be dark,’—this conclu-
sion being exactly similar to the conclusion with regard to the re-
lationship between fire and smoke ; yet the relationship between
* Maitri’s child " and * dark-complexion ’ cannot be called ‘natural’;
as it is purely accidental ; the ‘ accident ’ consisting in the fact ot
the dark-complexion of Maitri’s children being due to the mother
having fed upon vegetables ; that is to say, what has made the
children dark is not the fact of their being Maitri's children, but
only the cffects of the mother feeding upon vegetables ; and it is
this accidental circumstance that constitutes what has been tech-
nically called the ‘ upadhi’ or ‘accident.” In the relationship of
fire and smoke on the other hand, we do not notice any such ‘acci-
dent If any such ‘ accident * were urged, we would ask—Is this
accident capable or incapable (of vitiating the relationship) ? If it
were incapable, it could not be suspected to be present ; and as
for any capable ‘accident,” no such is actually noticed - as a
matter of fact, whenever any *accident ’ is present, it does not
tail to be noticed ; as for example, (1) in the relationship of the
smoke with fire (in the forra ‘ wherever there is fire there is
emoke’) we at ones notice the prownd of the “acciden” in the
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of smol\e in some ﬁres due) ; —(2) in the relationship of ‘killing ’
with sinfulness’ (in the form of the proposition ‘all killing is
sinful ), we notice the ‘accident’ in the shape of the fact of
‘ being prohibited in the scriptures’ (which circumstance alone
makes some killing sinful) ;—and (3) in the relationship between
‘the child of Maitri’ and ‘ darkness’ (in the form of the propo-
sifion *all children of Maitri are dark’), we notice the ‘ accident’
in the shape of the fact of ‘ feeding on vegetables * (which circum-
stance has made some of Maitri’s children dark). In the case of
the relationship of the fire with smoke (in the form of the propo-
sition ‘ wherever there is smoke there is fire’), we fail to notice
any such ‘accident’; and certainly, if any ‘accident’ really
existed, it would certainly be noticed; and because we do not
notice it, we naturally conclude that the accident ’ does not exist:
in this case; the absence vt the ‘ accident’ being thus actually
cognised by Sense-perception, as aided by non-perception, which;
in its turn aids the reasoning first described. Thus then, it must
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be admitted that the relation of invariable concomitance between
firte and smoke is cognised by means of Sonse-perception, which
makes cognisable the companwonship of the two, and which is
aided in this by the impression left on the mind by the frequent
recognition (of the companionship), and also by the impression
left on the mind by the recognition of the absence of all
‘accident.” Hence the relationship of the fire with smoke must
be regarded as matural, and not accidental ; and it is this natural
relationship that constitutes ‘ Invariable Concomitance.’]

The Invariable Concomitance of the firc with smoke having been
recognised in the manner described above, the cognition of smoke
that one has in the kitchen is its firs? cognition ; the cognition of
smoke again that onc has in the mountain, and such other ‘subjects,’
is the sccond ; after this one recalls to his mind the previously re-
cognised invariable concomitance between fire and smoke,—in
the form ‘ where there is smoke there is fire ’;—and then he again
notices or deduces the presence of smoke in the mountain,—in the
form ‘in this mountain there is smoke with which fire is invariably
concomitant ’; and this last cognition of smoke is the ¢ third cogni-
tion.” The presence of this cognition must be accepted ; as, in the
absence of this cognition, we would have to rest at the proposition
‘ wherever smoke is there is fire ;" and how could this alone prove
the presence of fire? For the sake of this, it is absolutely neces-
sary to have some such cognition as that ‘there is smoke here’,
which alone can lead to the conclusion ‘ there is fire iere.”  This
‘third cognition’ is what has been called ‘ ParamarsSa’ or * de-
duction ’; and in as much as this is the dircct ‘ Instrument ’ of in-
ferential cognition, it is called ‘ Anwumana * or ‘ Inference ;—the
resultant inferential cognition being in the form ‘ therefore there is
fire in this mountain.’ ‘

“ Question :—How is it that the very first cognition of smoke
that one has in the kitchen, does not bring about the inference
of fire ?”

The reason for this lies in the fact that at that time the invariable
concomitance (of firc and smoke) is not duly apprehended ; and
inference appears only after. the invariable concomitance has been
apprehended.

‘ In that case, when once the invariable concomitance has been
apprehended, the fire in the kitchen itself should become an objact
of inference.”
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.By no means ; because in the kitchen the fire is actually seen ;
and there is no doubt with regard to its presence ; while an object
of inference is always one with regard to whose presence there is
some doubt, This is what has been declared by the author
of the Bhasya (on St. L. i. 1.) in the following words :—* Réasoh-
ing operates neither towards the unknown nor towards tl}a.t
which is definitely known, but only towards the doubtful.’

“ When a man has just reached the mountain, as soon as he hds
the cognition of smoke, why is he not, at once, led to the inference
of fire ? At that moment, the doubt with regard to the presence
of fire is certainly present ; in as much as there' are no dlstmct
evidences available cither for its presence or absence.””

Truc ; but, just as the man who has not apprehended the inva-
riable concomitance has no inferential cognition, so also one who,
after having apprehended the invariable concomitance, happens
to forget it ; because the remembrance of invariable concomitance also
is a necessary factor in the accomplishing of inference. What
happens in the case of actual inference is that on seeing the smoke
(in the mountain), the memory being aroused, the man remempbers
the invariable concomitance (of firc and smoke)—in the form of the
proposition ‘ wherever there is smoke there is fire, as in the kitchen’ ;
thus then, the cognition oi smoke that follows after the perception
of smoke and the remembrance of its invariable concomitance,
is its third cognition,—in the form ‘there is smoke here (ip the
mountain)’ ; and it is only this last ‘ third cognition,’ and no other
cognition, that leads directly to the infercntial cognition of. fire ;
it is this again which is called * Anumana’ and * Lingaparamarsa’
or ‘ deduction of the probans.’” For these reasons we conclude that
InYerence or Anumana is the ‘ deduction of the probans.’

" Inference is of two kinds—(1) ‘ Svartha,’ ‘ for one's own 'sa.l_tg,'.
.and (2) ° Parartha, ‘for the sake of others” The former ‘is
that which serves the purpose of bringing conviction ‘to
ore’s own self; eg., when a man has himself seen the sméke
in the kitchen and has apprehended its mva.rla.ble conoémlt-
ance with fire ;—if he happens to go near a mountain and Sees an
unbroken sky-kissing line of smoke issuing from it’; this percepﬁon
of smoke arouses his memory, whereby he remembers the invari-
able concomitance, in the form ‘ wherever there is smoke there is

3



18 TaArRkABHASA OR EXPOSITION OF REasoNING ~ {§I

fire '; after this comes his cognition ‘here in the mountain also
there is smoke ’; and this leads him to the conviction ‘therefore
there is fire also here in the mountain ’; this inference thus having
its sole end in the bringing of conviction to the man himself. When
on the other hand, a man having himself inferred, in the above
manner, the presence of fire, wishes to carry conviction to another
person ; and for this purpose, puts forward the full syllogism with
its five ‘members’ or propositions,—the resulting inference is
called ‘ Parartha,’ 1. e., ‘ for the purpose of carrying conviction to
another person.” This syllogism is in the following form :— (1) This
mountain contains fire ;—(2) because it contains smoke ;—(3) all
that contains smoke contains fire, e.g., the kitchen ;—(4) this moun-
tain contains smoke ; —(5) therefore this mountain contains fire.’
By means of this syllogism, containing as it does the five proposi-
tions representing the statement of the desired conclusion’ and
the other four ‘ members’ or ‘ factors’ (of syllogism),—by means
of which five propositions the probans comes to be represented in
five forms,—the other person (to whom the syllogism is addressed)
becomes convinced of the presence of fire ; and it is for this reason
that this inference is called ‘ Parartha,” ‘for the sake of another

person.’

In the above syllogism, the presence of fire in the mountain is
what is sought to be proved by the inference, and is called on that
account, the ‘ s@dhya,’” the ‘ probandum’ ‘ that which is to be pro-
ved ’ ; and the presence of smoke is the ‘ reason,” called ‘ hetu,’ the
‘ probans’. The probans, in this case, is of the ‘ positive-negative’
kind, in as much as between this (and the probandum) the invariable
eoncomitance is both positive and negative ; that is to say, we have
the positive concomitance in the form ‘ wherever there is smoke
there is fire, as in the kitchen,” —in as much as in the kitchen we
have the presence of both smoke and fire; similarly we have
also a megative concomitance in the form ‘ where there is no fire
there is no smoke, as in the lake,’—this being called ‘ negative con-
comitanée,’ in as much as in the lake, we have the concomitance of
the absence of both smoke and fire.’ The peculiar feature in the
magative concomitance is that which, in the positive concomitance,
is the pervaded (i.., the.less extensive),—the negation of that
becomes the pervader (the more extensive) in the negative concomit-
ance ; while that which is the pervader in the posttive concomitance,
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the negation of that becomes the pervaded in the negative concomit-
ance. This is what has been expressed in the following verses :—

‘ The pervaded and pervasive character of two positive entities
(taken as related) becomes subverted in the case of the negations
of those entities.” (Kumdrila’s $lokavartika, * Anumana,’ 121).

‘In the case of a positive inference, the probans is the pervaded
(less extensive) and the probandum the pervader (the‘more exten-
sive) ; and the negation of the probans becomes the pervader, while,
the negation of the probandum becomes the pervaded.’

¢ (In the statement of invariable concomitance) it is the pervaded
that should be mentioned first ; and then the pervader ; and it is
only when the invariable concomitance is thus stated that it be-
comes clearly discernible in its true form,’

Thus then we have seen that in the case of ‘presence
of smoke’ being the probans, we have the positive as well as the
negative invariable concomitance : but in the actual presenting of
the syllogism, it is only the concomitanee in the positive form
that is stated ; and this is due to the fact that the purpose of
the speaker is fulfilled by the statement of one only (which makes
the statement of the other superfluous) ; and the one that is stated
is in the positive form, because that is the straighter or simpler of
the two ; and that which can be accomplished by the simpler
method, for the accomplishment of that it would not be right to
have recourse to the more complicated method : and the non-
statement of the negative concomitance is not due to the absence
of such concomitance. Thus then, we conclude that the probans,
in the shape of the presence of smoke, is of the ‘ positive-negative ’
kihd. To the same class belong also such other probans as the
character of being a product and so forth, which are brought
forward to prove the probandum in the shape of ‘ non-eternality ’
and so on,

There are some probans that are purely ‘ negative ’; for instance
when the presence of breathing is put forward as the probans or
reason to prove the presence of soul ; the syllogism being presented
in the following form :—* The living body has a soul, because it
breathes—that which has no soul does not breathe, as for example~—
the jar, —this living body is not so (i.e., it does not not-breathe)
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—therefore it must have a soul.” Here the presence ot soul in the
living body is the probandum, and the presence of breathing is the
probans ; and this probans is of the purely ‘ negative ’ kind ; because
there is no positive concomitance between the two ; in as much as
the positive concomitance could only be in the form ‘that which
breathes has a soul ’; but in support of this we could cite no corro-
borative instance (the mention of which is a necessary factor in all
invaridble concomitance); and the reason for this absence of a
corroborative instance lies in the fact that all living bodies are
included in the ‘subject’ of the syllogism (and hence no *living
body ’ is left that could be cited as the instance). All definitions
of things should be regardcd as a probans of the ‘ negative ’ kind ;
for instance , when earth is defined as that which possesses smell,
this may be stated in the form of the following syllogism :—* The
thing in question must be regarded as Earth, because it possesses
smell,—that which is not regarded as Earili docs not posscss smell,
e.gi water.” Similarly, when we define Pramana as the ‘instru-
ment of right cognition,” we may state this in the form of the syllo-
gism—* Sense-perception and the rest must be regarded as Pramana,
—because they are instruments of right cognition,—that which is
not regarded as Pramana is not the instrument of right cognition,
—e.g., wrong Sense-perception,—the real Sensc-perception is not
what is not the instrument of right cognition—therefore it must
be regarded as Pramana.’ If the concomitance in this case
were to be stated in the positive form, it could only be in the form
—*that which is the instrument of right cognition is always re-
garded as Pramana’; but for this we could have no corroborative
instance ;—all Pramanas being included in the ‘subject.” What
is the probandum here is the being regarded as Pramana, and not the
betng Pramana ; because the Pramana being synonymous with * in-
strument of right cognition,” if it were the probandum, the probans
and the probandum would become identical ; and the probans would
become open to the fallacy known as equality with the probandum.’
We have thus described the probans of the * negative’ kind.

Some probans are of the purely ‘ positive’ kind. For instance,
}{\e syllogism—* Sound is predicable because it is knowable,
éver is knowable is predicable e.g., the jar,—sound is knowable,
therefore it must be predicable,’—the predicability of sound is
'ﬁ‘he probandum, and its knowabzhly is the probans. This probans is

wh
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purely ‘ positlive ’ or universally affirmative ; because the negative
concomitance could be stated only in the form—‘ that which is not
predicable is not knowable ’; but in this case we could have no corro-
borative instance ; in as much as there is no such thing as is not
predicable ; specially as in all cases it is only a well-known thing
that can be cited as instance ; and every one of such things is found
to be both * predicable * and ‘ knowable.’

Of these three kinds of probans,—wiz., the * pusitive-negative
the ‘purely negetive’ and the ‘ purely positive '—that which is
of the ‘ positive-negative ’ kind can establish its probandum, only
when it is endowed by all the five qualifications, and not when
it is wanting in even one of these. Thesc five qualifications are as
follows :—(1) the probans must subsist in the ‘subject’; (2) it
must subsist in something in which the presence of the probandum
is fully recognised ; (3) it should be ever apart from all such things
in which the probandum is known not to subsist ; (4) its object
should be one that is never liable to being sublated or contradicted
and (5) it should not be liable to be met and counteracted by an-
other probans to the contrary. All these five qualifications are
found to be present in all such prodans as ‘ the presence of smoke ’
and the like ; for instance, (1) the smoke is present in the mountain
whicl is the subject ; (2) it exists in the kitchen, where the presence
of the probandum ° fire’ is definitely recognised; (3) it is never
present in any such place as the lake, where the probandum, fire,
is known never to subsist ; (4) its object is never liable to being con-
tradicted ; because its object is the probandum, * presence of fire ;
and this presence of fire is not found to be sublated or contradict-
ed by any valid means of knowledge ; (5) similarly, the probans
“ presence of smoke ’ is not liable to be met and counteracted by
another probans to the contrary; in as much as the  probans to
the contrary’ is that which establishes a conclusion contrary to
the original probandum ; and as a matter of fact no such probans
is found in the case of the ‘ presence of smoke’ (establishing the
presence of fire). Thus then we find that all the five qualifications
are present in the probans, ‘ presence of smoke,” which for this
reason, is accepted as tha.t which proves or establishes ‘ the

presence of fire.’ ey

That the fire (probandum) is preéé’nt i the ‘subject’ (the
mountain) is proved by the ,Qwehce of the probans (smoke) in
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this latter ; and thus in all Inferences, there are two factors—the
tnvariable concomitance and the character of subsisting in the * subject’
[both belonging to the probans]. From out of these two, what the
invariable concomitance proves is the probandum in its gencral form ;
while what the character of subsisting in the ‘ subject’ proves is a
particular feature of the probandusm, in the shape of its being re-
lated to the ‘ subject ’; for instance, ‘ the presence of smoke’ in the
mountain proves that the fire also is related to (i.e., exists in) the
mountain. If this particular feature of the probandum were not
proved by the character of the probans subsisting in the ‘ subject,’
then,—in as much as the mere probandum in its general form will
have been already established by the ‘invariable cancomitance,’
there would be no need for the other steps in the inferential piocess.

As was seen to be the case with the presence of smoke, so is the
case with all positive-negative probanms; all these can operate as
true ‘ probans’ only if endowed with the above-mentioned five
qualifications. Tailing in this, they become mere semblances of
the true ‘ probans,” and not the true probans.

As for the ‘ purely positive * probans, this establishes its proban-
dum, when endowed with four of the above five qualifications ; as
in this case it is not possible for the probans to be * ever apart from
that in which the probandum is known not to subsist ’; for the sim-
ple reason that there is no sach thing in which the probandum is
known not to subsisi.

As regards the purely negative probams, this also is endowed
with only four qualifications ; because in this case it is not possible
for the probans to subsist in something in which the presence of the
probandum is fully recognised ; for the simple reason that therc is
no such thing in which the probandum is known to subsist,

“What do you mean by the words Paksa, Sapaksa and
Vipaksa 2"

That object in regard to which the presence of the probandum is
doubtful, is called the Paksa or ‘subject ’; e.g., in the inference of
fire from smoke in the mountain, the mountain is the ‘ Paksa ’.
The Sapaksa is that object in which the presence of the probandum
is fully and definitely recognised ; ¢.g., in the above inférence, the
kitchen. The ‘ Vipaksa’ is that object in which it is well known
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that the probandum does not subsist ; e.g., the lake, in reference to
the same inference.

Thus have been described all the three kinds of probans, the
positive-negative,’ the ‘ purely positive’ and the ‘purely nega-
tive." Those that are other than these are not true probans ; they
are mere ‘ semblances of the probans’ or ‘ Fallacious Reasons’

(Hetvabhasas).

‘The Fallacious Reasons’ are of the following five kinds :—(1)
The ‘ Asiddha, ‘unproven or unknown’; (2) the ‘ Viruddha,
‘ contradictory ’; (3) the ‘ Anaskantika,” ‘ Inconclusive’; (4) the
Prakarapasama, * stultified or neutralised ’; and (5) the Kalatya-
yapadista,” ‘Belated or annulled.’

(1) The ‘ Unproven Probans ’ is that with regard to which there
is no certainty as to its being a true probans. This is of three kinds,
—(a) That which has an unknown subject (A$rayasiddha) ; eg., in
the syllogism * the sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus, like the
lotus in the tank,” the ‘ sky-lotus’ is the subject of the ‘ character
of being lotus * (which is the intended probans); and there being
no such thing in existence, the probans is one whose receptable is
unknown. (b) That whose very form is not known (Svarépasiddha) ;
e.g., in the syllogism, ‘ sound is transitory, because it is visible by
the eye, like the jar,’-—‘ visibility ’ is the intended probans ; and
in as much as sound is audible, and never wvisible, the probans is
one whose very form is not known. (¢) That which has its in-
variable concomitance not known or ascertarned (Vyapyatvisiddha) ;
this is of two kinds—-the first is that which is due to the absence of
any evidence for the required invariable concomitance; and the
oiher is due to the presence of ‘accidents’; an exa.mple of the
former we have in the sylloglsm—— sound is m.omenta.ry, because
it is an entxty,—every entity is momentary, e.g., the mass of
clouds ’; as we have no proof for the invariable concomitance of
MOmentariness and the character of being an entity, we do not
include this fallacy under that ¢ Vydpyatvasiddha,” whose fallacious-
ness is due to the presence of ‘ vitiating accidents,” because, such
including would imply (on our part) the acceptance of the view
that Sound is momentary ; as this regarding of the fallaciousness
in this manner would only mean that the ‘momnientariness’ in
question is due to causes other than that of being an entity;
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An example of this fallacy as due to the presence of ‘ acciden:s’
we have in the syllogism—*the killing of animals occurring in
sacrifices is sinful, because it is killing, like any other killing apart
from sacrifices ’; in connection with this it has to te torne in mind
that what makes the killing “sinful* is not its character of killing
but its being prohibited in the scriptures ; and this something else
to which the character in question (the predicate of ‘the conclusion)
is due is called the ‘accident’. The ‘accident’ (in regard to a
syllogism) has been defined as ‘that which, while pervading the
probandum (i.e., having the probandum invariebly concomitant
with itself), does not pervade the probans’; and this definition is
‘applicable to the character of being prohibited (taken in relation to
the aforesaid syllogism); inasmuch as prohibitedness pervades
sinfulness ; 1.e., whatever is sinful is always something that is pro-
hibited ; and yet the same character does not pervade the probans
—‘being killing,” inasmuch as it is not true that all killing is prohi-
bited ; as the killing in connection with sacrificial performances is
not prohibited. Thus then, inasmuch as the character of being killing
is made (in the syllogism) dependent upon the invariable con-
comitance of something elsc (i.e., character of being prombited),—
the syllogism becomes open to the fallacy of ‘ having its invariable
concomitance not duly known or ascertained.’

(2). The Contradictory Probams is that which is pervaded by
the contrary of the probandum,—i.e., with which the contrary of
the probandum is invariably concomitant. For ‘instance, in the
syllogism—* sound is eternal, because it is a product, like the
soul,’—the character of being a product, which. is the probans, is per-
vaded by ‘ non-eternality ® which is the contrary of ‘eternality,’
the probandum ; inasmuch as it is a well-known fact that whatever
is @ product is nom-eternal ; and thus ‘ being a produet’ becomés,
(in this syllogism) a contradictory probans. -

-,(3). . The Inconclusive Probans is that which is found to be
fallible or anemalous. This is of two kinds :—(4) That anoma-
lous Probans which is {00 wide, and (b) that which is.Zco narrvow
(unique). The ‘ too wide ’ is that which subsists in that in which
the probandum is known to be present, as well as in that in which
the probandum is known to be absent; e.g., in the syllogism—
‘sound is eterpal, because it is knowable, like the Akasa,’—the
probans is ‘ knowability '; and it is found to subsist in things efernal



Pramanas ) ANALOGY, 25

as well as non-eternal (i.e., things in which eternality, the proban-
dum, is present, and also the things in which it is absent). The
‘ too narrow ’ probans is that which subsists neither in that wherein
the probandum is known to be present, nor in that wherein the
probandum is known to be absent ; e.g., in the syllogism—* the earth
is eternal, because it is odorous,’—we have odorousness’ as the
porbans ; and this subsisting in the earth alone, cannot subsist in
any other eternal or non-eternal things.

(4) The ‘ Neutralised Probans’ is that in whose case it is
found that there is available another probans which proves the
contrary of the probandum of the former ; e.g., in case of the syllo-
gism—‘sound is non-eternal, because it is devoid of properties
belonging to eternal things’; it is found that another syllogism is
available, in the form— sound is eternal because it is devoid
of properties belonging to non-eternal things,’—which proves a
conclusion directly contrary to the conclusion of the former
syllogism. This fallacy has also been called ‘ Satpratipaksa.’

(3) The ‘Annulled Probans’ is that the contradictory of
whose probandum is known to be present in the °subject,’
by means of other (and more authoritative and trustworthy) means
of knowledge ; this fallacious probans also being called ‘ Badhita ’;
an example of this we have in the syllogism—' fire is not hot,
because it is a product, like water ’; here it is found that ‘ the cha-
racter of being a product ’ is the probans ; and this has been put
forward to prove the absence of heat in fire ; but the presence of heat
in fire is known by means of Tactile Sense-perception (which is
more trustworthy than Inference).

Thus has Inference been explained.

Analogy.

Upamana, ‘ Analogy,” is the cognition of a certain body or
thing as similar to another thing, the cow {for instance,~—
such cognition being helped by the remembrance of an indicative
declaration (bearing upon the subject). As for example, the man
from the city, not knowing what the gavaya is, hears from a certain
forester the declaration that ‘the gavayae is similar to the caw’;
subsequently, going to the forest, if he happens to remember that
declaration, and at the same time sees an animal resembling the
cow,—there appears in him the cognition of this animal as being

4
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similar to the cow, which cognition is helped by his remembrance
of the atoresaid indicative declaration ; and this cognition is called
‘ Upamana’ ‘ Analogy’, inasmuch as it is the means or instrument
of < Upamiti,” * Analogical Cognition’; this ‘analogical cognition’
consists in the cognition of the relation of name-and-named tetween
the word (‘gavaya’ for instancc) and the thing named by it
(the animal gavaya ); the cognition, in this particular case,
appearing in the form ‘this thing is named gavaya’. This same
analogical cognition is the result of Analogy. This Analogy has
béen regarded as an independent Pramana or Instrument of Right
Knowledge ; because it brings about a right cognition that cannot
be brought about by Sense-perception or Inference.

Thus has Analogy been explained.

. Word. ’

“ Sabda’ or Word’ (as a Pramana) consists in the assertion
of a trustworthy person. - A trustworthy person’ is onc who
speaks of things as they really exist; and ‘assertion’ or
“sentence ' is the collection of such words as arc dependent upon
(or.in nced of) one anpther, arc cndowed with the capability of
being construed together, and are in clos¢ juxta-position to one
another. It is in view of this definition of ‘sentence’ that such
words as ‘ cow—horsc—man—elephant ’ are not regerded as a
“sentence,” inasmuch as there is no ‘ mutual necd,” or ‘ dependence’
among the words ; similarly the collection of such words ‘ agnina
sifichet” (‘ spray with fire’) is not regarded as a ‘ sentence,” because
the two words are not capable of being construed together ; that
is to say, what the instrumental ending in the word ‘agnina’
denotes is the snstrumentality of firc towards the ‘ spraying’; but as
a matter of fact, the firc is not possessed of the capability of acting
as,the instrument of spraying (which can be donc with water only),
and. thus there bemg no capability, in the fire and in the spraying-
of belng related.to each other in the relation of cause and effect,
the words ‘ spray with fire * is not rega.rdcd as a ‘ sentence.” Simi-
larly also the words * bring the cow,” are not regarded as 2 ‘sen-
tence,” when each of them is pronounced at distant intervals of
time, being scparated by periods of three hours or more ; and the
reason for this is that, even though the words are ‘interdepend-
ent,’ and even though they are endowed with the capability of
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being construed together, yet they are not in close juxteposition,
Thus then, a real ‘sentence’ is that which is made up of such words
as arc interdependent, capable of being construed together and in
close juxtaposition; e.g., the words—* Jyotistomena Svargakamo
Yajeta [‘one desirous of attaining heaven should perform the
Jyotistoma sacrifice,’]—or, ‘ Naditire Phalani Santi’ [‘there are
fruits on the river-bank ’],—or, lastly the aforeseid words * Gam-
dnaya’ [ bring the cow '] when pronounced in close succession.

An objection is raised :—‘ Even in such sentences (as ‘ Naditire
Phalani Santi’, the ‘mutual nced’ that we find is not among the words,
but among the ¢hings denoted by them ; that is to say, the fruit
(denoted by the word ‘ Phalani’) is something that needs 2 sub-
stratum, and the river-bank being such a substiratum, we have the
‘need ” of the fruit for the river-bank. In reality, however, if we
ponder over the matter we find that there is no mutual need among
the things cither ; because ‘nieed’ (Akanksa), being a form of desire,
can subsist only in conscious or sensate beings.,”

Truc ; but what occurs is that when 2 man heats certain words
pronounced, and knows the things denoted by them, these things,
being thus known, produce in the mind of the man a feeling of
mutual nced or interdependence among themselves; and being
thus productive of the notion of ‘mutual need,’ the things are
spoken of as ‘ interdependent ’; and indirectly through the things,
the words cxpressive of them also come to be spoken of 2s “inter-
dependent.”  Or, it may be that the words themselves, having
denoted the things, produce in the mind of the person, a feeling of
the “need” of other things; and thereby the words come te be
spoken of as ‘ interdependent.’

The ‘ juxtaposition ’ of woids consists of their being uttervu by
onc and the same man, without much delay (in the utterance of the
several words) ; and thisis among the words themselves directly,
and not through the things denoted by them.

Thus then, the final definition of the ‘sentence’ may be thus
stated :—The sentence is the collection of such words as are in
closc juxtaposition,—are expressive of things capeble of being inter-
related,—and produce, through the denotation of things, a feeling,
in the mind of the person hearing them uttered, of either the words
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themselves standing in need of other woids, or of the things denoted
by the words standing-in need of those denoted by other words.

A Word again is a collection or group of letters, and the
‘ collection’ or ‘group’ is not real, but ideal,~i.e., the letters
are regarded as forming a ‘group’ only because they are con-
ceived of as such ; the number of letters falling under one concep-
tion being regarded as one ‘ group’. When a word is pronounced,
the letters appear one after the other; and as each is quickly
destroyed, there is no possibility of the hearer perceiving, at any
one moment, more than one letter ; hence what happens is that
having, in due succession, heard each of the preceding letters, when
he hears the last letter of the word, there is produced in his mind
by the auditory organ, the idea of the whole word,-this idea objecti-
fying both what actually exists at the time (the last letter) and what
is no-longer existent (the preceding letters) ; and the production of
this idea by the auditory organ is due to the fact that the ear, aided
by the impression of-each of the preceding letters, comes into direct
contact with the last letter, and is further helped by the notion
(that may be present in the mind) of what is expressed by the
component factors of the word. The auditory organ is able to bring
about such a cognition, by reason of the peculiar efficiency of its
auxiliaries ; just as we find to be the case with Recognition, in the
perception whercof, the previous condition, even though past, yet
appears in the perception of the present (by the force of impres-
sions and such auxiliaries). In the same manner, the idea of one
whole sentence, objectifying more than one word, is brought about
by the ear-organ, in contact with the last word, and aided by the
impressions left by the perceptions of the preceding words, and
also by the notion of what is expressed by the words.

When the above-defined ‘ Sentence ’ is uttered by a trustworthy
person it becomes what we called the ‘ Word ' regarded (as an
instrument of vight cognition.) The result of this instrument is the
knowledge of what is meant by the sentence. And this ‘Instru-
ment of Right Cognition’ is available in ordinary parlance, as well
as in the Veda ; in regard to ordinary parlance, however, there is
this peculiarity that only some, and not all, speakers are ‘ trust-
worthy ’; and hence it is only a few of such sentences, only those
uttered by trustworthy persons, that are ‘Instruments of Right
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cognition.” In the Veda, on the other hand, every one of the
sentences is the work of God, who is supremely trustworthy ; and
hence all Vedic sentences, being the ‘ utterances of a trustworthy
person,” are ‘ instruments of right cognition.”*

The four Instruments of Right Cognition have been described.
We do not admit of any other such Instruments ; of those postula-
ted by others, those that are valid and real, are included in these
four.

An objection is raised :—* Arthdpaiti or Presumption also
is a distinct Instrument of Right Cognition; when one per-
ceives a certain fact which, on the face of it appears incongruous
or inconsistent, the assumption of that which removes the incon-
gruity, or explains the inconsistency, constitutes what has been
called ‘ Presumption.’ For instance, when it is either seen or heard
that Devadatta is fat, and yet he docs not eat during the day,
(there is an inconsistency, for removing which) the fact of his eat-
ing at night is presumed ; because for one who does not cat during
the day, it is not possible to be fat, unless he eat at night ; hence
the only ‘instrument for the right knowing of the fact of his eat-
ing at night, consists in the ‘ Presumption ’ based upon the incon-
sistency of the fatness ; and this must be regarded as distinct from
Sense-perception and the other ‘ Instruments of Right Cognition,
inasmuch as what is cognised by the said presumption cannot be
cognised by any of those Instruments of Cognition.”

This is not right ; because the fact of eating at night is cognised
by means of Inference; the inference being in this form :—‘this
Devadatta eats at night,—because he is fat, though he does not cat
dvring the day,—one who does not cat at night is never fat if he
does not eat during the day,—as for instance, the man whom
we find to be not fat, if he does not cat either during the day or at
night ;—this person is fat and eats not during the day,—therefore

*At this point there is a long digression in one of the manuscripts, dealing
with the question of the existence of God. The commentary has not
touched upon this passage; nor is this the right place for the discussion,
which, if the author wished to include it in his work, would be more in place,
under the treatment of ‘ Atman’ later on. We therefore omit this long
passage in the translation.
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he cannot be non-eating at night.” Thus we find that the night-
eating is cognised by means of a universal negative Inference ; for
what purpose then should we assume another * Instrument of Cog-
nition ’ in the shapc of * Presumption *?

A further objection is raised :—‘ Negation must be a distinct
¢ Instrument of Right Cognition ’; its postulating being necessary
for the purpose of the cognising of the absence of things. For
instance, the absence of the jar is ascertained by the non-perception
of the jar ; 2and ‘ non-perception ’ is only the negation of perception ;
hence it is by means of Negation that the absence of the jar is
cognised.”

This also is not right ; because the absence of the jar is actually
cognised by Sense-perception as aided by the non-perception (of
the jar) and the reasoning embodied in the form, ‘if the jar had
existed here, it would have been perceived, in the same menner as
the spot is perceived.’

“ But, as matter of fact, the Scnse-organs can apprehend only
such things as are in contect with them ; as in 2all cases of Percep-
tion what happens is that the Sensc-organs illumine (or render
cognisable) the object only after it reaches (comes into contact
with) it ;—and thet this is so, is proved by the fact that it is an
instrument of cognition like light ; or the agrument may be stated
thus:—¢ the Ear and the Eye are illuminative of their objects
only on reaching their objects,—becausec they are external
organs,—like the organ of touch,’ the fact that the organ
of touch comes into actual contact with the object it
apprchends is admitted by all parties. There is, however,
no rclation between Absence and the Sense-organs; Conjunctjon
and Inherence are the only two relations, and neither of these is
possible (between Absence and the Sensc-organs) ; because in the
first place, it is only between two substances that there is Con-
junction, and Absence is not a substance ; and as for Inherence
(there being no inseparable relation between the two, no Inherance)
is possible. As for the relationship of the gqualification and the
qualified, this cannot be regared as a ‘ relation’ ; because itis not
one subsisting in two things distinct from itself; a ‘relation’ is
always distinct from the two things related ; and is one only, while
subsisting in both of those things. As for example, the Conjunc-
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tion of the drum and the stick; this Conjunction is something
totally different from the drum and the stick, and is one while
subsisting in both the drum and the stick. The relation between the
Qualification and the Qualified is not of this character ; because the
relation between the man and the stick he carries is that of the
Qualification and the Quelified; 2and this is not distinct from the man
and the stick ; inasmuch as the character of Qualification belonging
1o the stick is not something distinct from itself ; nor is this qualificd-
ness of the man distinct from the man ; both being identical with
the forms of the two things (the stick and the man) respectively.
Similarly in the case of Negation, or Absence, also, it must be the
qualification as well as the gualified ; as it is not possible for sub-
stance or any other category to subsist in Negation. Consequently
the character of ‘ qualification’ as belonging to ihe Negation must
consist in its own form, which consists in its capability of bringing
about a cognition {ainted witl itself; and this is not something
distinct from the Negation (and thus the relationship is not differ-
ent from the members related).  Similar arguments may be urged
against the postuleting of such relationships as those of the Perva-
der and the Pervadetl, the cause and ¢ffect, and so forth.  Tor instance,
the pervasiveness (charecter of jerveding) as subsisting in the
fire is nothing more than that particular form of the fire itsclf
which consists in its capability of bringing akout the idea of some-
thing concomitant with it ; similarly the character of the Cause
also, as subsisting in the Yarns, is only that which is con-
comitant, both positively and negatively, with the cffect (Cloth) ;
and it is not something different {rom the Yarns themseclves. In
the same manncr, while Negation also is Loth the pervader and the
Cause, there is no possibility of such character being any such
thing (other than Negation itsclf) as Generality and the like.  Thus
then we find that the relation of the Qualification and the Qualified
is neither distinct from the things related ; nor docs it subsist in
both the members related ; because it is only the character of
Qualification that subsists in the Qualification ; and the character
of the Qualified does not subsist in it ; and similarly in the Qualified
also, it is only the character of the Qualificd that subsists, and not
the character of the Qualification. Then again, in the compound
‘ ViSesyaviSesanabhava’ (by which the relation is sought 1o be
named), the word ‘ bhava’ (‘ character ’) appearing after the copu-
ative compound ‘ VisesyaviSesana ' could not be construed with
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each of the two members of that compound, if the ‘ bhava’ were
only one ; hence the word hes to be repeated ; whereby we have two
characters—(1) that of the qualification, denoted by the word
‘ Visesanabhdva’ and (2) that of the quelified, denoted by the
word ‘ Viesyabhava ’; while the relation is one only ; consequently
there can be no such relation as VidesanaviSesyabhava.! Similerly
there can be no such. relations as ‘ Vyapyavyapakbhava’ (that of
the Pervader and the Pervaded), and the like. Then as regards
the actual application, in usage, of the name ‘relation’ to these
(Visesanavishesyabhava, &c.)—this must be regarded as an indirect
or figurative application, due to this similarity that, like the real
relation, these so-called relations also are cognisable only through
the cognition of the two members concerned. Thus then the
upshot of all this is that Negation or Absence, cannot be perccived
by the Sense-organs, being as it is, incapable of any relation (with-
out which the Sense-organs cannot operate).”

(Reply)—True ; but the law that ‘the Sense-organs apprehend
only such things as are related to them,’ is true only with regard
to the perception of positive things ; by virtue of which, when the
senses apprehend a positive object, they can do so only when the ob-
ject is related to them; this law however does not apply to the appre-
hension of negative entities,—the apprchension whereof is brought
about by the senses, only through the relation of qualification and
qualified. As for the objection that,—‘it the senses apprehended
things not related to them (e.g., negation), then they would appre-
hend anything and everything’,—this is refuted by pointing out
that what is held is that the senses apprehend only such negation
or absence as qualify a definite object (and not any negation at
random) ; and this is the case with the view of the opponent also
[inasmuch as even though, according to him the 4 bsence is cognisa-
ble by means of Negation as an instrument of knowledge, it can be
cognised only as the qualification of something definite]. And if
there are objections to this, they would be applicable to both views
equally ; and such objections, for that reason, should not be put
forward by either of the two disputants.

In connection with the Instruments of Right Cognition we
proceed to consider the following matter— In most cases,
when the man has cognised the water, and has assured himself of
the validity of his cognition, he proceeds to take up the water ;
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but in some cases, the mere suspicion or doubtful knowledge of the
presence of water leads the man to proceed to take up the water ;
and it is only after e has found the weter to be actually present
that he becomes assured of the validity of his original cognition.
Such arc the facts ; and upon these some people opine as follows :—
“Inall cases , the man proceeds to activity after having previously
ascertained the validity of his cognilion; in as much as the validity
of cognitions is sell-evident wnd self-cssured. That is to say,
whenever & man hs o certein cognition, at that same time he also
recognises the velidity of that cognition ; the apprehender of the
validity of the cognition notl Leing different from the apprehender
of the cognition itself ; and it is this independence of any apprehend-
er other than that of the cognition iself that constitutes the ‘self-
sufficiency ” of the validity of the cognition. There is no doubt
that the cognition itsell is apprehended before the activity ; for, if
it were not so, wherefore could there arise any doubt as to its
validity or otherwise 7 Certainly, until the object of the doubt
has been cognised, the doubt cannot arise.  Thus then, the Cogni-
tion itself being-already apprehended by the instrumentality of
Presumption based upon the impossibility of ils apprehendedness
(except on such, apprehension) the validity of that cognition comes
to be apprehended by means of Presumption; and thereupon
follows the action of the man  And it is not true that at first
the cognition alone 15 apprehended, and 1ts validity is apprehend-
ed only alter the rvesultant activity of the man leads to his
attaining the object of that cognition ”

In answer to the above we argue as follows :—We do not
admit that the Cognition is apprchended by the instrumen-
telity of the Presumption based upon the impossibility of its appre-
hendedness (except on such apprehension) as has beendeclared above;
we are all the further away from admitting that the validity is also
apprehended by Presumption. To explain: what our opponent
means may be stated thus :—'* As soon as onc has the cognition
of the jar, there is recognised the apprehendedness of the cognition,
in the notion expressed in the words ‘ the jar is cognised by me’ ;
and from this it is inferred that when the cognition is produced,
there is produced in it a certain property in the shape of appre-
hendedness ; and in as much as this apprehendedness had not been

produced before the cognition,—and is produced upon the pro-
S
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duction or appearance of the cognition,—the natural conclusion
pointed to by these positive and negative premises is that ‘the
apprehendedness is produced by the cognition.” And thus, this
property named apprehendedness, produced by cognition, is not
possible without the cognition,—the appearance of effect being
not possible without the cause ; and by means of the Presumption
bascd upon this, the apprehendedness indicates its own cause or
source, in the shape of the cognition.”

[This, we hold, is not right ; because Apprehcndedness is nothing
apart from the chatacter of being the object of cognition. |

The opponent retorts--*“ The jar is said to be the ‘object of cogni-
tion ” only in virtuc of its being the substratum ot the apprehended-
ness produced by the cognition. Because the said objectivaly (of
the jar) cannot be of the pature of identity ; no identity leing
possible between the jur and the cognition, of which onc is the
object (visaya) and the other the subject (visaymm). 1f the “objecti-
vity * consisted in the fact of the cognition being produced from
{or proceeding from) it, then that objectivity would belong to the
Sense-organs and such other sources from which cognition is pro-
duced. This leads us to the inference that by the cognition there
has been produced in the jar something whereby that jar alone,
and nothing clse, becomes the object of that cognition,—(and this
something is what we call apprehendedness). 1t is in this manner
that the apprehendedness 1s proved not only by direct Sense-per-
ception, but also by Presumption based upon the impossibility of
the said objectivity.”

This is not right, we reply.  Because, as a matter of fact, the
objective and subjective characters proceed from the very natuie of
things ; that is to say, there is a natural peculiarity in the object
and its cognition, by vittue of which one is the object and another
the subject in relation to the other. It this were not so, then no
objectivity could belong to past and future things, as it is not pos-
sible for any apprehendedness being produced in these by cognition ;
in as much as it is not possible for a property to be produced in an
object that does not exist at the time (and apprefendedness is only
a property). Then again, in as much as the apprehendedness also,
in its turn, would be the object of its own cognition, that would
necessitate the assumption of another appreiiendedness, and thus
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there would be no end to the number of apprehendedness thus
assumed. I, in order to avoeid this, the objectivity ol the appre-
hendedness were held to be something inborn in itself, independ-
ent of any further apprehendadness,- -then the  seme might be ad-
mitted with regard to the jar and such other things also ; what
then would be the necessity of assnming any apprehendedness ot
all 2 Even if (for the sake of argument) we admit of such a thing
as apprehendedness,~—cven in that case, the cognition would be indi-
cated by mere apprehendedness in general ; while its validity would
be indicated by a particular form of apprehendedness,— thot form
which is in consonance with the cognition of the instrument of
right cognition ; and such being the case, how can the validity of
the cognition be held to be apprehended by the apprehender of the
cognition itself 2 If there were some such peculiar apprehended-
ness, In consonance with the cognition of the instrument of right
cognition, by which the cognition and its validity were both appre-
hended simultancously ;—-then the same might be said with re-
gard to invalidity also , namely, that there is some such peculiar
apprehendedness in consonance with the cognition of the instrument
ot invalid cognition, by virtue of which this cognition and invalidity
are both apprehendad simultaneously ; and thus the invalidity ot
the cognition also might be regarded as celt-cvidenced. If, even
in face of this, the fnvalidity of the cognition be held to be’due
to extianeous circumstances, then its validity also should be due
to extraneous circumstances,——that is to say, apprehended by means
other than that which apprehends the cognition. It is for these
reasons that we hold that the cognition is apprehended by Sense«
perception obtained through the agency of the mind, while its
validity is apptehended by means of Inference ; for instance, when
the man secking for water has the cognition (or perception) of water,
the exertion that he puts forth is either fruilful or not frustful ; of
these the fruitful exertion is called * samartha’ or “ fit,” * capable ’;
and it is through the fruitfulness of the exertion that the validity
of the cognition (exciting that exertion) is inferred ; the inferential
‘wilogism appearing in the following form :— ‘the cognition of
water in question is valid,—because it gives risc to fruitful exertion,
—_that which is not valid never gives rise to fruitful exertion :—
as for cxample, the invalid cognition ’. this is based on the universal
negative premiss (‘ that which is not valid never gives rise to fruit-
ful exertion)’; the ‘subject’ of the syllogism is that cognition of
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water which gives rise to fruitful exertion ; and the ‘ probandum ' is
the validity of that cognition; whet is meent by the ‘ velidity’ (pra-
manya) of the cognition in this cese is the fect of its being in due
consonance with its real object,— and not the character of being
the instrument of right cognition ; &s if it meant the lotter, then the
syllogism would become follacious; in view of Remembrence,
which, while giving rise to fruiuful excrtion (end thus fulfilling the
conditions of the probans, 1s et the instrument ol right cognition,
and thus fails in reference to the probandum). The probans of
the syllogism is the ‘ character of giving rise to fruitful exertion.’
The validity of the cognition, after it has become rightly effective
(by giving tisc to fruitful exertion), being thus ascertained hy means
of the above Inference, we are led to infer, on the strength of the
analogy of this cognition of water, the validty also of similar cogni-
tions of water, even before they have given rise to any cxertion,
and thereby proved themsclves to be rightly effective,~—this
inference being based upon the fact of these latier cognitions being
similar on all points to the previous cognition ; and this inference
is based upon positive-negative premises.  Thus then, we conclude
that the validits of cogrations 1s apprehended by means other than
those whereby the cognitions themscelves are apprehended.

* All the four Instruments of Right Cognition Kes'ava has ex-
plained, ,for the comprehension of youthful learners in accordance
with the &astras, indicating in bricf the mamn arguments bearing
upon the subject.’

SecTION II.
§2 PRAMEYAS : OBJECTS OF COGNITION.

The Instruments of Right Cognition have been described ; we
now proceed to describe the Oljects of cognition On  this
point we have the cphoriem (Naaya-satra, 1. 1. g)—* (1) the
Soul, (2) the Body, (3) the Scnse-orgens, (4) the Objects or Cate-
gories, (5) Apprchenslon, (0) the Mind, (7) Activity,(8) Defects,
(9) Rebirth, (10) Resuliant Experience, (11) Pain and (12) Release,
~—are the objects of cognition.'
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(1) Of these the Soul is that which belongs to the genus ‘Soul '—
i.e., that which is possessed of the generic character of the ¢ Soul.’
This Soul is something distinct from the body, the Sense-organs
and other things ; it is differcnt with cach body, it is cternal and
omnipresent. It is perceptible by the mind. When there is any
diversity of opinion as to the Soul being perceptible by the mind,
it may be inferred through the presence of such peculior qualities
o the Intellect and the like  The whole inferential process involved
may be explained as follows :—Intellect and the rest must be re-
garded as gualifies—because, like colour, they are transient and
perceptible by a single Sense-organ ; and as @ matter of fact, the
Quality must subsist in some substance ; now Intellect amd the
rest canmot be the quelities of material substances,—because they
are perceptible by the mind,—and the qualitics of material sub-
stances are never perceived by the mind, ¢ g, colour and the rest ;
nor again could they be qualities of Space, Time or Mind,—because
they are what have been called “specific qualities,—and Number
and such other qualities of Space, Time and Mind are not * specific
qualities,” beine, os they are common to all substances ; that Intel-
lect and the rest are “specific qualities ” is proved by the fact that
while they are qualities, they are each perceived by a single sense-
organ ; like Colour, &c.; and for this reason they cannot be the
qualities of Space, Time and Mind ; for these reasons the sul-
stratum of Intellect, &e., must be a substance other than the
aforesaid eight (the five material substances and Space, Time and
Mind) ; and this ninth substance is nonc¢ other than the Soul.
This inferential process may be stated in the form of the following
formal purely negative syllogism :— Intellect, &c., must subsist
in a substance other than the cight substances, Earth, &c.—be-
cause while not subsisting in these, they are qualities,—that which
does not subsist in a substance other than the eight substances is
never found to be a quality that does not subsist in the eight sub-
stances,—e g, Colour and the rest ;" or it may be stated in the form
of the following mixed, or positive-negative, Syllogism :—* Intellect
end the rest must subsist in a substance other than the eight sub-
stences, Earth and the rest,—because they are qualities, and do
not subsist in these eight substances,—that which docs not subsist
in one thing subsists in things other than that thing,— e.g., sound
which does'not subsist in Earth, Water, &c., subsists in Akasa
which is 4 substance other than the Earth, &c.,—in the same
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manner, Intellect and the rest subsist in a substance other than the
cight substances, Forth and the rest” It is in this manner that
the Soul becomes established as the ninth substance, the substra-
tum of the qualitics of Intellect and the rest  And this Soul must
be omnipresent, in as much as its effects (i.e., the effects of the merit
and demerit acquired by the Soul) are found to be present every-
where ; by ‘ omnipresence ” we mean the largest dimension.  Being
omnipresent, the Soul must be cternal ; like the Akasa It must
be regarded as different in each body ; because we find that the ex-
periences of pleasures, pain, &, vary in different bodies.

(2) That ultimate composite which lorms the receptecle ot the
Soul’s experiences is the Body. By ‘expericnce ” we mean the
perception or fecling of pleasure or pain ; and these are produced in
the Soul only when the Soul is possessed of (characterised by) a
certain accessory ; and this accessory being the receptacle of the
experiences, is the Body. Or we may define the Body as the
substratum of activity ; “activity * consisting not in mere motion,
butin action tending to the acquiring of the good or desirable and
the abandoning of the evil or undesirable.

(3) That which is in contact with the body, 15 the instrument
of cognition and is itsclf imperceptible by the scnses,—is the
Sense-organ. I the Semse-organ were defined only as that which
15 imperceptible by the senses,---this would nclude Time, &c. also,
—hence we have added the qualification “ that which is the instru-
ment of cognition.” Even with this qualification, the definition
would be applicable to the contact of the Sense-organ with the per-
ceived object , hence we have added the further qualification that
‘it is in contact with the body.” If we define it simply as that
which is in contact with the body and is the instrument of cogni-
tion,—cven such things as Light and the like would have to be re-
garded as ‘ Sense-organs’, hence we have added the qualification
that it is imperceptible by the Sense-organs. The number of these
Sense-organs is six :—The Olfactory, the Gustatory, the Ocular,
the Tactile, the Auditory and the Mental. Of these, the Olfactory
argan is that which brings about the apprehension of smell ; and
is located in the tip of the nose ; this organ is of the Earth, because
it js odorous, like the jar ; that it is odorous is proved by the fact
that (it apprehends odour; because it is a well-recognised fact
that) from among the five qualities—Colour, Taste, Odour, Touch
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and Sound, -that quality which the Sense-organ apprehends be-
longs to that Sense-organ; as we find in the case of the Ocular
organ, the eye, which, apprehending colour, is itself coloured.
The Gustatory organis that which brings about the apprehension
of taste, and is (located at the tip ot the tongue; it is of) the
Water, because it has taste; that it has taste is proved by
the fact that from among colour and the rest it manifests taste
only, like the saliva.  The Ocular organ is that which brings about
the apprehension of colour ; it is located within the black pupil of
the eve; it is ot the Light, because trom among colour and the
rest, it manifests colour only, like the lamp. The Tactile organ
is that which brings about the apprehension of touch ; it exists all
over the body ; it is of the Air, because from among colour and the
rest, it manifests touch only, like the wind proceeding from the
fan, which manifests, or renders perceptible, the cool touch of the
water attaching to the body. The Auditory organ is that which
brings about the apprehension of sound : it is nothing else but
Akasa as limited by the tympanum , that it is Akasa s proved by
the fact that it is possessed ot the quality of sound ; and that sound
15 4 quality of this organ is proved by the fact that it apprehends
sound ; it peing o well-recognised Jaw that from among colour and
the rest, that quality which 1s manifested by a certein organ be-
longs to that organ; as we find in the casc of the Ocular organ
which apprehends colour, and is itself coloured ; hence being
the apprehender of sound, the Auditory organ, must have sound
for its quality

The Mental organ is that which brings about the apprehension
ot pleasure, &c. ; it is atomic and located within the heart.

“ What is the proof for the existence ot these Sense-organs 2”

Inference alone aftords the requisite proot,—wiz., “The appre-
hensionof Colour, &c., must be brought about by some instrument,
—becausc they are zu,ttom —like the action ot cutting.” [And it
is these ¢ instruments ’ that constitute the Sense-organs. 1

(4) The six categories constitute the “objects.” The six cate-
gories are- -Substance, Quality, Action, Community, Specific Indi-
viduality and Inherence. Though the * Instruments of Right Cog-
nition ’ and the other * prameyas’ are all included under these six,
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yet they have been enunciated separately for a definite purpose.
Of these six categories, the Substance is that which is the constitu-
ent or material cause of things,—or that which is the substratum
of qualitics. The substances are nine in number : Earth, Water,
Light, Air, Akasa, Time, Space, Soul and Mind.

Of these, Earth is that which possesses the generic character of
¢ Earth ’; consisting of .. peculiar conglomeration of particles, which
constitute its hardness, sofiness, &e. It exists in the form of the
Olfactory organ, the bodies (of animals), lump of cluy, stone, trees
and so forth; it is endowed with the qualitics of colour, taste,
odour, touch, number, dimension, separateness, conjunction, disjun-
ction, priority, posteriority, gravity, fluidity and momentum It
is of two kinds—ecternal and transitory; Earth in the form of
atoms is eternal ; and that in the form of the varibus composite
products is transitory Of both these kinds of earth, the colour,
taste, odo ur and touch are evancscent ; being brought about by
the application of heat ; as a matter of fuct, when heat is applied
to carthy substances, their previous colour, &c., are destroyed,
and fresh ones are produced.

Water is that which is possessed of the generic character of
water ’; existing in the forms of the Gustatory organ, the bodies
aqueous béings, rivers, occans, snow, hail and the like ; it is cn-

d()WLd with 2ll the qualities belonging 1o Earth, with the exception
of odour, and with the addition ot viscidity. Water also is eternal
and transitory ; the colour, &c., of the eternal watery substances
are cternal ; and those in the transitory ones are evanescent.

Light is that which is possessed of the generic character of ‘ light ’
existing in the forms of the eye, the bodics (of fiery beings), the
Sun, gold, fire, lightning and so forth ; it is possessed of the quali-
ties of colour, touch, number, dimension, separateness, conjunction,
disjunction, nearncss, remoteness, fluidity and momentum ; the
eternelity 2nd non-eternality of this are as before (in the case of
Earth, etc.). It is of four kinds—(I) havnig colour and touch both
manifested ; (2) having both colour and touch unmenifested ; (3)
having colour unmanifested 2nd touch manifested ; and (4) having
its colour manifested and touch unmanifested. The light that has
colour and touch manifested is in the form of the light of the Sun,
&c., and also in masses of fire ; the Gold is light with its colour and
toach manifested but suppressed ; if its colour were not manifested
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it could not be visible ; and if its touch were not manifested, it
could not be perceived by touch ; the suppression of its colour and’
touch is done by the homogencous colour and touch belonging to
the earth-particles (mixed up in the gold). The light that has its
colour and touch unmanifested is in the form of the Ocular organ,
That having its colour unmanifested but touch manifested is in the
form of the light latent in heated water. Lasily, that having its
colour manifested and touch unmanifested is in the form of the
circle of light emanating from the lamp.

Air is that which is possessed of the general character of ¢ Air ’;
it exists in the form of the Tactile organ, the air breathed in, and
so forth ; it is endowed with the qualities of touch, number, dimen-
sion, separateness, conjunction, disjunction, nearness, remoteness
and velocity. It is interred from the feclings of touch, &c. TFor
instance, when the wind blows, we feel a touch which is neither hot
nor cold, this touch being a quality which cannat subsist witheut a
substance ; and hence the touch, when felt leads to the inference
of the substance to which that touch belongs ; and this substance is
none other than Air ; because no earth is found to be present ; and:
apart frory Air and Earth the touch, ‘which is neither hot nor cold,
cannot subsist. Air alse is of two kinds—eternal and non-eternal :
the eternal air being in the form of atoms, and the non- ctcrnal in
the form of the various composite products. .

We now proceed to describe the processes of the production and
destruction of the composite substances or products of the four
substances described above. When two atoms arc active, they
combine ; and from this combination is the Diad formed ; of this
Diad, the two atoms form the constituent cause : and the conjunc-
tion of the atoms forms the non-material cause ; and such agencies
as the ‘ Unseen Agency ’ (or Fate) and the life form the efficient or
Instrumental cause. When there is an activity among three diads,
and they combine in consequence, there appears the Triad ; of which
the Diads form the constituent cause, and the other two as above.
Similarly with four Triads the Quartette is formed ; with: four’
Quartettes another more gross substance, and so on and on to the
grossest substance ; upto the Great Earth, the Great Water, the
Great Light, and the Great Air. The colour and other qualities in
the products are produced out of the qualities of their respective

6
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constituent particles, in virtue of the law that the qualities of the
cause produce the qualities of the product. After the product,
the jar for instance endowed with colour and such other properties
has been brought into existence, at some time o1 the other, there
appears an activity among the component parts of the jar,—this
activity being due cither to a push or to a stroke ; this activity
brings about a disjunction among the particles ; which disjunction
brings about the destruction of the conjunction that keeps the
composite substance intact and is its non-material cause ; and 1t is
thus that the composite jar comes to be destroyed. This shows
how an object is destroyed on the destruction of that non-material
cause which keeps the object. In some cases the object is destroy-
ed by the destruction of its material cause ; as for instance, when
the time fo1 the dissolution of the Earth, &c., arrives, there appears
in the mind of God the desire to dissolve the world ; whercupon,
there appears an activity among the atoms composing the Diad ;
this activity brings about a disjunction or disruption which des-
troys this conjunction, from which results the destruction of the
Diad ; and the Diad being destroyed, there follows the destruction
of the Triad, duc to the destruction of the Diad which forms its
substratum ; and so on, 1t goes till ultimately the entire Earth 1s
destroyed. Another instance of the destruction of an object by
the destruction of its material cause we have in the destruction of
the cloth brought about by the destruction of its component yarns.
The destruction of the colour and other qualities of the products is
due to the destruction of the products themselves, which form the
substratum of those qualitics. In some cases however, while the
substratum, the object, remains intact, one quality may be destroy-
ed by the appearance of other contrary qualities ; ¢.g., by baking,
the dark colour of the jar is destroyed (by appearance of the red

colour).

“ What is the proof for the existence of the Atom ?’

We proceed to explain the evidence that we have for the exis-
tence of the Atom. In the rays of the sun seen through the net-
work of the spider’s web, we perceive extremely fine specks of dust ;
this grain of dust, we argue, must be a product composed of finer
particles,—because it is a product,—like the jar ;—those finer
pa.rj:jc}e;si again must be regarded as products,—because of the la )
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that the component particles of a gross composite must themselves
be products ; carrying this same reesoning a few steps downwards,
we come ultimately to the particles in the form of Diads ; this Diad
in its turn, we argue, must be the product of still finer perticles,—
because it is 2 product,—like the jor , and it is this particle compo-
sing the Diad that is called the © Atom ’; end this is not a compo-
site product.

“In view of the universel character of the law that the compo-
nent of & composite product must itself be @ composite product,
how can the Atom which is the competent particle of the compo-
site Diad be regarded as not o composite product ?”

We accept the Atom as indivisible,—.c., not 2 compesite pro-
duct,—because otherwise (if we did not stop «t some point in the
series) we would be lended on the absurdity of having to postulate
an infinite serics of products ; and the inevitable result of this
would be thet, all things being equally composed of infinite com-
ponent particles, the mountain Meru and the grain of rapeseed
would come to be regerded as of equal dimension.  For this reason
the Atom must be regarded ~s indivisible,— and not a composite
product. The Diad is composed of fwo atoms ; because 2 single
atom cannot be productive ; 2and there is nothing to prove that the
Diad contains three or more atoms. The Triad is composed of
three diads ; because o single diad cannot be productive ; and if it
were composed of only two Diads, then it could not become endow-
ed with that larger or grosser dimemsion which is the distinctive
feature of all products (as compared with their component parti-
cles) ; because this grosser dimension of the product is due either
to the gross dimension of the component particle, or to the nume-
rousness of the component particles ; and inasmuch 2s no gross
dimension belongs to the Diad (which is the component perticle of
the Triad, which is subtle inits dimension), the gross dimension of
Triad must be attributed to the latter cause,—i.e., Lo the numerous-
ness of the component Diads ; which proves thot the number of
Diads in a Triad must be three or more ; and es there is nothing ti
show that the number is more than three, we conclude that the
grass dimension of the Triad must be due to the presence of three

diads.



44 TARKABHASA OR EXPOSITION OF REASONING [§=

The Akasa is that which is the substratum of the distinctive
quality of Sound ; and it is endowed with the qualities of sound,
number, dimension, separateness, conjunction and disjunction. It
is one only, all-pervading and eternal ; its presence is indicated b
Sound.

- “TIn what way do you prove the fact that the presence of Akasa
is indicated by sound ?”

We prove it by means of the reasoning per * parigesa ’; the subs
sistence of a certain quality in a number of things being suspected,
when the impossibility of such subsistence in some of those things
is proved, the notion that we have of the quality subsisting in the
remaining things is what is called ‘ parisesa’ ; thus, in the case in
question, we argue that Sound is a specific quality, because while
possessing a gencric character, it is perceptible by us by means of
a single sense-organ ; e.g., colour and the rest ;—being a quality it
must subsist in a substance —it cannot subsist in Earth, Water,
Light, Air, or Soul, —because it is perceptible by the Auditory
organ ;—those qualitics that subsist in these latter substances re
not perceptible by the Auditory organ,—as we find in the case of
the qualities of colour and the like —and sound is perecived Ly
the auditory organ [therefore it cannot subist in Earth end the
rest] }—nor can sound be the quality of Space, Time and Mind,—
because it is a specific quality [and none of those three are possessed
of any specific qualitics ]; for these reasons the substonce in which
sound subsists as the quality must be one that is distinct from these
eight ; and this can be no other than Akasa. The Akasa is one
only ; there is no proof for its diversity ; and all that is needed is
explicable by a single Akasa. Because Akdga is ome only, there
subsists in 1t no such generality as ‘ AkaSatva’; as a diversity of
individuals is a necessary element in all generalitics, all generality
subsisting in more than one individual. The Akasa is all-perva-
ding,—i.c., possessed of the largest dimension ; this teing sl own by
the fact that its effect is found everywhere. And finally, being
all-pervading, it is Eternal.

Time also is inferred from the notions of nearness and re-
smoteness which are contrary to those pertaining to Space ;*

' * The mearness and remoteness due to Space is not brought about by the
» méovements of the sun ; while those pertaining to Time are brought about by
the Sun’s mcvements.
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it is endowed with the qualities of number, dimensions, separate-
ness, conjunction and disjunction ; it is one and all-pervading.

“In what way is Time inferred from the nearness and remote-
ness contrary to that pertaining to Space ?”’

When an old man is near us,—though on account of his proxi-
mity to us he is capable of being spoken of as #near, yet the notion
that he actually gives rise to is that of remoteness from us ; converse-
ly, wheh a young man is at a distance from us,—even though thisg
fact of his being at a distance renders him liable to be spoken of
as yemote, yet the notion that he actually gives rise to is that of
nearness. [What happens in these cases is that the man who is
near us in space is remote in point of time, and vice versa). Now, these
nations of nearness and remoteness, contrary to those pertaining ta
Space, being effects, must have a causc; this cause cannot be
Space or any other substance ; and hence what is the cause of this
effect is Time, whose existence is inferred from the said effects.

v
'

Though Time is in real.ity one only, vet through certain condi-
tions in the shape of gresent, past and future actions, it comes to
bear the names of ‘ present ’ ‘ past ’ and future ’; exactly in the
same manner as one and the same man, through certain conditions
in the shape of the actions of cooking, reading and the like comes
to be known as a ‘cook ’ ‘reader ’ and the like. The eternality
and all-pervadingness of Time are to be explained in the same
manner as before (in the case of Akasa).

Space, whose existence is inferred from those notions
of nearness and remoteness that are contrary to similar
notions pertaining to Time, is one, eternal and all-pervading ; it is
endowed with the qualities of number, dimension, separateness,
conjunction and disjunction. It is inferred from such notions as
those of ‘ East * and the like as these notions can have no other
cause save Space ; inasmuch as in every other way the thing re-
mains the same, whether it be located in the east or in the west.
Though Space is one only, yet it comes to be named ‘ East,” * West ’
and the rest, through certain circumstamces in the form of the
contact of the Sun with various places.
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The Soul is that which possesses the generic character of * Soul ’;
it is difterent in each body, inasmuch as pleasure and pain,
&c., in each body are entirely distinct from those in the
other. The qualities that belong to it are, the five beginning
with Number, as also the nine specific qualities, beginning with
knowledge or intellection. This alse is eternal and all-pervading
as the substances before mentioned.

The Mind is that which is possessed of the generic character
of ‘mind ’; it is atomic, is in contact with the Soul and is
the internal orgen, being the organ through which pleasure,
pain, etc., are éxp(:rlcnced ; it is eternal ; endowed with the eight
qualities beginning with Number. It is through contact of this
mind that the cxternal sense-organs apprehend their respective
objects ; ard it is on this account that the mind is regarded as the
organ leading to all perception. The mind itself, however, is not
perceptible ; it can be only mferred ; the inference being expressed
in the following terms :—The apprchensions of pleasure, &c., must
be due to an organ other than the Ocular and the rest,—because
those apprehensions are found to appear also where the Ocular and
other organs arc not present,—and it is a well recognised law that
when a thing is produced in the absence of enother thing, it must
have for its cause somcthing other than this latter thing ; as we
find in the case of the action of cooking, which, being produced in
the absence of the axe, hes for its cause, fire and such other things, °
which are different from the axe ;—and this other organ (that
brings about the apprehension of pleasure, &c,.) is the mind ; and
it is an organ totally different from the Ocular and other organs ;
and it is atomic.

The Substances have been described ; we proceed to describe the
Qualities. Quality is defined as that which is endowed with gene-
ric character, is the non-material cause of things, and is not of the
nature of motion ; and it always subsists in substences. The
qualities are twenty-four in number :—Colour, Taste, Cdour,
Touch, Number, Dimension, Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunc-
tion, Nearness, Remoleness, Gravity, Fluidity, Viscidity, Sound,
Knowledge, Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, Effort, Merit, Demerit
and Faculty. -
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Of these qualities, Colour is the specific quality, perceptible
by the Ocular organ only ; it subsists in Earth, Water and Light ;
it is of various kinds, white and the rest. In carthy substances,
Colour is produced by the application of heat; and
(hence) 1t is 1n these substances alone that colour is transient ; in
the atoms of Water and Light it is eternal ; but in the composite
aqueous and luminous products it is transient. The colour in
luminous substances is bright-white, and 1s not due to the appl-
cation of heat ; and in aqueous substances also 1t 1s of the same
kind, except that in these it is not bright.

Taste is the specific quality perceptible by the Gustatory organ ;
it subsists in Earth and Water ; in the earthy substances it 1s pro-
duced by the application of heat, and is of six kinds—sweet, acid,
saltish, pungent, astringent and bitter ; 1n aqueous substances, 1t
15 sweet only, not produced by the application of heat, and is both
cternal and transient ; cternal in the water-atoms, and transient
in the composite aqueous products.

Odour is the specific quality perceived by the Olfactory organ :
1t subsists in Earth alone ; and is always transient. Iti1s of two
kinds—good and bad. The odour that 1s generally found in water
and other substances 1s due to the presence of earth-particles
mixed up with the water, w1 which earth-particles subsists the
odour that is perceived.

Touch is the specific quality perceived by the Tactile organ ; 1t
subsists in Earth, Water, Light and Awr. It 15 of three kinds—cool
hot and neither hot nor cool ; it is cool in Water, kot in Light ;
and neither hot nor cool 1 Earth and Air. It is in the Earth
alone that it is transient ; it 1s cternal in the atoms of Water,
Light and Air; but transcient in the composite products of
these latter. The above four qualities—Colour, Taste, Odour
and Touch—Dbecome perceptible only when they are manifested,
and that also in such substances as are endowed with sufficiently
large dimensions.

Number is a gencral (or common) quality (as opposed to the
specific qualities), and lorms the basis of the ordinary notions of
‘unity,” ‘ duality,” &c. It extends from ane to the parardha (which



48 TarRkABHASA OR EXPOSITION OF REAsoNING [§2

is the highest conceivable number). It is eternal in eternal sub-
stances, and transient in transient substances ; in the latter case,
it is produced by unities in the object in which it inheres. Duality
is always transient ; being produced as it is, by the distinctive
unitary conceptions in the form of ‘this is one unit’ and ‘that
is another,’ that we have with reference to two objects ; for ‘ dua-
lity ’ thus there are two constituent causes, in the shape of the two
objects ; while its non-constituent cause are the two unities, while
the distinctive unitary conception is the cfficient cause. Duality
is destroyed by the destruction of the distinctive unitary concep-
tions, As is the case with the potion of ‘ two,’ so it is with those
of ‘ three ’ and the other numbers,

Dimension is the specific cause of all notions of measure-
ment or size. Itis of four kinds—small, large, long and
short. The dimension of “the product is due to number, dimen-
sion and aggregation ; for instance, the dimension of the Diad,
being produced by the distinctive unitary conceptions that God
has with reference to the two atoms composing (the Diad, is due
to the number ; that is to say, it is produced) by the number of
the component atoms ; the Dimension of the Triad is produced
by the multiplicity of numbers inhering in the Diads composing it ;
but the dimension of all products, from the Quartette downwards,
is produced by the dimension of their component particles (their
constituent causes) ; and lastly, the dimension of the bale of cotton
is due to the aggregation, or loose conglomeration, of its compo-
nent layers (which are its constituent cause). The samil dimension
of the atom, as well as the large dimension of Akasa, is eternal,

Separateness is the peculiar causc of the notion of one thing
being separate from another. It is of two kinds—(x) single sepa-
rateness and (z) double, triple separateness, &c. ; the former when
subisting in eternal substance, is cternal ; a.nd it is transient
when subsisting in transient substances ; and the double separate-
ness, &c., are always transierit.

Conjunction is the quality that serves as the peculiar cause of
the notion of one object being in contact with another. It sub-
sists in two substances, and never pcrvades over its entire sub-
strates. 1t is of three kinds—(r) due to the ac’cion of any one of
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its two substrates ; (2) due to the action of both its substrates s
and (3)due to another conjunction. To the first class belongs the
conjunction of the moving kite with the unmoving pillar,—of this
conjunction the action, (moving) of the kite is the non-constituent
cause ;—to the second class belongs the impact or collision of two.
wrestlers ;—and to the third class belongs the contact between,
the effect and what is not an effect,—this contact being brought
about by the conjuncffon of what is the cause with what is not the
cause ; as for example, the conjunction between the body and the
tree brought about by the conjunction between the hand and the
tree [where the hand is the constituent cause of the body; while
the tree is not its own cause], o

Disjunction also is the basis of the notion of one thmg bemg dns
joined from another. This also is of three kinds—(x) due to the
action of one of the two members ; (2) duc to the action of both
mempbers ; and (3) due to another disjunction. To the first class
belongs the disjunction of the kite from the mountain on which
it was resting,—this disjunction bemg due to the flying away of;
the bird ; to the second class belongs the disjunction or separation
of two wrestlers ; and to the third class belongs the dls]unctlon of
the body from the tree followmg upon the disjunction of the hand
from the t1ee,

\
o [

Remoteness and Nearness (or Priority and Posteriority) are the
peculiar causes of the notion of ‘remote’ and ‘near.’ They are
of two kinds, ‘pertaining to space and pertaining to'time. We
proceed first to excplain the appearance of those pertaining to
space :—When two objects are placed on_ the same side of. the
observer, the quality of Nearness is produced’in the object which
is closer to him by the conjunction of the ob]ect with' the partl-
cular point in spa.ce that it occuples,—-—t}us conjunctlon bemg
aided in this by ' the notion in the ‘mind of thé man of tha.t
object being closer {o him than the other one; and when a
similar conjunction ‘of the ~other object is aided by the notion
of the other object being 'further:teénloved from ‘the mndan, it
produces, the quality of Remofeness in that object whieh is further
removed. The proximity of the ob]ect to .the . obsewer cgns1sts
in the comparatively smaller number of contacts wzth spgoe—polnts
between that object and the body of the man.; e,gd conversely. the

7
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distance of the other object consists in the comparatively larger
number of such contacts.

We next describe the appearance of the qualities of Nearness
and Remoteness as pertaining to Time., When two persons, one
of whom is younger than the other, are located in uncertain
places the quality of Nearness is prodyced in the younger
person, by the conjunction of the body of that person with
the particular point in time, — this conjunction being aided
by the notion that the body has had contact with fewer time-
points ; and similarly the quality of Remoteness is produced in
the older person, by a conjunction of that person, when aided by
the notion of his body having had contact with a larger number
of time-points.

Gravity is the non-constituent cause of the first step in the
falling of a substance: it subsists in Earth and Water only.
In regard to this quality it has been declared that the falling
of a substance is due to its gravity, when there is nothing in
the shape of conjunction, velocity or effort (to prevent such
falling).

Fluidity 1s the non-constituent cause of the first step in
the process of flowing ; it subsists in Earth, Light and Water.
In such earthy substances as Butter, &c., and in such luminous
substances as Gold and the rest,—the Fluidity 1s caused, being
brought about by the application of heat ; in water on the other
hand, 1t is natural,

Viscidity is smoothness; it subsists in Water only ; it is
brought about in the product by rcason of a like quality in
the cause or component particles of that product: and like
gravity, &c. it is coeval with the substance in which it sub-
sists.

Sound is the quality apprehended by the auditory organ :
it is the specific quality belonging to Akdsa.

“In what manner can sound be said to be apprehended
by the Auditory Organ, when, as a matter of fact, it is pro-
duced at the place occupied by the drum (for instance), while
the organ is at the place occupied by the man ?”
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True; but the sound produced at the place of the drum
produces another sound in close proximity to it,—either in
the form of water-ripples, where one ripple sets up another in-
close proximity to itself, or in the manner of the filaments
of the Kadamba flower, where the central carpel shoots off
the filaments in all directions,—and the ripples being thus
set up one after the other, till onc sound-rippl: happens
to be produced in the regions of the Auditory Organ; and
it is this last ripple and not either those in the middle or at
the other extremity, that becomes apprehended by the Organ.
In the same manner, when a piece of bamboo is cleft in
twain, the sound produced at the point of the cleaving sets up
sound-ripples till the last ripple produced in the regions of
the Auditory Organ becomes apprchended by that organ ; then
as regards the ordinary belief ‘I have heard the sound of the
drusm’ (in the sense of the sound being produced in the regions
of the drum},—this must be regarded as a misconception,

In the production of the sound of the drum, the non-consti-
tuent cause is the contact of the drum and the stick with which
it is struck ; similarly in the productin of the chui-chui sound
accompanying the cleaving of the bamboo, the non-constituent
cause is the disjunction between the cleft parts of the bamboo
and the Akasa ; and the effiiient cause is the disjunction between
the two cleft picces of the bamboo. Thus then we find that, at
the first step, sound is produced cither by conjunction or by
disjunction ; while at the intermediate and at the last step, this
has sound alone for its non-constituent cause, and favourable air-
currents for its efficient cause ; this is what has been declared
in the VaiseSika-Sutra (2-2-31 )—* Sound is produced by con.
junction, by disjunction and by souud.’ The constituent cause
of all sounds, however, is Akasa itself. Sound, like action and
knowledge, continues to exist for three moments of time. The
first and the intermediate sounds are destroyed by the sound-
wave next to itself ; while with regard to the last and the last
but one it would seem that they are destroyed by each other,
like the two-wrestlers of the story, named ‘Sunda’ and
‘ Upasunda ’ ;—-but this would be scarcely right ; because by
hypothesis, the last but one should continue to exist for three
moments ; and as such it would exist only till the second
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moment of the last sound ; and so not existing at the third
moment of the latter, it could not bring about this destruction ;
for this reason it has been held that the last sound is destroyed
by the destruction of the last but one sound.

That sound is destructible is proved by inference: the in-
ference being  stated in the following form:—Sound is transicnt,
—-because while belonging to a gencrality (or genus), it is appre-
hended by our external sense-organ,—like the jar’; herein the
probandum, or what is proved, is the fact of sound being a
transient : and what is meant by a thing being {fransient is
that it has a form that is liable to destruction; it does not
mean that it has a being or existence that is liable to destruction ;
because if it meant this latter, then there could be no transient
character in Prior Negation, which has no being at all (and
is yet regarded as #ramsient) ; and the probans that proves the
conlcusion is the fact of sound bg]onging to a-generality and being
apprehended by an external sense-organ: if we had said simply
“apprehended by the sense-organ, * then the reasoning would apply
to the soul also (which is appreherded by the organ of the
mind); hence we have said ‘ apprehended by our external sense-
organ;’ similarly if we had said simply ‘appiechended by
external sense-organ,’ then, it would applv to the afom and
such other ordinarily imperceptible things that are ‘apprehended
by the external sensc-organs’ of the Yogm ; hence we have
said ‘apprchended by our external sense-organs,’

‘“ What proof is there for the existence of such persons as
the- Yogin ? '

The proof, we reply, lies in the following reasoning:—The
atoms must be perceptible by some one, because they are
knowable like the jar.

Even with all these qulifications, the above reasoning (in proof
of the destructibility of sound) would apply to Generalities ;
hence with a view to exclude these, we have added the quali-
fication, while belonging.to a generality ’ ; and it is well known
that the threc categories—GQGenerality, Specific Individuality and
JInherence—are antirely devoid of generality,
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Knowledge consists in the manifestation of objects. 1t is
eternal as well as transient ; the knowledge of God is cternal ;
that of all others is transient.

Pleasure is gartification, and is recognised by all souls as
something desirable.

Pain is suffering ; and is recognised by all souls as something
undesirable.

Desire is attachment,
Aversion is anger or sorcness,
Effort is energy or exertion.

The six qualities— Knowledge, Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion
and Effort—are perceptible by the mind.

Merit and Demerit are the specific causes of pleasure and
pain respectively. Even though imperceptible, these two are
known through Scriptures, and also by mcans of Inference, the
Inference being in this form—The body and other things be-
longing to Devadatta are the cffects of some specific qualily be-
longing to Devadatta, because while being effects they are the
means by which Dcvadatta’s cxperiences are  brought about,
like any other object obtained by the man's cfforts. And the
specific quality by which these, body and other things, are
brought about is known under the names of ‘ dharma’ and ‘ adha-
rma’ or ‘ merit and demerit’; because such other specific qualities
as effort and the rest arc not capable of ‘ bringing about * such
products as the Body and the like.

Faculty is of three kinds—Velocity, Impression and Elasti-
city. Of these, Velocity subsists in Earth, Water, Light and
Air; and it is the cause of action (motion). The Faculty in
the form of Impression subsists in the soul only : and being the
product of cognition, becomes the cause of remembrance ; it 1s
only when the Impression is aroused that it becomes the cause
of remembrance ; and the arousing or excitement of the Impress-
ion consists in its obtaining the necessary auxilliary ; the auxilli-
aries of Impression appear in the form of the perception of
similar things and so forth. This is what has been thus declar-
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ed—‘What arouse the cause of remembrance are similarity, unseen
agency and constant thought.” Elasticity subsists only in certain
tangible substances ; it is that quality which makes the bow
and such other things revert to their original shape after their
shape has been temporarily altered.

All the qualitics from Knowledge down to Demecrit, along
with Impresssion, constitute the specific qualities of the soul.

We have described the Qualitics, and proceed to describe
Actions. - Action consists of motion ; like Qualities it subsists
in Substances only ; it co-exists with that limited dimension
of substances which has been called ‘corporeality’; and
through disjunction it becomes the cause of the destruction
of the conjuuction of its substratc with one point in space,
and also of the appearance of its conjunction with another
point. This is of five kinds— throwing upward , throwing down-
ward, contracting , expanding and going ; Revolving and such other
actions are all included in going.

Samanya or Generality is the basis of all comprehensive
notions ; it subsists in Substances, Qualitics and Actions ; it is
eternal, one only, but pervading over many things. This is
of two kinds— higher and lower. The highest or summum genus
is *Being ’, which includes many things ; it is a pure generality
inasmuch as it forms the basis of comprechensive notion only,
The lower gencralities,—in the shape of ‘substance’ and the
rest, are so called, because they include only a few things ; and
these are gemeralities as well as individualities, inasmuch as they
form the basis of comprehensive as well as exclusive notions,

On this subject some people hold that there is no gene-
rality or genus apart from indivifuals. But against this view
we urge the following considerations:—If there were no genus,
what would be the basis for that comprehensive notion, of
oneness that we have with regard to many different indi-
vidual substances, in the absence of some such entity as
pervades over all these? It is that which forms the basis of
this comprehensive notion what we call ‘Generality.’

“The comprehensive notion of diverse individuals may be explain-
ed on the basis of the negation of things other than those cognised,
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[ 4. e. all indlvidual cows are spoken of as cow, on the
basis of all of them equally agreeing in being the negation of
the non-cow, i.e., the negation of all animals—the horse and
the rest—other than the cow ;and thus the one comprehensive
notion that we have of all cows would be based upon this
negation of the non-cow, and not on any generality or genus]”

This is not right, we reply; because the comprehensive
notion that we have is in the positive form, and not in
the negative (as it would be if it were based upon negation.)

The Specific Individuality is eternal, and subsists in cternal
substances only ; it always torms the basis of exclusive noti-
ons only. The eternal substances (in which these snbsist) are
Akasa, Time, Space, Soul and Mind, as also the atoms of
Earth, Water, Light and Air.

Inherence is the relation subsisting between things that
are never found apart from one another,—those, that is, that
are usually inseparable. This has alrcady been explained.

Against this the Bauddha raises an objections—“It has
been asserted thatthe whole and its parts being inseparable,
the relation subsisting between them is ‘Inherence.” This
however is not right, because the whole has no existence apart
from the parts—i.e., the whnle is nothing different from the parts;
for instance, the jar is nothing more than the component atoms
themselves combining in that particular form. [ And the jar
being the same as the component atoms, we cannot speak of
any relation between them; as all relation subsists between
two different things,].”

To the above, we offer the following reply:—That the jar
is one and gross is a judgment that is obtained directly by
Sense-perception ; and this judgment cannot apply to the
component atoms, which are many, and ol gross, and not
perceptible by the senses (which latter circumstance makes
them totally incapable of forming objects of any judgment
based directly on sense-perception). It might be argued that
the aforesaid judgment (in regard to the jar) is wrong. But
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there is no evidence for regarding it as such ; there being no
sublation of it by means of any subsequent judgment.

We have described the six categories, Substance and the rest;all
these appear as objects of positive conceptions; and as such are all
in the form of entities, We now proceed to describe the seventh
category of Negation. which, being the object of negative concept-
ions only, is ot the form of non-entity,

In brief, Negation is of two kinds—‘Relative’ or Ordinary
Negation, and Mutual Negotion. Ordinary Negation again is
of three kinds—Prior Negation, Destructive Negation and
Absolute Negation. Before the effect is produced, there is
negation of that effect in its cause; it is this negation of
the effect in its efficient cause that is called *Prior Negation ’;
e.g. the Negation of the cloth in the yarns; this negation is
beginningless, not being brought into exsitence by anything ;
it has, however, an end; as the very production of the effect
itself constitues the end of the ‘prior negation’ of that
effect. When the effect has been produced, it is destroyed
after a time, being reduced to the form of its original cause ;
and this destruction of the effect is called its ‘ destructive nega-
tion’ ; e. g, when the jar has been broken, there is negation of
the jar in the number of pieccs into which it has been reduced.
This negation has a beginning, being (in the case of the jar)
brought about by the stroke of the stick.  Though having a
beginning, it has no end; as the effect that has bean once
destroyed is never brought into existence again [ and it is only by
its reappearance that its negation could be destrcyed.] When
an object has had no existence in the past, nor has it an
existence in the present, nor is there any likelihhood of its
coming into existence in the future, this negation of the object is
called ‘absolute’; e.g., the negation of colour in Air.

Mutual negation is that which has for its counter-entity
(i.e., which denies) the identity of things; e. g, in the
conceptoin ‘ the jar is not the cloth,” we have the mutual nega-
tion of the jar and the cloth.
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We have described the ¢ objects ’ (of cognition). We proceed
to describe Cognition; and with regard to the nature 'of
cognitions, the Idcalists, the Bauddha and the Vedantin, ratse
an objection]— Objccts have no cxistence apart from cognitions
(according to the Bauddha), or from Brahman (according to the
Vedantin).” This howcever is not right ; bacausc that objects
cxist is proved by scnse-perception and other forms of valid
cognition; so their existence cannot be denied.

(5) Buddhi or Knowledge is that which is spoken of by
such synonymous words as “wpalabdln’’ (apprehcnsion), ‘jnana’
(cognition), ‘pratyaya’ (cognizance), and so forth; or we may
define it as consisting in (ke manifeslation of things. In brief,
it is of two kinds—Dircet Apprehension and Remembrance.
Dircet  Apprehension again is of two kinds—true and false ;
the (ruc apprehension is that which is in consonance with
the real character of the thing apprehended ; and it is brought
about by the instruments of right Cognition, Sensc-perception
and the rest; for instance, by means of the undiseased eyc we
have the apprehension of the jar and such other things; by
means of the smoke as the indicative mark (prolans) we have
the apprehenrion of firc; by the perception of the similarity
of the cow we have the apprehension of the fact of a parti-
cular animal bearing the name of gavaya , and by mecans of
such sentences as ‘‘one desiring heaven should perform  the
Jyotistoma sacrificc’”’, wo get at the apprehension of the fact.
that the Jyotistoma siczifice is the means of attaining heaven
The false apprehension is that which is not in consonance with
the rcal character of the thing cognised. and is obtained by
means of invalid instruments of knowledge. It is of three kinds-
Doubt, Guess and  Misapprehension. Doubt and Guess will be
described later on. Misapprehension consists in the knowing of
a thing as what it is not s.c., an Error; e.y, When the picce
of shell Dofore the eye, which is not silver, is apprehended
‘as  silver.

Remembrance also is ot two kinds according as it is, or is
not, in consonance with the real character of the thing
remembered ; both these kinds of remembrance appear during
waking ; in dreams all the cognition that there is, is of
the nature of such remembrance as is not in consonance

8
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with the rcal thing. That it is so is proved by the fact that
while in reality the thing remembered dnring dreams should
be known as that ( being not before the eyes) it is actually
known as ‘this.”’ [thereby being the Cognition ot a thing as
what it is not]’

All Cognitions are formless; the object cognised cannot
be regarded as imposing its own form on the Cognition ;
because the theory of Cognition being with form has
been rejected. It is for this same reason that we do not infer
the presence of objects from that of Cognitions : specially as the
existence of objeots—jar and the like—is proved by Sense-
perception itself. Every Cognition is, however, indicated or
defined by its object, as it is only when related to its object
that the Cognition becomes apprehended by the mind ; as the
judgment arising from every apprehension is in the form
‘I have the cognition of the jar,” and not merely in the form
‘T have a cognition.’

(6) The mind is the internal organ; and has already been
described (along with the Sense-organs.)

(7) Activity, partaking of merit and Demerit, consists in
such actions as sacrificing and the like; this forms the basis
of all that goes on in the world. .

(8) Defects coneist of Attachment, Aversion and Stupefaction.
Attachment consists in Desire; Aversion in Anger; and
Stupefaction in wrong knowledge or misapprehension.

(9) Re-birth or Re-incarnation consists in the soul’s aban-
donment of one body and obtaining of another.

(10) Resultant Experience consists in the direct cognizance
of pleasure or pain.

(11) Pain is trouble; and this has alteady teen decorited,

IZ) Release is final emancipation; this consists in the
absolute cessation of the twenty--one forms of pain. The
twenty-one forms of pain, including the important as wel
as the unimportant ones, are—(1) the body, (2-7) the six sense
organs, (8-13) the six objects of the six organs, (14—19) the’
six cognitions obtained through the organs, (z0) plescure,
and (21) pain. Pleasure is regarded as ‘pain’ because of its
being mixed up with pain ; and pleasure (accompaneied by pain)
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is called ‘ pain’ in the same manner as honey mixed with
poison is called ‘ poison.’

“ In what manner does this Release come about ?”’

When the man seeking Release has duly learnt from the Serip-
tures the real nature of all things, he notices many deficiencies
in the objects of experience, whereby he loses his attachment
or desire for these ; after this he gives himself up to meditation ;
on the due perfection of which he comes to perceive the real
character of the soul ; and being freed from all defctes, he
continues to perform only the acts laid down as necessary ; and
thus he does mot acquire ary further merit or demerit ; as for
his past merit and demerit, he knows them all by means of his
Yogic powers ; and knowing them, he brings them together and
passes through the experiences resulting from them; by this
process all his past Karmic residuum becomes exhausted ; and so
when his present body falls off, there is no new bedy to be taken
up by him; which makes it impossible for him to come into contact
with the twenty-one forms of pain beginning with the body ;
this being due to the absence of any cause for this (in the shafe
of past merit and demerit); and it is this cessation of the
twenty-one forms of pain that constitutes what is called
Emancipation or Release

Section  (3).
On Dousrt,

When with reference to one and the same object there arise ideas
of two mutually contradictory things, it is what is called < Doubt.
It is of three kinds—-(r) arising from the non-perception of the
difference between two things, and the perception of only
their similarities ; (2) arising from the difference of opini-
ons and (3) arising from the perception of a property that
is peculiar to the thing concerned. As an instance of Doubt
arising from the perception of similarities, and non-perception
of differencas, we have the Doubt as to the object seen
being ‘a man or a post;’ in this case, with reference to the
object seen when the observer iails to perceive either the
presence of crooked crevices which would lead to its being
definitely recognised as the post~ or the pre<(nce of head, hand,
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and the rest, which would indicate 1t definitely to Le a  man,—
and he perceives only the Zallness, and such other properties
common to the post and the man,~he hus the doult in
in the form—‘s this 2 post or a man ?’ (2) The sccond kind
of Doubt is that which 15 due to therc being difference of
opinion, and the distinctive [features not Leing perceved ; cg.
the Doubt as to words Dbeing cternal or non-cleinal, Some
people hold that words are clernal, while others hold that
they arc mnon-eternel ; and the impartial men who lLecomes ap-
prised of this difference of opinion, and does not lumeclf notice
any features in words thet would point definitely one way
or the other —has the doubt—*is word eternal or non clernal P
(3) The third form of Doubt is that which is due to the perce-
ption of a property that is peculior 1o the thing in question
only; e.g. when one percerves the odour of earth,—which is a pro-
perty peculiar to Farth only, end which does not indicate cither
cternality or non-clernality,—and he dees not notice any other
property either one way or the other,— there arises a doubt in
his mind as to the cternahty or non-cternality of Earth; the
doubt bemg in the form—Ts the Earth cternal, 1ecause yos-
sessed of the quality of odour which is noet present in non-
eternal substances ¢ or is it non-cternal, because posscssed of
the quality of odour which 1s not present in any etermal
subtance ¢

Section (4).
O~ MoTivE

Motive is that, by which urged, man has recoursc to activ-
itv; and it consists in the cccking of pleasure and avoid-
ance of pain; as it is for the sake of these two ends that all
men act.

Section  (5).
ON CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE.

The Corroborative Instence is that with wcpard 1o wl ch there
is an agreemert bctween the two pertus of o dicputation It is of
two killdé—-—(:) The Instence per smilarity, e g the lIitdhn is
tle instance corroborating the 1cason “‘smoke * s proving  the
presence of fire (the hitchen leing similer to the thirg in qucs-
tion, in that it contains smoke a1d fire); end (2) le instarce,
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per dissimilenity , e.g. 1 corroborstion of the sume Tegson  we
have the dissimilar instance of the Lake (which is dissimilar,
inasmuch as it presents a case where there being no fire  there
is no smoke).

Section (6).
ON DEMONSTRATEDL ‘1RUTH.

Demonstrated Truth 1s a conclusion that 15 recognised as
proved. It 15 of four hinds — (1) Tlet whichis accepted as
such by 2]l systems ot philosorhy; (2) that wlich s adnutied
by any one system only ; (3) consequential, that is 2 netwal
corrollary to another established condusion , ¢nd (4) that which
is accepted ¢s such only as the basis of 2nother thesis. To the fust
class belong such propositions as that cverything that has
qualitics exists ; to the second class, the proposition accepted in
the Nyidya system and m the allied svetam of the VaeSila,
that the mind is a sensc-o1gan, {0 the third cass Lelongs the
proposition that *God is ommscient” lollowimg as & necessary
corrollary to the conclusion that “carth, &c., are creatcd by
God ;’ to the fourth class Te'ongs the propesition that ¢ cound
is a quelity’ which 1 adnutted by Jamim for the purpose of
discussing the question of ils etermality o1 non-ctarnelity,

Section (7).
FACTORS (OF SYLLOGISTIC REASONING).

The several factors of the miciential syllogim are called
its ‘avayava.’ They arc five in number, consisting of Final
Conclusion and the rest. Says the Sutra (r-1-32)— The  mem-
bers are—Statement of the Troposition, Statement of the
Probans, Statement of Example, Application of the Rea-
son to the subject in question, and Final Conclusion. ' The
sentence that speaks of the ‘subject’ as qualified by the pre-
dicate—probandum—is called the ‘statement of the proposition,’
e. g. the sentence ‘ this mountain contains fire. © The sentence
that puts forward the reason—probans—nding i words cither
with the Instrumental or the Ablative termination, is called
the ¢ Statement of the Reason, '—e.g. ¢ dhgmavalivena ' or ‘dhi-
mavalival® ‘ because it contains smoke.’ The sentence which
points out the invariable concomitance (between the probans
and the probandum), along with the corroborative instance, is
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called the, ‘statement of example,’ ‘“—e.g,, ‘that which contains
smoke contains fire, as for intance, the kitchen.’ That which
points out the presence of the probans in the ‘ subject, * is called
the. ‘application of the Reason to the subject,’—e.g. * this moun-
tain contains smoke which is invariably concomitant with fire’
or ‘this mountain contains smoke.” That which sums up the
presence of the probandum in the subject’ is the ‘ Final Con-
clusion,’—e.g. ‘ therefore this mountain contains fire.” These
are the several ‘faclors’ of the syllogistic statement, and
as such they resemble *parts’ of the whole ; and are not so
many ‘parts’ in the sense of the °constituent cause’; becausc
the constituent causec of all sounds (and words are only sounds)
is the Akasa.

Section (8).
ON HYPOTHETICAL REASONING

Hypothetical Reasoning consists in pointing out an undesirable
con-tingency ; that is to say, when of two things that are invari-
ably concomitant, we admit that which is concomitant and
thereby indicate that with which it is concomitant, this pro-
cess is what is called ‘Hypothetical Reasoning;’for instance, (having
recognised the fact that all jars are perceptible,) thereby
accepting the concomitance between ‘jar’ and ° perceptibility ’)
when we say ‘if the jar had been here’ (by which we admit
the concomitant jar) ‘it would have been perceptible’ (thereby
indicating the possibility of perceptibiliiy, which is not desirable,
the jar being not perceived at the place). This ‘ Reasoning
serves as an aid to the instruments of right cognition. For
instance, when there arises a doubt as to whether or not
the mountain contains fire, if some one were to assert that
it did not contain fire, then against him we would urge—-if it
did not contain fire, then, being without fire, it would be
without smoke also’—whereby the undesirable contingency of
‘smokelessness’ (when the mountain is actually found to be
smoking) is pointed out; and it is this urging of an undesirable
contingency that constitutes ‘Hypothetical Reasoning’ : this parti-
cular Reasoning serves to clarify (or ratitify) the conclusion arrived
at by means of Inference ; for instance, it raritifies or validates
the notion of the .presence of fire which forms the object
of inference based upon smoke as the probams: inasmuch as
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it invalidates or rejects all possibility of the absence of fire. Tt is in
this manner that Hypothetical Reasoning aids Inferences. Some
people seek to include this Reasoning under ‘ Doubt,” but this
is not right: because it pertains to one aspect of the case only
(while Doubt pertains to both aspects).

Section (9)
ON DEFINITIVE COGNITION.
Definitive Cogmition is assured conviction ; it is the ulti-
mate result of the Instruments of Cognition.

Section (10).
ON DISCUSSION.

Discussion consists in disquisition between two persons desirous
of arriving at the true conclusion in regard to the subject at
issue ; it 1s in this that we find the use of the eight wnigrahas
or clinchers,—Deficiency, Superfluily, Abandoning of position

and the five ‘fallacious reasons’ (to ho described below)

Section (11).
ON DISPUTATION

Dispatation consists :n the discussion that is held between
two persons desiring +.story over each other, and which
contains arguments 1in favour of both sides of the question
at issue, In this form of discussion all the wvarious Clinchers
find their place, 1 «ceordance with the exigencies of argu-
mentation. Its ultimate purpose lies in the establiching of
ove’s own position, after the demolishing of the position of
the adversary.

Setton (12).
ON WRANGLING.

The above, when not leading to the establiching of one’s
own position, is what is called ' Wrangling ;” its sole aim lies
in the demolishing nf the opponent’s position. In fact, for
the wrangler, there is no position to be established. The
form of discussion called katha’ or ‘Disputation’ consists
in the statement by more than two persons, of the arguments in
support of the two sides of the question at issue.



64 TARKABHASA OR EXPOSITION OF REASONING [§ 13

Section (13).
OF FALLACIOUS PROBANS OR REASON

With regard to the Probanms, scveral necessary conditions
have been laid down, such, for iustance, as that it should
subsist in the ‘subject,” and so forth : 1n so far as it fails in
any one of these pomnts, it is regarded as ‘fallacious.” Even so,
however, 1t may be found to possess some of the charactristics
of the real ‘probans’; and as such appearing as ¢ probans’ it
has been called ‘semblance of the probans.” There are five
kinds of Fallaclous Reason— (1) ‘the unproved or unattested,” (2)
“ the contradictory,” (3) ‘the 1nconclusive ™ (4) ‘the neutrlis-
ed,” and (5) ‘the onnulled,” Udayana has pointed  out
that the  probans is said to be © known’ or ‘proved © when
it 15 actually vecogniscd  as  concomutant with the  probandum
and as subsisting m (he  ‘swhject’; and it as the absence
of this recognition that, according  to him, constitutes the
fallacy  of the unknown or unproved probans.” Though
this definition is found to he applicable to the ¢ contradictory
probans * and other fallacies alsy, yet we shall proceed to show
in what manner this may be regarded as applying distinctively
to the ‘unknown probans’ only. In the case of all fallacious
Reasons that condition is held to be the * fallacy * vitiating the
Reason which 1s the first to be detected and which 1s actually
capable of indicating the Reason to Dbe fallacious ; and inas-
much as it is the fallaciousness of the Reason being clearly indi-
cated Dby this onc tact, that closes the discussion, therc is no
force in any other vitiating conditions that may happen to be
subscquently detected ;i view of tlus, that Reason alone can
be colled “ contradictory *  in regard to which the  vitinting
condition that is detected first ot all is that it 1nvolves
conlradiction, masmuch as 1t is actually concomitant with the
contrary of the probandum that is sought to be proved by its
means ; similarly, in cases where the vitiating condition detected
is that it is not actuolly concomitant with the probandum, the
fallacy attaching to the Reason is called ‘inconclusiveness,” and
so on. In the same manner in cases where there ;s no knowledge
of the fact that the Reason is invariably c¢o)ncomitant with
the probandwm, or that it subsists in the ‘subject’ the rcason
is said to be ‘ Unknown or ‘Unproved.’
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This fallacy of the ‘ Unknown ’ or ‘ Unproved ’ is of three
kinds:—(a) that which has an unknown or wuncertain subject, (b)
that whose very form is not proved, and (c) that which has tts in-
variable concomitance not established. As an example of the first
of these we have the following reasoning-—~‘The sky-lotus is
fragrant, because it is a lotus, like the ordinary lotus in
the water’; in this we find that the ‘subject’ of the Reason
(character of the lotus) is the *sky-lotus’ which is a non-entity.
Another example we have in the reasoning —The jar is non-
eternal, because itis a product, like the cloth.’

In regard to the latter example an objection is raised:
“In this case the ‘ Subject ” of the Reason is the jar, and as
this is not a non-entity, the Reason cannot be said to have
its “ Subject ' unknown ; though it may be regarded as a super-
fluity, proving the wnon-efernality of the jar which is already
proved.” This is not right, we reply ; any object does not,
by its very nature, become the ‘ Subject ’ of an Inference ; it
is regarded as a ‘' Subject ' only when the presence of the pro-
bans in it begins to be suspected ; this is what is thus
declared in the Bhasya—‘Reasoning is operative neither with
reference to what is net known .t all, nor with reference to
that which is definitelv known; but only with reference to
that whose presence is suspected .—In regard to the reasoning
in question, we find that there is no doubf— or mere suspicion—
with regard to the mom-efernality of the jar; as it is definitely
known for certain; conscquently even though by itself the
jar is an entity, yet, inasmuch as there is no doubf as to its
non-eternality, it cannot be regarded as the * Subject *; and hence
the ‘Subject’ being not ‘known’ as such, the Reason becomes
fallacious.

(b)) The reason is said to be one that has its form not
known which does not subsist in the ‘ Subject’; as an eck-
ample, in the reasoning ° Generzlity is non-eternal, because
it is an effect,'—where as a matter of fact, the Reason, ‘Charac-
ter of effect’ is such that it does not subsist in the generality
which is the ¢ Subject.” ‘The particlly unknown’ alco is only
a form of that which has its form not konwn.* An example
of this ‘partially unknown’ we have in the reasoning--‘ The

* There is in one of the MSS. before the last section a long pssage describ-
ing the 'pa‘rﬁally unknown’ Reason; this passage is not found in the other
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four atoms of Earth, Water, &c. are eternal,—because they are
odorous "—where odorousness is such that it is not present in all
the four that go to make up the ‘ Subject, ’ subsisting as it does
in the Earth-atom only ; this is what makes the Reacon ‘ partially
unproved.’ In the same manner, ‘the unknown qualification,’
¢ the unknown qualified,” * that form of the unknown in which
the qualification is imyotent or incipeble’, ‘that in which the
‘qualified is impotent’ and so forth are only fcrms of *that
which has its form unknown.” An example of the ‘unknown
qualification ’ we have in the reasoning—*sound is eternal, be-
cause being a substance ‘it is not tangible’; here the Reuson is
‘intangibility coupled with substantiality’, and not merely,
* intangibility’; and as sound is a quality, the qualification of
* substantiality ’ is not present in it ; and this is what constitutes
the ‘unknown qualification,” as so long as ‘substanticlity ’ is not
present the ‘intangibility coupled with substartiality ’ cannot be
present in it ; as for exzmple if either the man or the stick be
absent, the ‘man with the stick ’ cannot be present ; consequently
even though intangibility is present, ina.much as the qualified
intangiblity is not present, the reison  becomes -one
that has its form not known. An examyple of the ‘unknown
qualiﬁed " we have 1n the recsoning—* sound is eteiral, Yece Ause

3 MSS ; nor is it in kecping with the sentence that fo]lows—-—bhaga s1ddho, p1
svarvpdsiddha eva . Hence it has been omitted in the text; but we
translate it here in the note.

““An example of the partially unknown we have in the reasoning :—Sound is
non-eternal, because 1t 1s always accompanied by Effort; hcre the non-
eternality of sound 1s the probandum, 1ts being accomjanied by effort 1s the
Reason ; and as a matter of fact this last character 1s not found to be pre-
sent in all Sounds ; because though the first utterance of the Sound is cer-
tainly preceded by the effort of the spcaker, yet the sound-waves followmg
upon that first sound are brought about by the sound-waves preccdmg them ;
and hence are not preceded by Effort; this is what makes the Reason par-
tially unknown.” Question:—What do you mean by * being accompanied or
preceded” by effort ?  Amswer :—What happens 1s that first of
all there 1s contact of the mind with the Soul: then Cognition, then the
desire to speak, then the effort, then the disjunction of the wind in the
body from its former position, and its contact with another position,—
whereupon follows the first sound-wave. And thus it1s this first
sound-wave alone that is preceded :mmediately by Effort ; which cannot be
said of the further sound-waves that are produced by that wave; because the
precedence of Effort is present in only a few sounds, the first sound-waves ;
bat is not present in all.
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being intangible it is a substance’; here also the reason is a
quelified one (the sntangibilily quahlying sulslantialily); and
when the qualificd {substantialily) 1s absent, the quabfied Reason
cannot be present. An example of the ‘impotent qualification’
we have in the rcasoning—‘sound 1s eternal, because being a
quality, it has no causc’, here the qualification ‘ being a quality’
is “impoient,” because it has absolutely no foice (in the prov-
ing of eternality); Efernality being proved murely by the
absence of cause ; it is thus that the reason comes to be one of
‘impotent qualification’, this becomes only 4 foim of that which-
has its form unknown, beciuse when the qualification is absent,
the Reason qualified by it is alco absint  An  objoction is
raised— The being a quality constitutes the qualification, and
this is certainly present in sound.” True, the character of
‘quality * is present in Sound ; but it is not a ‘ qualfication ” of
the Reason ; because that alone can he regarded as the * quali-
fication of the Reason’ which serves the useful purpose of dis-
tinguishung it from other things; and as this purpose is not
served by the mention of ‘ being a quality,” it is for this reason
that it is called an ¢ impotent qualification.  An example of the
‘impotent qualified ” we have in the same reasoning stated con-
versely-—¢.g. ‘ sound is eternzl because being without cauce, it is
a quality’; here the mer» qualification—* being without cause ” is
sufficicnt to prove the required efermality ; and the ‘ qualified *
(besng quality) is ‘impotent’ (without force to prove the con-
clusion). This also is a form of ‘that which has its form un-
known,” because in the absence of the object qualified, the
“ qualified * is not present ; and it is in the qualifi-d form that
the Reason it put forward ; the rest is as before, .

() The Rcason ‘that has its invariable concomilance not
duly ascertained’ is of two kinds—(x) That which s
not concomitant with the probandum, and (2) that which is
related to a probandum with an adventitions adjunct. An ex-
ample of the former we have in the reasoning—‘All that ex-
ists is momentary like the clouds,~-Sound and the other objects
in question exist,—therefore these objects are ‘momentary’;
here ‘sound and other objects * form the ‘subject,” the ‘mom-
entary charcter ’ of these is the probandum, and their ‘existence’
is .the probans and as a matter of fact we find that there iy
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no proof for asserting the invariable concomitance of ‘existence ’
with ‘momentariness.” The second kind—i.e., that reason whose
snvariable concomitance is not ascerlained, because of its being
related to a probandum with an adventitious adjunct,~—we have
in the following reasoning:—He is dark, because he is Maitri’s son
like 2 number of Maitri's children whom we sce °; here darkness
is sought to be proved by the circumstance of being Maitri’s son;
but as a matter of fact we know that what makes the dark
complexion is not the fact of being Maitri’s child : what brings
it about is the effect of her {feeding upon vegetables, &c. and
it is this latter thatis called ‘Upadhi’ (adventitionus vitiating
adjunct) : hence in the relationship of darkness with the chara-
cter of being Maitri’s child, we find an adventitious adjunct in
the shape of being the effect of feeding on vegelables; similarly, if
we seek to prove the presence of smoke by the presence of
fire, we meet with an adventitious adjunct in the shape of the
contact of wet fuel,; thus then, by reason of these adjuncts, we
find that there is no real concomitance between the reason and
that which is sought to be proved by it and it is for this reason
that such Reasons arc held to be such as have their invaria-
ble concomitance not ascertaiaed. Another example of this same
fallacy we have in the reasoning—‘The killing of animals at
sacrifices is sinful ;— because it is killing,—like the killing apart
from sacrifices’; -in connection with this we know that what makes
the killiug sinful, is not its being killing, but the fact ofits bewng
prokibiled in the Scriptures; which latter | therefore, forms the adven-
titious adjunct in the case : and thus in this case also the desir-
ed invariable concomitance cannot be ascertained. An objec-
tion is raised:—* The adventitious vitialing adjunct has been
defined as ‘that which while being the invariable concomitant of the
probandum is not the invariable concomitant of the probans’; and
this 1s not found to be applicable to the character of being prohibited
by the Scriptures (which has been put forward as the adventitious
condition in the above reasaning ); how then can this character be
regarded as a witialing condition?”’ This is notright, we reply ;
because as a matter of fact, the said definition of the witia-
ting condition is quite applicable to the character of being prohi-
bited: for instance, this character is certainly the concomitant
of the probandum, *sinfulness ' ; because we know that whatever
® oapu is always probibiled : on the otber hand, it is mnot
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true that whatever is killing is always prohibiled , because in
the case of sacrificial killing we find that it is #nof prohibi-
ted. Thus have we explained the three kinds of the * Unproven
Reason.’

(2) We proceed to explain the ‘Contradictcry Reason'—
That Reason which is concomitant with the contrary of the
probandum 1s called ‘ Contradictory.” An example of this we
have in the reasoning—‘Sound is eternal, because 1t 1s a
product ’; here eternality is the probandum and ‘being a product’
the Reason ; but as a matter of fact we know that what the
‘product * has for 1ts invariable concomitant 1s, not eternality
but its contrary ‘non-eternality’ ; as all that 1s a product
1s always found to be non-elernal : consequently the Reason in
this case, ‘being a product,” becomes ‘Contradictory.’

(3) That Reasson which is of a character that makes the
probandum doubtful is called ‘Inconclusive’ or ‘Fallible.” It
18 of two kinds—that which s inconclusive because oo com-
prehensive  or wide, and that which is tnconclusive because too
exclusive or narrow. To the former class belongs that Reason
which subsists in the ‘ Subject’ as well as in such things in
which the probandum is known to exist and also in such things
in which the probandum is known to be absent; e.g. in the
reasoning ‘ Sound is enternal because it is knowable,’ we find
that the Reason °knowability * is present in the ‘Subject,’
Sound ; as well as in such things as Akage and the rest which
are efernal, and in which as such, the probandum ‘Eternality’
is known to be present ;—and also in such things as the jar
and the rest, which are non-—eternal, and in which, as such,
the probandum * Eternality,”is known to be absent; thus the
Reason, : Knowability * is found to be ‘inconclusive, because
too comprehensive ° The Reacon that is ¢ inconclusive because
too exclusive ’ is one that is present in the ‘subject’ only,
and not in either such things as are known to contain the
probandum, or in things in which the probandum is known to
be absent; an cxample of this we find in the reasoning—
¢ The earth is eternal, because it is odorous ’; here ‘odoro-
usness * is the Reason; and we know that it subsists only
in the earth ; and not either in such eternal things as Akasa
and the rest in which the prodbaudum * eternality ’ is known to
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be present nor in such non-cternal things as Waler and the
rest, in which th- probandum is konwn to Dbe absent We
proceed to describe that form of Inconclusive Reason which is
known by the particular meme of ¢ Tallible. © As a rule, all
valid Reasons are such th:t whi'e subsistirg in all things known
to contain the probandum, they do not subsist in any such thung
as is known to contamn the contrary or ncgation of the
probandum ; under the circumstances, the ‘fallibility’ or ‘ failure’
of the Reason consists in its not fulfiling this ajerescid condi-
tion, by Thaving the  conlrary of the probandum  for
its concomitant ; and this ‘{allibiity ’ is two—fold,—consist-
ing (1) in subsistence in Dboth, that in which the pro-
bandum is present and that in which the contrary of the
probandum is present, and (2) in not subsisting in ecither of
these two.

(4) The <Neutralised Reason’ is that which is opposed
by an equally strong rcason to the contrary; another namse
of this kind of  fallacious reason ’ is  “Salpratipaksa’ ; an ex-
ample of this we have in the reasoning—<Sound is non-
cternal, because we do not find in it any ecternzl properties’ ;
a3 opposed to this we have the counter-reasoning, Sonnd is
eternal because we do not find in it any non-cternal proper-
ties’ ; this latter recasoning is cclled * pratifaksa’ or ‘opponent’,
because  being equally strong it establishes a  conclusion
directly contrary to that of the former reusoning ; that which
is not equally strong is not a reul “opponent.”  The reason-
ing proving the contrary of a conclusion is of thrce kinds—
(a) that upon which the former reusoning is dependent, (b)
that which is dependent upon the former reasoning and (c)
that which is neither of the<e two; the first of these being
the more powerful of the two tends to the rejection of the
former reasoning; eg. when the reasoning—‘the atom is
non-etenal, because it is material or corporeal, like the jar'—
is opposed by the reasoning proving the cxistence of the
atom, this latter rea<oning, even though proving the elernality
of the atom, which is the contrary of the former conclu~ion,
cannot be regarded as the ‘opponent’ or ‘counter-rezsoning’
of the former, because it is such that the former depends
upon it. and 8s sych the latter rcasoning tends to the formor
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being entircly rcjected ; the deperdence of the former reason-
ing upon the latter is based upon the fact that it is the Jatter
that establisles the ‘Subject’ of tle {oineer; <o long as the
‘Subject’ Alom bus rot Lecn duly cognised by means of
a  valid of krowledge, the reaconing as to its non-
eternzlity cannot proceed ; @8 if it cid proceed, it would be
open to the fullecy of the ‘unpioven or unkiown sulject’ ;
consequentiy, the very putting forward of the recsoning
in support of the non-cternality of the wtom presupposes the
validity of the reaconing p1oving the existcnce of the atcm ;
as in the absence of this latter, 1t could not iteelf appear; and
thus being dependent upon it, it Lecomes rejectcd by it, being
the wezker of the two. Whin, on the other hand, the second
reasoning, is one that is itself dependent ujon the former
reasoning it happens to be the weaker of the two ; and is, there-
fore, rejected by 1t; as in the case of the two rewsonings just
mentioned, if the order of the two were reversed. For these
reasons it 1s only when tle {wo reiconings wre equwl in their
strength  (apparent validity) that we bhave the fallacy of
¢ neutrabisation.’

(5) That Reason is said to te ‘annulled,’ in whose * Sub-
ject’ the absence of the frolandum is known by a more
authoritative instrument of cognition; znother name for this
‘fallacious recason’ is * Badlilavisajya,’—1i. e. ‘whose object
is sublated.” An ecxam.ic of this we huve in the rea:oning
‘Fire is not Lot, because it is o product, like water’; here the
Reason is ¢ being a product,” and 1t is put forward to prove the
*abscnce of heat’; and as a motter of iact, the absence or
negation of this ‘absence of heat” in the *Snubject’ fire is
known by mecans of Sense-perception ; inasmuch as the hofness of
firc is known by the Tactile organ. Another instance of the
¢ Annulled Reason’ we hove when “ being an entity ’ is brought
torward as a rcason to piove the momentary charocter ot the
jar ; because herc also the negation of the probandum * mcmen-
tariness’—i.e., the non-momentary character of the jar is
known by means of Sensc—perceftion in the form of Recognition ;
inasmuch s when we sce a jor that we lave seen Lefore, we at
once have the recognition in tle form ‘this is the scme jar that
I had seen before, '—this recognition being brought about by
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the sense-organ as aided by the impression left by the previous
perception, and apprehending within itselt the two points of tinie
(past and present); and this Recognition proves that the jar is
lasting, not momentary.

All the aforesaid five ¢ fallacious reasons’ are not *Reasons'

proper ; because they fail to establish their probandum,—being
wanting in one or more of the necessary conditions of the
‘ valid reason,’—such for instance as that i skowuld subsist in the
* subject’ and so forth.

All definitions are ‘reasons’ of the universal-negative kind
(serving to preclude from a certain category things not fulfilling
the specified conditions); consequently the three ¢defects’
pertaining to definitions,—viz. ‘too narrow,” ‘too wide’ and
“impossible "—are to be included among the above five
‘fallacious reasons,” and are nothing apart from these. For
instance, the ‘too wide’ definition falls within the scope of the
‘Reason whose concomitance with the probandum is not
proven,” inasmuch as the definition does not exclude each and
every such thing asis known to contain the negation of the
probandum ; and also because it is vitiated by an adventitious
adjunct; as for instance, when the cow is defined as ‘an animal’;
where it is a well-known fact that what makes the cow a ‘ cow '
1s ‘ the presence of the dewlap and such other distinctive fea-
tures.” Similarly the ‘too narrow’ definition falls within the
‘ partially unproven Reason,” as for instance when the cow is
defined as ‘the variegated cow.” In the same manner the
‘ impossible ’ definition falls within the ¢absolutely unproven
Reason’; as when the cow is defined as ¢the animal with un-
divided hoofs.’

Section (14).
ON PERVERSION OR CASUISTRY.

When a person puts forward an assertion by means of
words conveying one sense, if the other pcrson should take
the words in another sense and then proceed to point out
defects in the reasoning,—this procedure is what is called
‘ Perversion” For example, one person says ‘Navakambalo-
yam Devadatiah’ , meaning thereby that Devadatta possesses
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a new blanket ; but the other person takes the word ¢ nave’
in another sen<e (that of sime) and then procceds to puint out
the mistake in it by showing thut Devadatta being a poor
man daes not possess nime blankels ; he cannot afford even
two, whence could he have mine?  The disputant who has
recourse to this method is called ‘perverse’ or a *Casuist,’

Section. (15).

ON FUTILE REJOINDER,

The Futile Rejoinder consists in the incorrect answer:
it is of m.ny kinds—Utka sasama,’ *Apakarsasama,’ =nd so
forth ; we do not describe zll these many virieties here.  When
the possibility of the presence of a pruperty that is not con-
comitant with Reason is put foiw.rd on the tasis ot the
presence in the probandum of a certiin  propertv  wlich,
though present in the olject cited w8 the currolautae in-
stance, is not one that is invariiby coniemitart w..h the
Reason, --we lave a cacte of the Utkaisasama ; as for incterce,
when the re.sonirg ¢ sourd is remetarsl, LbLeczuse it is a
proluct, lke the jar’ has been put forward. 1. mn an-wer to
it, some one were to soy,—‘il by reccon of its tewg & fioduct,
should be regiided as #now eferrcal, 'ike the jor.tlen, ihe tle
sane jam, and for the sune re semy 1t min lte rpnd ¢ as a
compesie sulsturce wlso’;  [where though in fact, now ee ralty
is inverial y corcomi ct wili te'mg a foeduct, vt comfcs reness
is nut <o concomitunt with it; wrd mendy on the gourd of
the comyc-itness lang fowrd, mn the twr, s¢1g wih the
quality of bemmg a product, the rpustiliity of its jresence in
Sound, which is the ‘subject,’ is put forward for the purpose
of discrediting the aforesaid reasoning). The Apaka sasama
is that where through that quality belonging to the corrobora-
tive instance, which is not invariably concomitant with the Rea~
son, one puts forward the possibility of the negation of a
cerfain quality, such rejation not being onme w:th which the
Reason is invariably concomitant; for instance, if, in answer
to the aforesaid reasoning (proving the non-eternality of sound),
some one were to say—°it by reason of its being a product,

should be regarded as non-eternal like the jar, then, like the
Io
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same jar, and for the same reason, it may also be regarded as
not audible ; as certainly the jar is mot audible.’

Section (16).

ON CLINCHERS:

A Clincher is that whercby the opponent is silenced
or defeated. It is of many kinds—such as ‘deficiency,’
¢ superfluity,” ‘renouncing of position,” “incoherence,’ ¢fatuity,’
“admussion of the opponent’s view,” ¢contradiction,” and so
forth,—yct, for fear of becoming too prolix, we do not describe
all of them. That which falls short of what is intended to be
said, is called ‘ deficient’; that which goes beyond what is intend-
ed is “ superfluous’; when one falls off from the position he had
taken up, he is said to ‘renouuce his position’; when what is
said does mot bear upon the subject under consideration, we have
“incoherence ’; when the man is absolutely incapable of finding
an answer, we have a case of ‘fatuity’ ; when the man is made
to admit the view of his opponent, we have the *admission
of oppo-ite view’ ; when the man demolishes what he originally
wished to establish, we have a case of *contradiction.’

In this work we have again and again explained those
things that are extremely uscful ; if we have omitted to ex-
plain things not of mnch use, this fact cannot be urged against
us ; as what we have explained is enough for the purpose of
of the young learner.

Thus ends the ¢‘Exposition of Reasoning’ by Kes’ava Mis'ra.





















