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PREFACE

More than twenty years have elapsed since we have first treated
the subject of Buddhist logic and epistemology as they were taught
in the schools of Mah&yana Buddhism. Our nearly unique source at
that time was the Nyaya-bindu and {1k, this solitary sanserit remnant
of what has been a vast field of literary production. Since that time our
knowledge of the subject has been considerably enlarged. Important
sapserit texts have been discovered and published in India. The inter-
connection and mutual influences of Indian systems are better known.
The Tibetan literature reveals itself as an almost illimited source of
information. Prof. H. Jacobi bas contributed a series of articles on the
early history of Indian systems. Prof. J. Tucci has recently elucidated
the problem of Buddhist logic before Dignaga. Prof. de la Vallée
Poussin has brought to a successful end his monumental translation
of the Abhidharma-Kofa. Prof. Sylvani Lévi has enriched our kmow-
ledge by important discoveries in Nepal. Prof. M. Walleser has founded
in Heidelberg an active society for the study of Mahayana. A great
deal of work has been done by Indian and Japanese scholars. The
Nyaya-bindu is no more a solitary rock in an unknown sea. Buddhist
logic reveals itself as the culmirnating point of a long course of Indian
philosophic history. Its birth, its growth and its decline run parallel
with the birth, the growth and the decline of Indian civilisation. The
time has come to reconsider the subject of Buddhist logic in its histo-
rical connections. This is done in these two volumes of which the
second apears before the first. It contains translations which aim at
being intelligible, a reservation not unnecessary in Indian matters,
since we have witnessed translations by authoritative pens which read
like an absolutely unintelligible rigmarole. In the copious notes the
literary renderings are given where needed. This will enable the reader
fully to appreciate the sometimes enormous distance which lies between
the words of the sanscrit phrasing and their philosophic meaning
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rendered according to our habits of thought. The notes contain also
a philosophic comment of the translated texts. The reader who would
like to have a vue d'ensemble of Buddhist philosophy as it is repre-
sented in its logical part will have to go through the labyrinth of
these notes and texts and make for himself a statement as well as an
estimate of that doctrine. This task is facilitated in the first volume
which will contain a historical sketch as well as a synthetical recon-
struction of the whole edifice of the final shape of Buddhist philosophy,
as far as it can be achieved at present. The second volume thus con-
tains the material as well as the justification for this recomstruction.
The first volume is in the press and we hope that it will appear
before long.
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CHAPTER L
PERCEPTION.
§ 1. SuBsecT MATTER AND PURPOSE OF THIS WORK.

1. All successful human action is preceded by
right knowledge. Therefore this (knowledge will
be here) investigated.

(1.6). In this sentence the importance of the subject of the pre-
sent work is pointed to. The body of a literary work,indeed, has a double
agpect, it consists of words and subject natter. The words, in the
present case, have no other purpose than to convey their meaning;
they will not be analysed. But if the subject matter were of no use,
no work could be devoted to an enquiry? into it, just as no reason-
able man would ever undertake an enquiry about the teeth of the crow,
because this would serve no purpose? Wishing to show that this trea-
tise deserves to be written, the author points to the importance of
its subject matter (1.10). Because (says he) all successful human ac-
tion is preceded by right knowledge, therefore this (phenomenon)
must be investigated, and with this aim the present treatise is under-
taken. Such is the meauing of the (prefatory) sentence? (2.2). (By
making this statement, viz.) by stating that right knowledge — the

1 pratipatti = bstan-pa.

2 We would expect kaka-danta-pariksi@-prayojana-abhivat, since the mean-
ing is not that the teeth are useless, but that an fnvestigation about unexisting teeth
is useless, cp. Tatp., p. 1. 17, and infra, p. 2. 22. (text). This would agree with
Vinitadeva’s interpretation according to whom the wvyutpatti (= partksa) must
have a prayojona. Since vyutpatti is already the prayojana of the treatise itself
(prakarana-sarira), its importance will then be prayojanasya prayojanam. To this
double prayojans Dharmottara takes exception, he is thus obliged to give & so-
mewhat awkward turn to his example. But cp. Tatp., p. 28. 12, nigprayajane (-am?)
pariksam.

3 Vinitadeva, p. 81. 10, has interpreted the first sentence as containing an
indication 1) of the subject-matter (abhidheya = samyag-jfiana), 2) of its aim
(prayojana = vyutpatti), 3) their connection (sambandha) and 4) the aim of the aim
(prayojanasya api prayojanam), the latter referring to the real importance of the
study of the theory of eognition, since cognition is involved in every purposive ac-
tion. Dharmottara objects to the unusual prayojanasya praycjanem. He takes
the first sentence as a whole, indicating the importance of a study of the theory of
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subject matter of this treatise —is the cause? of all successful human
action, the importance (of a theory of cognition is alone) stated (di-
rectly). (2.3) But by making such a statement the subject-matter (of
the work), its aim and its fitness? (for that aim) are (indirectly) in-
dicated. Indeed when it is being stated that right knowledge, the
gource of all (successful) human action?® will be analysed in the pre-
sent work, it is also implied that right knowledge is the subject-mat-
ter of this literary composition, its aim is an analysis of (the pheno-
menon) of knowledge, and the work itself represents the means
through which the analysis (is achieved). (2. 5). Directly stated is thus
only (one) point, the importance of the subject matter, (the other points),
its fitness etc., are then implicitly understood.* The (prefatory) sentence
alone is not adequate to give a direct statement of the subject mat-
ter, the purpose and the connection between them (separately). By
naming directly only one point, it indirectly alludes to all three. (2. 7).
The word «this» (knowledge) points here to the subject matter. The
words «will be investigated» — to the purpose. The purpose here meant
(is double). For the author it is the task of composing the work,
whilst for the student it is the task of studying it. (2.9). Indeed, all
reasonable men set themselves to work when they have some useful
aim in view. To the questions® as to why has the Master written this
treatise and why should it be studied by the pupils, it is answered
that its purpose is an analysis (of knowledge). It is written by the
author in order that he may himself become the teacher for those

cognition, and then the three usual preliminaries as implicitly contained in it. He
thinks that a distinction between prakaranasya Sarira-prayojanam and abhidheya-
prayojanam is useless, since Sarira is first of all Sabda which is not investigated.

1 wktvd must be inserted before prayojana, p. 2.2, cp. Tib, rgyu-fid-du
bstan-pas.

2 sambandha.

3 purusa-artha-upayogi = purusa-artha-siddhi-hetu.

¢ Lit,, p. 2.5. «Therefore by the force of direct statement (abhidhana) of
the importance (prayojana) of the part (which is) the subject, connection etc. are
expressed». Dh. thus ingists that the first sTtra, as a whole (samudzyartha), refers
directly to abhidheya-prayojana, i. e. to the importance of a theory of cognition,
the three usunal preliminaries are then to be understood implicitly. Vinitadeva
thinks that abhidheya and prayojana are expressed directly (read m#on-du instead
of sfion-du, p. 32. 2 of M. de la Vallée-Poussin’s edition in B, I) and
sambandha indirectly. The importance of a theory of cognition is then conceived
by him as a prayojanasya api prayojanam (p. 33. 8).

S 4t samsaye.
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who are being instructed in (the theory of) cognition, and it is stu-
died by the pupils desirous of acquiring for themselves the instruec-
tion delivered by the Master. An analysis of knowledge is thus the
purpose of both the composition and the study of the work. (2.13).
No word (in the prefatory sentence) indicates the connection between
the subject matter and the purpese. It must be supplied from the
context.) Indeed when a reasonable man is working at this treatise
for the sake of an analysis of right knowledge, this treatise is just
the means of attaining his purpose and there is no other. Thus it is
clear that the relation between this treatise and its aim is that of an
expedient and the thing to be expedited.

(2.16). However, (the advisability of stating these topics at the
beginning can be questioned), since, even if they are stated, no rea-
sonable man will accept them without further evidence, before having
looked into the book. This is true! Without a foregoing study of
the book these topies, although stated, cannot be appreciated. But when
stated, even without being authenticated, they provoke the spirit of
inquisitiveness 2 by which people are incited to work (2. 18). Indeed, when
reasonable men presume that a thing may be of some use to them?
they (immediately) set to work; whereas when they suspect that it is of
no use’ they give it up. (2. 19). Therefore the author of a scien-
tific work is especially expected to make at the beginning a state-
ment about the connection (between his aim and the subject mat-
ter). For it is all very well for writers of romance to make false
statements in order to amuse but we cannot imagine what would be the
aim of a scientific author if he went (the length of ) misstating his subjeet-
matter. Neither (do we see that this actually) occurs. Therefore i is
natural to expect inquisitiveness concerning such (works). (2.22). If it
were not stated, the student might possibly think that the subject
matter served no purpose at all as, e. g, an enquiry about the teeth
of a crow; or that (the aim) was irrealizable as, e.g., the instruction
to adorn oneself with the demon Taksaka's crest jewel which re-
leases from fever®; or that its aim was undesirable, like the instruc-

1 sgmarthyat.

2 samsaya.

3 artha-samsayn.

4 anartha-samsaya.

5 Lit., 2.20. «Indeed the words of story-tellers may be imagined in o
different way for the sake of sport etc. (Tib. = kridads)».

6 Con. the same simile Tatv.. v. 3. 6.



4 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

tion about the ritual to be followed at the (re-)marriage ceremony of
one’s own mother?; or that the aim could possibly be attained in an
easier way than through this book; or again that it was altogether
useless. If any such presentiment of uselessness arises, reasonable
men will not apply themselves to the study of the book. By stating
the subject matter etc. some useful purpose is (always) suggested,
and this checks the suspicion of uselessness. Reasonable men are thus
incited to take action. Thus it is elear that the connection (be-
tween the subject matter and the purpese) is stated in order that
the book may be credited with efficiency, since such consideration
incites human activity.

§ 2. RIGET KNOWLEDGE DEFINED.

(3.5). Right knowledge is knowledge not contradicted (by ex-
perience).? In common life we likewise say that (a man) has spoken truth
when he makes us reach the object he has first pointed out. Similarly
(we can algo say) that knowledge is right when it makes us reach
an object it did point to. But by «making us reach an object» nothing
else is meant than the fact of turning (our attention) straight to the
object. Indeed knowledge does not create an object and does not offer
it to us, but in turning (our attention) straight to the object it (eo
ipso) makes us reach it. Again «to turn a man straight to the objectn
is nothing else than to point it out as an aim of a (possible) purposive
action. Indeed, (one should not imagine) that knowledge has the
power forcibly to incite a man (against his will).3

1 This is an indication that Buddhists had in India the same aversion to the
remarriage of widows as the brahminical Hindus.

2 This is the Buddhist definition of empirical knowledge (samyag-ji@na =pra-
mana). It is opposed to the definitions of the Mimamsakas (artha-avabodha),
of the Carvakas (artha-duriana), the Naiyayikas (prama-karana) Madh-
yamikas and Yogacaras held that this knowledge is a transcendental illusion
(@lambane bhrantam). With this reservation the first accepted the realistic Logic of
the Naiyayiks, thesecond adhered to the reform of Digniga, cp. my Nirvana,
p- 156 n. For Vinitadeva, p. 34. 1, 40. 18, and Kamaladila, Tattvasg., p. 392 .6,
the definition refers to the field of experience only (prapaka-visaye) and thns agrees
both with the Yogacara and Sautrintika views (ubhaya-naya-samasrayena).
But the Tipp., p. 18—19, thinks that the Yogacdra idealism is here forsaken and
the Sautrantika realism adhered to. As to Jinendrabuddhi’s view cp, Appendix,

3 Thus jhanam is a ji@paka-hetu, not a kdraka-hetw. These remarks are
probably directed against Vinitadeva who explains purusirtha = prayojana,
siddhi = s@dhaka (grub-par-byed-pa) and plrvaka as hetu. He thus converts

ji@na into a KGraka-hetu. Kamaladile, just as Dh,, defines avisamvdditva as
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(3.9). For this very reason (as will be stated later on)! the
only ultimate result of an act of cognizing is (simply) a distinct co-
gnition. When an object has been cognized, man has been (eo ipso)
turned towards it and the object reached? The (proper) function of
cognition is thus at an end just after the object has been cognized. (3. 10).
For this very reason cognition is concerned with an object not yet co-
gnized. But when it has been first cognized, the same act of cognition
has also drawn (the attention) of man and has made him reach
the object, (i.e., reach it by his cognition). Any further act concerning
that very object cannot be regarded as its cognition.® Consequently (a
purposive action directed towards) an object already cognized will not
be an act of cognizing it.*

(3.12). (Turning now to the different modes of cognition we see
that) when an object has been apprehended by direct experiencef it
has been converted into an object of (possible) purposive action
through sense-perception. Because (we say) that sense-perception has
pointed out an object, when the function of that knowledge which
consists in making us feel its presence in our ken is followed by a cor-
struction (of its image)® Therefore (we say) that an object has been
pointed out by sense-perception, when it is cognized as something
directly perceived. (3.15). Inference (or indirect cognition, differs) in
that it points out the mark of the object, and by thus (indirectly)
making sure (its existence) submits it as an object of possible purpo-
referring to a possible, not to an actual successful action (= ablimata-artha-kriya-
samarthe- artha- prapana-Saktimativam, na tu prapanam eva., op. cit p. 392. 7).

L Abont pram@na-phala cp. énfra, text, p. 14. 16 and 18.8 cp. transl. and notes.

2 The Mimamsaka assumes three stages in the development of every co-
guitive act, the first appreliension (darsana), man’s purposive action (pravartana)
and the successful reaching of the object (pr@pana or hana-upidana), every fol-
lowing stage being the result (phala) of the preceding one. According to Dh., the
first stage alone belongs to the domain of cognition proper, the subsequent idea of
apurposive action is not an act of cognizing the same thing, c¢p. Tipp., p-8.5, and
8lokav., pratyaksa 60—70.

3 Lit., p. 8. 12, « Regarding that very object what can another cognition make
additionally?»

4 «Reachingn (prdpana) as understood by the Mimimsaka and Naiya-
yika means actual suceessful action; as understood by Dh., it here means possible
purposive action, prapana-yogyi-karana, cp. Tipp., p. 8. 6. Cp. Tatparyat., p. 15. 5.

5 drsta refers to all sense-faculties, not vision alone.

6 This is the real definition of sense perception, it is conceived as a moment
of indefinite sensation (»7jii@na) which is followed by a construction (kalpand —
vikalpa) of a definite image. The definition as given on p. 6. 15 is made vipratipeiti-
wirakarandrtham, cp. the same definition tnfre. text, p. 11,12,
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sive action. Thus it is that sense-perception points out a definite?®
object, (i.e., an object localized in time and space) which appears be-
fore us directly,? and inference likewise points out a definite object by
way of the mark it is connected with. These two (methods of co-
gnizing) point out definite objects, therefore they are right know-
ledge. (3.17). What differs from them is not (right) knowledge. Know-
ledge is right when it makes us reach the object, and it makes us
reach it when it has pointed to an attainable object.? But an object
pointed out in some different way, not according to the above men-
tioned two (methods of right knowlegde), is either absolutely unreal
as, €. g., water seen as a vision in a desert —it does not exist, it can-
not be reached—or it is uncertain as to whether it exists or not
as, e. g, every problematic object. Since there is no such object in the
world, which at the same time would be existent and non-existent,
therefore such (a problematic object) can never be attained. (3.21).
And all imagination which is not produced by the (real) mark of the

1 niyata is here contrasted with samsaya and viparyaya, it is the same as
niseita. Cp. niyata-pratibh@sa on p. 8. 10, and niyata-Gkara on p. 70. 11, where
the meaning of niyaia varies.

2 pratibhfisa = nirbhasa = Gbhdsa = pratibimbana, cp. Tipp., p. 12. 12.

8 Lit, p. 8.17. «There is no other v{jiana. What points to an object, which
it is possible to attain, fetches, and by fetching it is right knowledge». We would
have & better meaning if this first sentence were united with the following two.
«No other sensation (vijfigna) indicating (@darfayat —upadarsayat) an object cap-
able of being reached is such as «makes reach» (pr@paka) and through making
us reach (the object) is right knowledge». But the Tibetan translation does not
support this interpretation. Vijfidna in logic loses its meaning of an indefinite pure
sensation (= nirvikalpaka-jfi@na) which it had in Abhidharma where it was con-
trasted with samjAi@ as & definite idea, With the Yogicaras and Madhyamikas
it is often contrasted with j#idna which has then the sense of transcendental
knowledge {= Tib. ye-es). Here it has the general sense of knowledge, idea, or re-
presentation, just as in the term v{jfi@na-vidin; jfigna and vijigna are here used
indiscriminately, as the next following jAi@nena proves, anyaj jA@nam is then =
mithyd jhanam as p. 3. 28, cp.my Nirvana, Index. However there are some contexts
where, as will be seen below, we must take into account the original meaning of vijfidina
or vijlana-skandha as pure sensation. Cp. Vacaspati’s remark that when jfiiina
stands instead of wiffldna = viststa-jiana it excludes every element of smrti or
samskara, cp. N. vart, p. 48. 5—6 and Tatp, p. 114, 1. But the relation
may be reversed, cp. Jinendrabuddhi, f. 40. a. 7.

4 kalpand meaning primarily «arrangement» (yojond@) and vikalpa meaning
choice, dichotomy (dvaidhi-karana), are both used in the sense of imagination, but
pure imagination (ufpreksana-vy@pdra) is distingnished from constructive imagina-
tion (¥ingaja-vikaipa). A doubt appertaing always to the imaginative part of know-
ledge, not to sensation, yas tu samsayah, (sa) vikaly akasya jfianasya, Tipp., p. 10.11.
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object, which operates (freely) without taking notice of limitation (by
reality) can but refer to a problematic fact (about which we neither
know) that it exists nor that it does not exist. Such an object can
never be reached. Therefore every cognition other (than perception or
inference) is not a source of right knowledge, since it presents an
object which cannot be reached, an object which is (either) abso-
lutely unreal (or) uncertain as to whether it exists or not.

(3.23). (Sentient beings) strive for desired ends. They want that
knowledge which leads them to the attainment of objects fitted for
successful action. The knowledge that is investigated by the theory
(of cognition) is just the knowledge they want. Therefore right
knowledge is knowledge which points to reality, (a reality which) is
capable of experiencing purposive action? (4.1). And that object alone
which has been pointed out by such right knowledge can be «reached»,
(i.e., clearly and distinctly cognized), because, as we have stated above
(p. 4), we understand by .reaching» an ohject its definite cognition.
(4.2). Now, if thereis a divergence between what is pointed out (by
our cognition) and the real object, the latter has either a different

! The realistic systems as well as, in a limited sense, the Madhyamikas
and Vedantins admit additional sources of knowledge, besides perception and in-
ference, e. g., testimony, analogy, negation, similarity. Buddhist logic includes
them all in inference, or indirect knowledge. Therefore whatsoever is neither per-
ception nor inference is wrong knowledge. In realistic systems there is also a diffe-
rence between pramana (= pramd-karana) and proma (= pramana-phala). In
Buddhist logic this difference is denied and promana = samyag-jiidna; the creaching
of the object (pra@pana)» which was interpreted above, p. 4, as «reaching by defi-
nite cognition » ig here taken in the sense of an actual successive action.

2 Although the school of Dignaga (they are called the later Yogaciras, or
the Vijiiinavadi logicians, or the Sautrintika-Yogichras) deny the reality of an ex-
ternal world coriesponding to our ideas, they in their logic and epistemology fu-
vestigate cognition from the empirical point of view, cp. Candrakirti, Madhy.
vrtti, p. 58. 14. transl. in my Nirvana, p. 140 ff. Therefore their definition of reality
as efficiency (artha-kriya-karitva) and of knowledge as artha-kriyz-sumartha-
artha-pradarsana are purely empirical. But they contend that their analysis of em-
pirical cognition leads to the establishment of an uncognizable transcendental sub-
stratum, the sva-laksanc-paramartha-sat, the «thing in itself». The validity (pra-
minyam) of empirical knowledge is thus established by a subsequent step (parc-
tah). The question whether the act of cognizing carries in itself (svatal) the feeling
of its validity, or whether this is due to & further coguition (pareateh) is very much
debated in Indian philosophy. The school of Dign7ga has thus established the
validity of cognition in opposition to the condemnation of all logic by the Madhya-
mikas. This pramine-viniSewya-vida is represented by Vicaspati, Tatpar-
yvat., p. 7.28.
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quality or a different place or a different time! Indeed every vari-
ation in its characteristics (makes the characterized object) «another»
object. (When we say that) the real object is «other», (we mean) that
it either has another quality or another place or another time (than
what i3 contained in our cognition).? Thus cognition representing one
form of the object, is not to be considered as a right cognition when
the real object has a different form, e.g., the yellow conch-shell seen
(by the daltonist) is not a right cognition of this conch-shell, since it
is really white. Neither is cognition right when it wrongly represents
the place of the object, e. g, the radiance of a jewel seen throngh
the chink in a door, when mistaken for the jewel itself which is in
the room (behind the door), is not a right cognition of this jewel.*
(4.6.). Nor is our cognition right when it represents the object as

1 The proper place for these remarks would have been, as stated by the
Tipp., p. 11. 8, later on, p. 16, when discussing the non-illusiveness of sense-per-
ception. They are directed against Vinitadeva’s theory that the image may be
wrong while sensation is right, since the real object is nevertheless reached by
subsequent purposive action (artha-matrasya prapteh, Tipp., p. 11. 4).

2 The law of «otherness», as understood by the Buddhists, is here alluded
to. Concepts, ideas, objects are artificial cuts in an uninterrupted flow of moments.
Every variation in time, space and quality (svabk@va) is an indication of some-
thing «other» (yad viruddha-dharma-samsrstam tan nanaz). The identity of an
idea or an object thus reduces to a single moment which has neither duration in
time (kdla-ananugata), nor extension in space (dela-ananugata), nor any guality,
ksanabhedena vastuno bhedah, deda-kala-vyatirikia-avayavy-abhavdt (read thus
Tipp., p- 11. 7). From this point of view every definite cognition, since it corres-
ponds to & subsequent moment, when the sensation is over, will be a cognition of
an « other» object, strictly speaking it will be wrong. But empirical cognition re-
fers to series of moments (sant@na), infinitesimal time (sZksma-kala-bheda) isnot
taken into account. The definition of knowledge is framed so as to agree with
realities having some stability, santona-apekseyd@ pramanya-laksanam ucyate,
Tipp., p. 11.16 About «otherness» cp. W. E. Johnson, Logic I, p. XXXI.

3 Cp. Tatparyat., p. 56. Some logicians have maintained that since the object
reached in a subsequent action is the real white conch-shell, the cognition will
be a right one. But Dharmottara thinks that the image of the yellow conch-
shell is nevertheless a wrong cognition, the white conch-shell is «reached» on
the basis of another cognition. He has enlarged upon this point in his tika upon
Pramipna-viniScaya of Dharmakirti.

4 The shining of a jewel, as well as of light in general, is moving matter
(gati-dharman) and spreads in light-waves (taranga-nydyena). But this is only the
empirical view. The transcendental reality of what appears a8 a motion is but a series
of point-instants in contiguous places following one-another, each representing an
«others thing, ¢p. Tatparyat., p.394. 10. But this theory is here overlooked and
empirical illusion alone referred to. cp. also N. b. t., p. 69. 2—na ksanayor virodhal.
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existing at a time when we really do not perceive it. E.g., seeing in
a dream at midnight an object which we really have seen at noon
cannot be considered as a right cognition of an object really present
at midnight.*

(4.8.). (It can be objected) that a cognition of the object’s own
form or its own place can be admitted, but to cognize its own time, (the
unique moment to which its real existence) is confined, is impossible.
However we do not maintain that it should be reached by distinct
cognition at that very moment to which its existence is confined. We
have the moment of sensation and the different moment of distinct
perception. We maintain that we can distinctly cognize that very
object whose existence was confined to (a previous) moment. (The unity
which thus appears to exist between different moments) is a unity
produced by the synthesis of distinct apprehension, and represents (in
reality) a chain of momentary existences.

(4. 12). (The prefatory sentence) mentions right knowledge
which «precedes» successful human action, i.e., which is the cause of
it. The cause exists previously to the result, therefore it is said that
knowledge precedes (action). If the word «cause» had been used (in-
stead of «precedes») we might have understood that right know-
ledge is the immediate cause producing successful human action.
But by using the word «precedes» its mere antecedence (is elicited).
(4.18). Right knowledge is twofold, it either is (intuitive), directly
presenting to the mind the right way of action? or (discursive), di-

1 Lit., p. 4. 2—4. 7. «Here the real object which is different from what is pointed
out has another form, another place and another time. Indeed by combining with in-
compatible qualities, the real object is other, and a difference of place, time and
form is & combination with incompatible gualities. Therefore when apprehending
a real object in another form cogrition is not right in regard of the object having
a different form, as apprehending a yellow conch-shell (is wrong) in regard of a white
one. And apprehendingwhatissituated in one place cognitionis notrightfor what is situ-
atedinadifferent place, as cognition apprehending a jewel in the radiance in the chink
of a door (is wrong) for the jewel in the room. And apprehending what is related
to another time is not right cognition regarding a real object at a different time, as a
dream at midnight about an object (8een) at noon is not a right cognition of a real
object (existing) at midnight». About the Buddhist theory of dream and the cele-
brated identification of reality with a dream by the Vijhiinavadins interesting
remarks are to be found in Dharmakirti’s Santinantara-siddhi. But here
again this theory is overlooked and dream is taken as an illusion in the usual em-
pirical sense.

2 artha-Triy@yd nirbhisal = artha-lriyi - sadhana - nirbhasah, cp Tipp..
p. 12,11,
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recting our attention towards a possible object of successful action?
Of these two only (the last variety), that knowledge which stimulates
purposive action, will be here examined. It merely precedes, but does
not directly produce successful action. (4.15). When we acquire right
knowledge we must remember what we have seen before. Remem-
brance stimulates will? will produces action and action reaches the
object. Therefore such knowledgeisnot a direct cause. (4.17). In cases
when purposive action presents itself directly (the aim) is reached
straight off and (the process) cannot be analysed. But in cases when reason-
able men strive and doubt, it may be analysed. By intuitive know-
ledge® the aims of man are attained (directly), in such cases men
have no doubt about their aims. This makes an analysis impossible.
(4.19). Thus it is that the word «causen* has been omitted, and the
word «precedes»n used in order to suggest that right knowledge,
when it is not immediately followed by action, is worthy of being
analysed.

(4.21). Human action has an aim. That which is aimed at is an
object, i.e., that which is desired.® There are objects to be avoided
and objects to be attained. An object to be avoided is an object which
we wish to avoid. An object to be attained is an object which we
wish to attain.® There is no other class of objects different from these
two. The indifferent object, sinee it is not desired, belongs to the class
of undesirable ones”’

(4.28). Success is the (actual) attaining or avoiding of the object.
‘When success is achieved by causes, it is called production. But when
it is achieved by knowledge it is called hehaviour.® It consists in

1 artha-kriyz-samarthe must be interpreted as artha-kriya-sadhana-sa-
marthe (Tipp, p- 12. 13, read evam uttaratrdpi....). But an alternative explana-
tion is likewise suggested by the Tipp., p. 12.13-15, according to which artha-
kriya-jfidnam would be anantara-karanam in the first case, and with respect to
behaviour it would then be vyatahitam s@dhana-nirbhisa-jiiunam.

2 abhilasa, desire.

8 artha-kriyG-nirbhise jidne, lit., « when there is knowledge (se. conscionsness)
reflected in pnrposive action».

4 Vinitadeva has interpreted piirvaka as meanig hetu.

5 arthe is here derived from the root arth. the usual etymology is from the
root r with the unddi suffix than.

® Vinitadeva has explained artha-siddhi as meaning prayojana-mispatii,
but this is wrong. since samyag-jiiina is a jAdGpaka-hetw, not a karaka=hetu,
cp. Tipyp., p- 18.3.

7 Indifferent objects are assumed by the Naiyayiks, cp. Tatp., p. 65. 1 ff.

& anusthana.
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avoiding the avoidable and attaining the attainable. Behaviour con-
sisting in such activity is called succesfal action.

(5.2.). When the (prefatory sentence) mentions «all successful
human actionn the word «all» is used to indicate the totality of the
objects, but not the different ways of action. Therefore it is not meant
that the (above stated) two varieties of purposive action depend upon
right knowledge, but it is suggested that every successful action,
whatsoever it may be, the totality of actions, depends upon right
knowledge. Accidental success through false knowledge is impossible.

(5. 5). Indeed, successful action is possible when (knowledge) has
rightly constructed  the object whose (existence) has been pointed out
by sensation.® And this is done by right knowledge alone, not by wrong
knowledge.* How could cognition which has net rightly constructed
(its object) lead to suceessful action? Wrong knowledge indeed does
not lead to it. That knowledge which alone leads to it is right know-
ledge. (5.8). For this very reason it must be carefully investigated.
And since it is the only cause of every successful human action,
therefore the author, when stating this, (has emphasized) that «all»
(success) is preceded by right knowledge’ (5.10). Thus the meaning
of the (prefatory) sentence runs as follows,— because every efficient
action is preceded by right knowledge, therefore this knowledge is
investigated in the present treatise.

(5. 14). The word «investigated » refers (to the method adopted) which
consists in expounding the subject (indirectly) by refuting all contrary
opinions. They are fourfold, in so far as they concern the number of
varieties, their definition, their object and their result.

! Vigitadeva and Santiraksita (?)think that a succesful action may hap-
pen accidentally when acting upon a supposition, as e. g., when you approach a well
and reach water without knowing beforehand whether there really is water in the
well. They thus interpret the word «all» as referring to both ways of behaviour,
obtaining and abstaining. They maintain that success is mostly (bzhulyena) achieved
when acting upon right knowledge, but may be accidentally produced by uncertain
or wrong cognition. Dh. denies that, but he has a special theory about accidental
successful action explained in his Pramana-viniscaya-tika, cp. Tipp., p. 10. 13,
18. 12 ff,, and infra p. 17, 3. Cp. also Kamaladila, p. 404. 2 and Dh.’s own words
above, p. 3—4,

2 prapayati, cp above, p. 4 n. 3.

3 prodariana = GdorSana==upadariana=_Gilocana == nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa.

4 Lit., p. 5.6. « What produces the reaching of the shown is right knowledge
only, what does not produce the reaching of the shown is wrong knowledge».

$ Lit., p. 5.10. «The word s¢is used in the sense of «therefore», yad and
tad are necessarily correlativen.
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§ 3. VARIETIES OF RIGHT KNOWLEDGE.

(5.15). In order to reject misconception regarding the number of
its varieties, it is said,—

2. Right knowledge is twofold

(5.17). It is twofold, it has two varieties. By stating the number,
the division into two varieties is indicated. There are two varieties of
right knowledge. When the division into two varieties has been stated,
it becomes possible to make a definition of right knowledge which
(will consist of definitions) confined to each variety separately. (5.19).
Otherwise it is impossible to indicate a unique essence which would
embrace all varieties. Therefore the indication that there is a number
of different (varieties) is nothing but an (indirect) way of stating that
the essence (of knowledge)is double. Without mentioning the number,
i.e., the different varieties, it is impossible to express this double
essence. The number has thus been stated at the beginning, because
this is the only way to specify the essence of knowledge.

(5. 22). Now, what are these two varieties?

3. Direct and indirect (perceptive and infe-
rential).

(6.2). The word for direct knowledge (or perception) means
knowledge dependent upon the senses.? (This meaning) of a know-
ledge dependent upon the senses is suggested by the etymo-

1 This remark is a repetition of what later on,p. 17, text, is said in regard
of the twofold division of inference. But there it is quite natural, since two absolutely
different things are designated by the term «inference», a method of cognition and
its expression in propositions. In this place the remark is strange, since the author
has just been dealing at some length with a general definition of right knowledge.
It may be Dharmottara had the feeling that his definition of right knowledge
as uncontradicted by experience was, to a certamn extent, merely verbal, meaning-
less without reference to its both varieties of direct and indirect cognition. Vini-
tadeva’s comment contains the remark about the impossibility of a general defini-
tion only in the right place, i. e., with regard to the definition of inference.

2 Lit., p. 6. 2. « Pratyaksa means that the sense-organ is apprnached, reposed
apon. The compound word is composed according to (the rule) that prepositions
like ati etc. in the sense of (ati)-kranta etc. can enter into composition with (their
complement) in the accusative case. In words compounded with prapte, dpanna,
alam and prepositions (the rule) according to which the gender of the componnd
must be the same as the gender of its last member is not observed, (and therefore)
it agrees in gender with the ohject to which it is referred, (and thus) the word
pratyaksa is established as (an adjective which can be used in any gender)»,
cp. Vart ad Panini, 1, 4. 26.
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logical analysis® of the word, not by its actual use? (in philo-
sophy). The idea of being dependent upon the senses contains, as
its implication,® the idea of direct knowledge* which is thus being
suggested.® This alone is the real meaning ® of the term perception. There-
fore any knowledge that makes the object (appear) before us directly
is called perceptive. (6.6). If the proper use of the word involved
nothing but dependence upon the senses, then sense-knowledge (or
sensation) alone could be called direct knowledge, but not (the three re-
maining varieties of it), mental sensation etc. Thus it is, e g,
that the (sanscrit) word go «cown, although it is etymologically de-
rived from the root gam «to moven, is actually used to express the
idea of a cow. This idea is incidentally suggested by the fact of
motion when it is inherent in the same object. But then it comes
to be generally accepted to denote a cow, whether she moves or not.’

(6. 10) (The word for inference means etymologically «subsequent
measure»). The word «measure» suggests an instrument (by which an
object is measured, i.e, cognized). A source of knowledge is thereby
indicated, whose characteristic essence is coordination® It is called
«subsequent measure», because it appears after the logical mark (or
middle term) has been apprehended, and its concomitance (or major
premise) has been hrought to memory. (6.11). When the presence of
the mark upon the subject (i.e., the minor premise) has been appre-
hended, and the concomitance between the minor and the major term,
(i- €., the major premise) brought to memory, the inference (or conclu-
sion) follows. Therefore it is called «subsequentn».

Y pyutpatti.

2 pravrite.

3 samaveta.

+ artha-saksat-karitva.

5 laksyate.

8 pravriti-nimitta. The Tib. translation contains, p. 18. 5, a characteristic
addition «pratyakse has not the meaning of being dependent upon the senses».
This definition (aksam pratrtya jignam) belongs to Pradastapada, p. 186. 12.

7 The word go «cow» is explained as deriving from the verbal root gam
«to go» in order to conform with the general conception of the Paninean school
of grammarians according to which every word must be necessarily explained as
deriving from some verbal root. According to this interpretation of the term «per-
ception» it will embrace also the supernatural mystic intuition of Saints, Bodhi-
sattvas and Yogins.

8 Coordination (sZriipya)is a characteristic not only of inferential, but also of
perceptive knowledge in its final stage (pram@na-phala), cp. infra, p. 15 (text). Pure
sensation (nirvikalpaka) alone contains no coordination.
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(6.12). The word «and» (connecting direct and indirect know-
ledge) coordinates perception and inference as having equal foreel
Just as perception is a source of right knowledge, because being al-
ways connected with some (real) object it leads to successful purpo-
sive action, just the same is the case of inference. It likewise is a
source of right knowledge always connected with some (real) object, in
as much as it leads to the attainment of an object circumscribed by
its mark.

§ 4. PERCEPTION DEFINED.

4. Direct knowledge means lhere neither con-
struction (judgment) nor illusion.

(6.16). The word «here» indicates localization,? but it is (more-
over) used to indicate a selection. Thus the meaning of the sentence
is the following one. «Heren, i. e., among direct and indirect knowledge —
this is a reference to the inclusive whole, «direct knowledge» — this
refers to one part of it. A part is thus separated or selected from the
whole, because the latter is the general term?® (with reference to the
former). (6.18). Direct knowledge is here taken as subject and the

1 The tenet that there are only two sources of cognition, the senses and the
intellect, has a capital importance for the whole Buddhist system. Cp. the discussions
about pramana-samplave and pramdna-vyavasthd, in Nydyavart, p.5.1, and
Tatparyat., p. 12.3f,; ep. Candrakirti’s polemic against it in my Nirvina
p- 1411 The realistic systems admit a greater number of pramanas and waintain at
the same time that perception is the chief pramana. In the Buddhist view both are
mental constructions on the basis of pure sensation, in this they have equal force.
Perceptive knowledge is directly produced by an object (vastu), inferential is indi-
rectly produced through the medium of somethingidenticalwith it or through its effect
(tadatmya-tadutpatti), cp. Vinitadeva, p. 39. 1. The Buddhist division pretends to
be exhaustive since it corresponds to the double essence in every object, the particular
(conceived as the extreme concrete and particular, the unigne, the ksana, the sva-
laksana) and the general, or the coordinated, the similar. The concrete individual
object as far as it represents a complex of general features is not considered as a
particular (sva-laksana). All general charecteristics are universals even when in-
cluded in a concrete object. Every cognition of a universal is not sense-cognition.
The term inference thus has a much wider conuotation than our inference. When
80 understood perception and inference represent the passive and the active part
in cognition, the senses and the intellect. They have thus an equal force, becanse
they produce knowledge together, they can produce no real knowledge separately.
‘Without any possible sensation it will be pure imagination, without any inferring
or comparing (s@r#pya) it will be pure indefinite sensation.

2 gaptami-arthe.

8 pratyaksatva-jatyd = Tib. mron-sum-fid-kyi rigs-kyis, cp. Tipp., p. 17,2~
pratyaksanam bahutvat.
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characteristics of non-constructive and non-illusive (cognition) are
predicated. (It is not a definition of its essence! What its essence is)
you and I very well know (in general). It is a kind of cognition which makes
us (feel) that the objects are present to us directly. It is (now intimated)
that it should be viewed as (something) non-constructive and (something)
containing no illusion. (It may be objected, that since we do not very
well know what these characteristics mean, we neither can know what
direct knowledge is. But this is not so!) We must not imagine that if
(the notions of) non-constructive and non-illusive are not familiar tous,
we must refer them to some different special kind of direct knowledge
which hasbeen given this name and is here spoken of. The term «direct
knowledge» (or perception) is familiar to everybody from its application
(to that variety of direct cognition) which makes the object present
to our sense-faculties and which is invariably connected with them.
(6.22). This (perception) is referred to, and the characteristics of
being neither a construction nor an illusion are predicated. Not? to

1 As e. g, inthe sentence «sound is impermanent» impermanence is a charac-
teristic (laksana) of the sound, but not its essence (svariipe). These remarks are
directed against Vinitadeva who bas interpreted the sfitra as containing a defi~
nition and has even reversed the order of subject and predicate by stating that
«whatsoever is non-constructive and non-illusive is direct knowledge» (p. 39. 12).
The same is done by Kamalasila, op. ¢it. p. 366. 25, who maintains that, although
pratyakse i8 here the laksya, it is also the predicate (vidhiyate). Cp. Tipp..,
P. 17—18. The term pratyaksa is greaterinextension than sense-perception (ndriya-
jAana), cp. above, text p. 6. 6—7. But a thing must be known in general whenits
special characteristics are given and what «direct knowledge» is in general that
everyone knows from the example of sense perception.

2 Thaus this celebrated definition (kalpandpodha) of Dignd ga whichis discussed
almost in every sanscrit work on philosophy or logic is not at all supposed to re-
present any exhaustive definition of perception, but only an indication of one of its
characteristics. The feeling of the presence of the object in the range of our sen-
ses is its essential function (saksat-karitva-vydpara) and it is followed by & constru-
ction or judgment (vikalpena anugamyate). The Buddhists admit both pure sensation
(nervikalpaka = kalpan@podha) and definite perception (savikalpaka), the latter
under the names of pram@na-phala, artha-pratiti, saripya-jiana. The same dis-
tinetion is already contained iu Nyaya-sttra 1. 4, where, according to the interpre-
tations of Vatsyayana, Uddyotakara and Vacaspati, the word avyapadesya
refers to the nirvikalpeka, and the word vyavasaya@imaka — to the savikalpake
pratyaksa. The difference between both conceptions congists in the prominence
given by Dignaga to pure sensation (nirvikelpaka) as the only source of know-
ledge through which we come in touch with «absolute reality» (paramarthasat),
with the «thing in itself» (sva-laksana). In my «Logic and KEpistemology»
(German translation, p. 192) I ascribed the distinction of pure sensation and
definite perception to Digndga, and its introduction into brahmanic Nyaya to
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be a construction means to be foreign to constrnetion, not to have the na-
ture of an arrangement (or judgment). « Not an illusion» means not contra-
dicted by that (underlying) essence of reality which possesses efficiency.
This essence consists of patches of colour which are the substratum
underlying the arrangement (of parts in an object).* Non-illusive means
knowledge which is not at variance with this (direct reality).

(7.3). (However, as they stand) these two characteristies are in-
tended to clear away wrong conceptions, not (alone) to distinguish
(direct from) indirect cognition. The characteristic of «not being a con-
struction» would have been alone quite sufficient for that. (7.4). But if
(the second characteristic) of «not being an illusion» were not added,
(the following misconception would not have been guarded against.
(There are some who maintain that) the vision of a moving tree (by
an observer travelling by ship) and similar perceptions are right per-
ceptions, because (there is in this case an underlying reality which) is
not a construetion. (7. 5). Indeed a man acting upon such a perception
reaches something which is a tree? hence (it is supposed) that ex-
perience supports® his perception. It would thus be consistent know-
ledge and so far would be direct, as not being a (mere) construetion. (7. 7).
In order to guard against this view the characteristic of «not being an
illusion» has been inserted. It is an illusion. It is not a (right) per-
ception. Neither is it an inference, since it is not derived from some
mark in its threefold aspect* No other way of cognition is possible.
We maintain therefore that the vision of a moving tree is error. (7. 8).

Vacaspati, but this is perhaps true, to a certain extent, only in respect of the
formulation of the theory. I did not realize then that its essence is already per-
fectly well known to the earliest Buddhists, where it i3 contained under the names
of vijfidina-skandha (= nirvikalpaka-jii@na) and samjdd@-skandha (= savikalpaka-
jAiana) respectively. Cp. my Central Conception, p. 18, and Udayana’
Parisuddhi, p. 214. 1.

1 By pure sensation we may cognize the presence of an object which is a
patch of blue colour, (we shall have nla-vijii@nam = nilasya vijfianam), but we
will not know that it is blue (we will not have the nilam i vijfi@nam), since this
knowledge is arrived at by contrasting it with other objects and contrast (vyaertts)
is the work of intellect, not of pure semsation, cp. my Nirvana, p. 162 n. 3. The
reading varnatmaka is supported by the Tib. transl. The alternative reading dhar-~
matmalka conveys just the same idea since varna (or 7#pa) is here a dharma, an
ultimate element in the system of Hinayana, ¢p. Central Conceptiom, p. 1l.

2 vrksa-matram = vrksa-svaripa, sc. artha-kriya-ksamam vastu-ripam.

8 sanwidakatvdit. Dignaga assumed that snch perceptions are right, cp.
Tattvasg., p. 394. 20,

4 About the three aspects of a logical mark cp. p. 18. 17 (text).
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If it is error, how are we to explain that a tree is nevertheless reached
(when acting upon such erroneous perception)? The tree is not (really)
reached upon it, since a tree changing its position in space is the
definite image! (corresponding to the visual sensation), and a tree
fixed on ome place is actually reached. (7.10). Therefore the object
which has produced the sensation of a moving tree is not actually
reached,? and (vice versa) the tree actually reached is not (the object
which) has produced the visual sensation. Nothing at all is reached
on the basis of this (wrong cognition). If a tree is actually reached, it
depends upon an altogether different cognitive act. Thus it is that
the characteristic of «non-illusion» has been introduced in order to
clear away the theory (that illusion may lead to success)?

(7.12). However, the characteristic of «non-illusion» might also be
taken as suggesting a difference between (direct cognition and) inference.*
In that case the characteristic of «neither construetion» would be directed
against those contrary theories (which include some synthetic activity of
the intellect into direct perception).® For,indeed, inference, (as indirect
knowledge, is to a certain extent) an illusion. The course it takes
congists in having to deal prima facie with mental contents of a (ge-
neral), unreal character, and in ascertaining through them some real
fact. On the other hand, what direct cognition prima facie apprehends
is (pure reality), not unreality.®

1 pariechinna.

2 Lit., p. 7. 10. «Therefore where-placed the moving tree has been seen there-
placed it"is not reached ».

3 Dharmottara has discussed this question at length in his Pramana-
vinigcaya-tika. Tattvasg., p. 394, 16 ff,, ascribes the view that illusion may some
times be right (vibhrame’pi pramanati) to Dignaga, who therefore has omitted
the word abhranta in his definition. Healso objects to the inclusion of the eha-
racteristic «non-illusive» (avyabhicirin) by the Naiyiyikas into their definition of
sense-perception, N. 8., L. 1. 4, because, says he, illusion is always mental (yid-kys
yul ni hkhrul-pai yul yin, cp. Pr. samucc., L. 19). Under karika L. 8 he states that
pratyaksa-abhasa, or illusions, are due to imagination (briags-ras kjug-pa=vikalpa-
pravrtta). Cp. Tipp.,p.10.11—samsayo vikalpasya.

4 Tn the printed text of my edition (B. B. VIII) on p. 7.12 the following pass-
age, confirmed by the Tibetan translation, must be ingerted after niras@rtham—
tath@bhranta-grahanenapy anumane nivartite kalpangpodha-grahanam viprati-
patti-nirakanartham, (bhrantam hy. . ..).

5 According to the Abh. Koda, I. 30, there is always included in every sen~
sation a rudimentary synthesis called svarfipa-vitarka (vitarka=1vikalpa).

¢ Lit., p. 7. 12—13 (with the sentence restored according to the Tib.) «Thus
likewise by mentioning «non-illusive» inference being rejected, the mentioning
of «non-constructive» is (then) in order to reject divergent views. Indeed in-
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(7.13). (In any case) one should not take «non-illusive» to be
here an equivalent of «consistent». Direct perception is nothing but (a
variety) of consistent knowledge. This circumstance alone is sufficient
for making it consistent. To repeat it would be useless. The meaning
of the sentence would then be, — «that kind of consistent knowledge
which is called direct perception is free from comstruction and is
consistent». Perfectly useless repetition! Thus it is clear that non-
illusive here means not contradicted by that (underlying) essence of
reality which possesses efficiency.

(7.19). What kind of «construction» is here alluded to?
ference is an illusion, since it operates through ascertaining an object in the non-
object which represents (this inference’s) own reflex. Perception, on the contrary,
is not mistaken in regard of the essence (r@ipe = sva-riipe) grasped (immediately)».
Perception, e. g., of fire proceeds from a momentary sensation to a constructed re-
presentation of the object fire. The first possesses more reality than the second.
The first is a sense-datum, the second, the physical object « fire», a construction,
a «non-object (anartha)». The first, as Bertrand Russel (Problems of Philo-
sophy, ch. V.) puts it, is cognized «by acquaintance», the second «by descrip-
tion». When we infer the presence of fire from the presence of smoke the process
of thought can be regarded as reversed. The cognized, or inferred, fire is a gene-
rality. The Buddhists do not distinguish here between concrete and abstract gene-
rality. Both for them are constructions (kalpand). But the construction in order to
be a real cognition must be referred to a possibility of sensation. Thus inference
proceeds from the general to the particular, whereas perception takes the opposite
course, from the particular semse-datum to some general construction. The term
pratibhise is used to denote the prima facie mental content. Both perception and in-
ference possess a sva-pratibhd@sa (= grahya-svar@ipa as contrasted with their
adhyavaseya-svardpa). Thus kalpanipodha refers to seusation, but abhr@nta, accor-
ding to sfitra I. 6, to Vinitadeva and Kamalasila, is the same as avisamvadin,
it refers to false comstruction (prZpya-visaye); accoding to Dh. it differs from
avisamvadin, and refers to seusation (grakya-visaye). Cp. Anekintaj., p. 203.

1 In this alternative interpretatiou the term « non-illusive » (abhranta) becomes
almost a synonym of «non-constrnctives (kalpan@podha), since all construetion,
every judgment or inference, represents illusion when compared with pure sensation,
the geunine source of real cognition. Inference is indirect knowledge, it is an
illusion, because it is indirect. It is constructed, synthetical, subjective knowledge.
It is nevertheless right knowledge, since it, although indirectly (paramparaya),
also leads to successful purposive action (bhrantam apy anumanam artha-samban-
dhena pramanam, Tatp. p. 262). Thus it is that inference (or judgment) is right
knowledge empirically, but at the same time it is an illusion transcendentally.
There are for Dign&ga, just asin Kant's Transceudental Dialectic (M. Maller’s
transL, p. 238), two kinds of illusion, an empirical and a transcendental one. The
moving tree is an empirical illusion, but the stauding tree, although an empirical
reality, is an illusive construction when compared with the underlying «thing in
itselfw. All the fabric of the empirical world, this interconnected whole of substances
and their qualities (dharmi-dharma-bhava) and the inferential knowledge founded
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5: Construction (or judgment) implies a distinet
cognition® of a mental reflex? which is capable
of coalescing with a verbal designation.

(7.21). A «verbal designation» is a word of speech through which
something is denoted. To «coalesce» with a word means (3uch a condi-
tion when) the denoted aspect of the object and its verbal aspect ® are
mixed up in its apprehended aspect. Thus, when the denoted fact
and the word denoting it have entered into one act of cognition, then
the word and the object have «coalescedn.?

(8.1). A distinet cognition of such a denoted reflex is thus men-
tioned which is capable of coalescing with a word. We may have,

upon it (sarvo'yam anum@na-anwmeya-bhava) is, according to Digniga, a con-
struction of our mind (buddhy-@ridha = kalpita), it does not adequately represent
external reality (na sad-asad apeksate), cp. Tatp., p. 39. 18, 127. 2, 252. 14 and
H. N. Randle, Dinnaga, p. 51. But «the senses (= pratyaksam), says Kant,
loco cif., cannot err, because there is in them nojudgment at all (= kalpanapodha)
whether true or false (= abhrinta)». The coincidence between Kant and Dhar-
makirtiin this point is remarkable. That kalpand means judgment is proved
below, p. 20 n, 6. Thus it is that Dh.’s alternative interpretation of the term
abhrdnta can be vindicated. The circumstance, however, that he 18 giving two
gomewhat different interpretations of the same term in the same context betrays
a certain artificiality of his position. Vinitad eva, p. 40.14, has interpreted abhrgnta
as meaning the same as avisamvadin; Kamalagila, p. 392. 5, likewise. Digniga’s
definition, both in Pr. samuce. and in Nyaya-dvara, does not contain the word
abhranta; it is an innovation of Dharmakirti, and Vacaspati informs us,
Nyaya-Kanika, p. 192, that he introduced it in order to exclude from the
province of perception hallucinations, or objectless illusions (niradhisth@anam
kesadi-jnanam apratyaksatayd vy@khyatam). This i3 also attested by Santarakgita
in Tattvas, p. 392.3.But Pr.samucec. treats in karika I. 8 about pratyaksabhasa,
and this corresponds to siitra I. 6 of the Nyayab.Both Dignigaand Dharmakirti
are perfectly aware that error is produced by a wrong interpretation of the sense-
datum by the intellect, cp. above, p. 17.n. 3. If they nevertheless consider the
characteristic of «non illusive», it is probably becaunse they, like Kant (loco cit))
think that «sensibility. ... is the source of real knowledge, but sensibility, if it
influences the action of the understanding itself and leads ito n to a judgment, may
become an (indirect) cause of error». A wrong construction 18 not a sensation, but
it may be metaphorically called a wrong sense-perception (pratyaks@bhisa) when
a sengation is its as@dh@rana-karana, cp. Pr. samucc.,, I 4. Thus it is that
gense-illusion (indriya-bhrantd) is also possible, cp. Tattvas., p. 392.19.

1 pratifi. 2 pratibhisa. 8 @kara == pratibhisa.

4 Vinitadeva, p. 51. 6, has explained abhildps as vieyah sam@nyddih.
D h. insists that it means (as karana-s@dhana) vicakah Sabdah, since the word yogya,
in his interpretation, proves that abhdgpa refers to the word and not to its meaning
The latter (jatyads) is of conrse also understood, but indirectly (szmarthyat), cp.
Tipp., p. 21. 8 ff, and the controversy below, p. 23, cp. p. 23 n. 2.
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indeed, a distinet cognition in which the mental reflex! has coalesced
with its designation by speech? as, e. g., the constructed® (cognition)
«jar» with a man to whom this word is familiar.* It containg such a
mental reflex which is accompanied by the word «jarn.

(8.3). But we may also have (mental constructions) which, although
not accompanied by corresponding words, are capable of being so accom-
panied as, e.g., the mental constructions of a baby not knowing the
import of words. (8.4). If constructions referring to mental reflexes
accompanied by words were (alone) here mentioned, the constructions
of those who do not speak would not have been included. But since it
is said «capable of coalescing», they also are included. Although the
mental constructions of a nmew born® babe are not accompanied by
words, they certainly are suitable for such a connection. Those that
are connected are (eo ipso) also suitable. Thus by inserting the word
ccapable» both (the primitive and developed constructions) are in-
cluded.®

1 7bhasa = pratibhasa.

2 Lit, p.8.1-2. «Among them (tatra) some distinct cognition (pratiti) exists.
possessing a reflex (@bhasa = pratibhdsa = pratibimba) united with a word».

8 FLalpan@ = yojan@, more lit. «the constructive judgment («this is & jarn)n.

4 wyutpanna-sanketa.

5 tadaharjata, cp. Tattvas,, p. 367.12 fi.

¢ This kalpant (= vikalpa) must be distinguished from the wikalpa (= vi-
tarka) of the Vaibh#gikas. About the meaning of vitarka and vicGra in the
Abhidharma, cp. my Central Conception, p. 104. They also assume a special kind
of vitarka which they name svabh@va-vitarka, a rudimentary instinctive synthesis
inherent in all sensation, cp. Abhidh. Kofa ad I. 30. The YogAcaras under-
stand by vikalpa ( = dvaidhi-karana) the bifurcation of consciousness into subject
and object, grahya-grahakatra-vikalpa. Digniga, Pramana-samuce. I 3 under-
stands by this term n@ma-j@ti-guna-kriy@-dravya-kalpand, i. e., a construction or
an arrangement (yojand) of a presentation which includes name, genus or species,
gqnality,function and appurtenances, the whole complex being referred to a particular
moment of efficient reality (svalaksana). The pame, i. e., the proper name (yad-
rech@ Sabda == hdod-rgyal-gyt sgra, e. g., Dittha) is here by no means the de-
signation of an extreme particular, as in European philosophy. Devadatta (or So-
crates) would be for Digniga only the designation of a series of oceurrences
samskara-samiha). Thus we must consider here abhildpa-samsarga as including
all other syntheses, ep. Tattvas., 1226—8. The Tipp., p. 21. 8, remarks that if we
understand the mental synthesis in the same way as it is done in other systems
we will not get the meaning of pure sensation for perception — tes@m grahane sati
indriya-vijiana-pratyaksatva-anupapatiih. Kalpans thus corresponds to onr judg-
ment and more specially to a judgment in which the subject represents Hoc Ak~

uid. L.e., something indefinite to be made definitc by the predicate, a judgment of the
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(8.8) It may be questioned that if (mental constructions) are not ac-
companied by words, how can we have the certainty that they are
capable of being accompanied? We answer — because they are mental
reflexes not limited * (strictly to the actually perceived). They are not
limited, inasmuch as the cause which would be a limit, (the fact which
would exactly correspond to them) is absent. An object apprehended 2
(by acquaintance) can produce in the mind only something limited (to.
the actually present) as, e. g., a patch of colour producing a visual
impression ® can only produce a mental reflex limited to that very
patch. But constructed knowledge* is not produced by the object
(actually apprehended) and therefore it is not a (narrowly) restricted
mental reflex, since the factor eorresponding to it does not exist,
(it is created by the synthesis of productive imnagination). (8.12) Why
is it that such a construction (of productive imagination) is not produ-

form «this i that» sa evayam, cp. Tipp., p. 23. 4; e. g., «this is Dittha» is nd@ma-
kalpand, «this is a patch of blue colour » is guna-kalpand, «this is a cow» is jati-kal-
pand ete. This can be called the «epistemological» form of judgment and every
judgment reduces to this form, since it is a known fact, admitted now in European
Logic, that in every real judgment a reference to some reality is always under-
stood, cp. Sigwart, Logik,3 p. 67. It can be also viewed as a construction, a divi-
sion, a bifurcation, an imagination (vikapla) etc., since every such judgment sug-
gests in its predicate a division of the whole into the predicate and its couuter-
part, e. g, blue and not-blue, cow and not-cow ete. Cp. about vikalpa Madhy.
vritti, p. 350. 12. A detailed discussion of Digna ga’s kalpand is found in Tattvas.,
1214-1311.

1 The term niyata was used above, p. 8. 186, in the sense of niscita, it was
then the contrary of doubt and error. Both pratyakse and anumdnae have each
their niyata-pratibhise — sva-pratibhase, cp. p. 7.13 and 12.19, this prati-
bhasa is referred to emartha in the case of anumana, hence it is wikalpa-visaye
Infra, p. 70. 11 (niyatn-Gkarah kelpito drastacyal) it likewise refers to the con-
structed, synthetic object, not tothe momentary sensation (ksana), not to the abso-
lutely particular (svalaksana). But here, in the sense of «limited», it is referred just
to that momentary indefinite sensation. Even the representations of a new-born
child are supposed to be synthetic images when compared with such sensation. The
author assumes as quite evident that a mental construction is not something
«limited», i.e.,limited to a single indefinite momentary sensation, vikalpa-jiia-
nasya aniyata-pratibhasatvam eva, cp. Tipp., p. 22. 18, Thus it is that what is
<called aniyata-pratibh@sa (= aniyata-@kara) in the context of p. 8. 8, is called
niyate-akara in the context of p. 70. 11.

2 grahya is contrasted with adhyavaseya = prapantya, cp. p. 12. 16—17.

3 caksur-vijiiana. Here vijfi@na is used as in Abhidharma, itis «pure sensa-
tion» produced by colour and the organ of sight, cp. my Central Conception, p. 16.

4 pikalpa-vijidnam. In the Abhidharma this would not be termed eijfiane, but
samjfa (= nimitta-udgrahana), cp. Central Conception, p. 18.
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ced by the object, (i. e, the particular moment which is being appre-
hended)? Because it does not (exclusively) depend upon what is pre-
sent. A (new born) babe indeed does not stop crying and does not
press his lips upon his mother’s breast, so long as it has not produced
a synthesis® of the breast it sees before him with the breast it has
experienced in the foregoing (existence), by thinking (instincti-
vely), «there it is». (8.14) A cognition? which unites former experien-
ces with later ones has not its object present to it, because the former
experience is not present. Not having its object present it does not
depend upon it. An independent cognition is not a reflex® (nar-
rowly) restricted (to one momentary sensation), because the (assem-
bled) factors which would (exactly) correspond (to the syntheticimage)
are absent.* Such (a synthetic image) is capable of coalescing with
a word. (8.16) Sense-knowledge is (strictly) dependent upon its object,
since it is receptive only in regard to what is (really) present before
it. And since the (real) object is a cause confining the reflex (fo itself),
(the corresponding cognition) refers to a (strictly) limited reflex, (to some-
thing unique) which therefore isnot capable of coalescing with a word.

(8.18) (This equally applies to every particular sound of the
speech). Although we admit that a (particular sound) can have a mean-
ing,® we nevertheless, just for the reasons (stated above), maintain
such non-constructiveness® of the particular,” (the absolutely unique
sound). Indeed although the strictly particular (sound) can be signifi-
cative, nevertheless the cognition of an object associated with such
verbal expression is a (synthetic) construction.

(8.20) (Objection). Now, a sensation,® since it is a reflex strictly
limited (to a unique particular) object, cannot produce a reflex capable

1 pratyavamysati = pratyabhijanat; — ekikarots.

2 Here again ofjfldna is used contrary to its meaning in Abhidharma, it
refers to a judgment, «sa ev@yam » ity anena vikalpasya avastha ucyate, cp. Tipp.,
28. 4—5. The abhidharmic sense is then expressed by the compound indriya-
vijfi@na, cp. p. 8. 16 and 8. 20.

3 pratibhasa = pratibimba «reflex», «2s in a mirror» (@darsavat), as appears
from this passage, can be either simple and direct (niyata) or indirect and condi-
tioned (aniyafa). Its counter part is niScaya — adhyavas@ya. Dharmakirti
8ays — pratyaksam — grin@ti na niscayena, kin tarhi tat-pratibhdsena, cp. Ane-
kantaj., p. 177. Inference has also a sva-pratibhésa, cp. text p. 7. 13 and vikalpe
can be avastu-nirbhasa, cp. N. kanik3d, p. 124,

4 Lit, p. 8. 15-16. « And the independent,since there is no cause limiting the
reflex, possesses no limited refiex».

$ vdcya-vacaka-bhara. ¢ avikalpakatva.

7 svaloksana. 8 indriya-vijiiana.
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of being associated with a word, it is non-constructive. But an auditive
sensation? apprehends a strictly particular sound. This strietly parti-
cular sound (has a double character), ou the one side it is a sound, on
the other it can have a meaning. It follows that the strictly particular
(sensation of a) sound corresponds to a mental reflex which is capable
of coalescing with a word, and (there you are!), it is a construction!?

(8.23) (Answer). The objection is not founded! It is true that the
strictly particular sound may have this (double character) of a sound
and a meaning, (and that mcaning involves synthesis), nevertheless it
is really apprehended in this double aspect (not as a present fact, but)
as something which was experienced at the time of the formation of
language3, (when sounds at first received their conventional meaning).
(8.24) The fact that an entity has been experienced at that time (1s
bygone and) does not exist at present. And just as that experience*
has now vanished, just so is it impossible for a present object to be
apprehended by past experience.® Hence an auditive sensation cannot

1 We would expect, p. 8. 21, $rotra-vijfiana, ¢p. Tib., p. 20. 5, rna-bat rnam-
par-Ses-pa.

2 These remarks are directed against Vinitadeva. He has explained, p 41.6,
that the words «a mental reflex capable of coaleseing with a word» refer
to the fact that the general aspect of an object can coalesce with a general term,
because there is between these two generalities an invariable connection (anvaya-
vyatireka). There can be none between particulars. The particular must here be
taken in the Buddhist sense as the absolute particular, the unique (ksana-srvala-
ksana). The point-instant cannot coalesce with a word, cannot be named, (p. 41. 8)
arthasya vifesah, svarfipasye (sta)-laksanasye riipam, abhildpayitum na Sakyate
(vead mi-nus-te instead of behus te). Neither can any particular sound or word
have a meaning (ibid., p. 41. 15., = Sabda-viSesena «bhildpayiium nae Sakyate),
cp. Tattvasg., p. 378.7 na i svalaksane samketall, napi $abda-sva-laksane, .....

.. adakya-samayo niladingm atma. But the coutention that «the particular word
can have no meaning» has given Dharmottara an opportunity for criticism.
He insists that a particular word can have a meaning, not the momentary sound by
itself, but its traditional associations which may reach back to the time of the
formation of language. No doubt Vinttadeva means the same and Dharmottara’s
criticism is unfair. The Tipp. remarks, p. 28. 15-16, param@rthatak s@manyayor
eva vaeya~-vicakatvam, n@rtha-3abda-visesesya. If such particulars would be named
we would have a so called atiprasamge, an «over-absurdity», we could name the
cow a horse and wice versa, because the underlying point-instants, the stalaksanas
are undistinguishable. Cp. also above p. 19 n. 4. In his introduction to Santan®-
ntara-siddhi-tika Vinitadeva gives expression to similar ideas.

8 samketa-kala.

4 dardana.

5 Lit., p. 9. 1. «Indeed just as perception existing at the time of name-giving
is now extinct, just so there is to-day also no «its objectivity» of the thinga.
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directly grasp the sound and the meaning, because it cannot apprehend
(now) what has been experienced a long time ago.

(9.2) The same kind of argument wmust be applied to the (excep-
tional) sagacity of the Yogis. The meaning of all words is present to
them, (they know it directly). It is not synthetic knowledge however,
it does not grasp former experiences which happened at the time of
the formation of language. (9. 4).

6. Knowledge exempt from such (construction),
when it is not affected by an illusion produced
by colour-blindness, rapid motion, travelling on
board a ship, sickness or other causes, is perceptive
(right) knowledge.

(9. 6). Knowledge which is free from constructiveness, i. e., contains
(an element that is not) an arrangement (or judgment), if it is (at the same
time not illusive, is perceptive knowledge—this ishow the sentence should
be connected with what follows, because absence of construction and
absence of illusion constitute the definition of perception taken to-
gether and not separately. In order to point out this, it is said that
knowledge which is free from construction, if at the same time it does
not prodace an illusion, is perceptive knowledge. Thus it is shown that
both these characteristics combined with one another determine the
essence of perception.

(9.9). Colour-blindness is an eye-disease. This is a cause of illusion
located in the organ of sense. Rapid movement (calls forth an illu-
sion) as, e. g., when we rapidly swing a firebrand, (we have the illu-
sion of a fiery circle). If we swing the firebrand slowly, we do not
have it. Therefore the swinging is qualified by the word «rapid». This
is a cause of delusion which is located in the object of perception.
(9. 11). Travelling by ship (produces illusion as, e. g.), when the ship
is moving, a person standing (on the deck) has the illusion of moving trees
on the shore. The word «travelling» points to this circumstance. Here illu-
sion depends on the place where one is sitnated. (9. 13). Disease is the dis-
turbance (of one of the three humours of the body, i. e.,) the gaseous,
the bilious and the phlegmy.? When the gaseous principle in the body
is disturbed, deceitful images like that of aflaming post arise.? This is

! These three humours do not represent exactly air, bile and phlegm, but
three very subtle principles conventionally so called, whose equipoise is eguivalent
to health, whose disturbed equipoise is equivalent to sickness.

2 All psychical diseases are attributed to an abnormal condition of the gase-
ous principle.
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an internal cause of illusion. (9.14). But each of these causes, whether
they be located in the organ or in the object, whether external or in-
ternal, invariably affect the organ of sense, because when the organ of
sense is normal? there can be no illusive sensation.? All these causes
of disease, down to the internal one, are but an exemplification of the
possible causes. (9.16). The words «and other causes» are added in
order to include such organic diseases as the disturbance of vision by
jaundice, such objective causes as a rapid movement to and frow. When,
e. g, the firebrand is seen rapidly moving to and fro, we have the illu-
sion of a fiery-coloured stick. Such external causes as riding on an
elephant and such internal ones as the effect of strong blows on vul-
nerable parts of the body are also included. Cognition when it is free
from illusion called forth Ly these causes is perceptive knowledge.?®

§ 5. THE VARIETIES OF DIRECT KNOWLEDGE.

(9. 20). After having thus given the definition (of direct knowledge
the author now) proceeds to point out its different varieties, in order to
refute the divergent opinions of those who maintain that there is no other
direct knowledge but sense-perception, of those who find fault with our
definition of mental sensation, and of those who admit neither selfcon-
sciousness nor the transcendental intuition of the Buddhist Saint. He says,

7. It is fourfold.

(10.2). There are four varieties of direct knowledge.

1 avikrta.

2 sndriya-bhranti. It follows from this expression, if it is not a metaphorical
one, that illusions are partly to be put on the account of the senses, aud partly
on the account of the interpretation of sense-data by the reason, cp. above, p. 19 1.

3 Vinitadeva, p. 43.9, calls attention to the fact that the word «knowledgen»
(jf@na) is absent in sfitra I 4, where the definition of perception is given, but
it appears here, in sutra L, 6. It seems as though some opponents had objected
to an absolutely pure sense-perception without the slightest admixture of the
combining intellect and maintained that it would not even represent knowledge,
since the senses are by themselves unconscious, ajiarna-svabhavam.. . pratyaksam,
cp. Tattvasg, p. 366, 21. Vinitadeva, p. 43. 10 ff,, and Kamala8ila, p. 867.
1 ft., therefure maiutain (in supporting their view by the same example) that jfidna
must be understood in the definition implicitly. This apparently is approved by Dh.,
cp. Tipp., p- 26. 6 (read bhr@nter). Dharmakirti’s addition of the word abhrania
has given rise toa great deal of disagreement among all commentators. He himself
here explains it as inclnding not ouly hallucinations, bat every kind of illusive per-
ception. Digniga includes all empirical knowledge (samorti), as well as all infe-
rence into his pratyoks@bhisa, cp. Pr. samuec, I. 8. The term pramé@na is thus
used either in a direct or in an indirect semnse. Real pramina is only the pure
pratyaksa.
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8. Sense knowledge (sensation).

(10. 4). Cognition, as far as it depends (on the activity) of the senses
(alone), is sensation.

(10.5). In order to answer the criticism raised against the theory
of mental sensation the author proceeds to give its definition.

9. Mental sensation follows (the first moment of
every) sense-cognition (which is thus) its imme-
diately preceding homogeneous cause. (The latter)
is cooperating with (the corresponding moment of)
the object, (. e, with that momentary object) which
immediately follows the proper (momentary) object
(0of sensation).

(10.8). The proper object of sense-knowledge (is the object in the
moment corresponding to sensation). The following object is the ob-
jeet which is not different, (is quite similar to it). Difference here means
interval in time as wellas difference in quality. (10. 9). Thus, (every) differ-
ence (between the two momentary objects) is denied. The quite simi-
lar second moment following upon the moment when the object has pro-
duced sensation and supported (by the preceding one) is here alluded
to.! (10.10). This being the case, (it is clear) that the next following
moment of the object, after the moment corresponding to sensation,
a member of the same compact series of moments, is here meant. This
(second moment) is here said to cooperate with sensation. (10.11). Co-
operation (or causation) can have two different meanings. It can mean
either a real mutual influence of (one fact upon the other), or (the
compresence of two facts followed by another fact called their) one
result. (10.12). Since we are here (on Buddhist ground) all reality is
reduced to momentary (sense-data). A momentary reality can not pos-
sibly have an increment (as a result), therefore cooperation (is to be
taken in the second sense), as one resulting fact (following upon preceding
two facts). (10. 13). Because the object and the sensation (first produced
by it) are together producing (i. e., are only followed by) one mental
sensation, therefore there is no mutual (real) influence between them.?

1 Lit., p. 10. 9-10. «Therefore when difference is excluded, the supported
(updideya) moment of the ohject of sensation (indriya-vijfidna) which exists in the
second moment (and) is homogeneous, is taken».

2 Buddhist philosophy has gone deeper into the analysis of the idea of Cau-
sality than perhaps any other philosophy has done. The literature devoted to that
subject i8 very extensive. Some details will be found in my Nirvana, p. 39 ff. and
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(10.14). A similar (correlation exists between the sensations of
ordinary men and those of the Yogi who is supposed to be capable of
apprehending them directly. But in that case a foreign) sensation is the
objective fact followed by the Yogi’s perception of it.! In order to di-
stinguish this (analogous case of correlation between a sensation and
the following moment of consciousness) the words «immediate» and
«homogeneous» have been inserted. It is homogeneous as a mental
content, and it is immediate, since there is no interval between them,
and it is a cause, since it is followed by it. Thus it is an immediately
preceding (moment in the same chain of momentary entities). Upon it
(a mental sensation follows, i. e.), springs up. (10.16). Thus it is being
expressed that the outer sense and the inner sense represent (two
succeeding moments), two parts of the same compact series (of one
stream of thought, and in this sense) mental (or internal) sensation is
a species of direct knowledge. Thus the intaition of the Yogi is discri-
minated, since it is part of another stream (of thought, different from
the stream to which the sensation he is able to divine belongs).

(10.18). (Two objections have been raised against this theory of
a mental sensation, 1) it is a repeated cognition of the same object
and is no new cognition at all, and 2) if it is a real coguition of an
external object, then the blind and the deaf would be able to appre-
hend colour and sound through mental sensation). But since the object
of the inner sense differs from the object of the outer sense, (the re-
proach of repetition, i. e.), of not being a cognition because of appre-
hending what has been already apprehended by the outer semses, is
ill-founded. (10.19). On the other hand, since the moment of grasping
by the outer sense is underlying the moment of grasping by the inner

164 f. and Index 6, s. v. Causality. The main point is here very well ex-
pressed. There is no question, in the Buddhist outlock, of one entity really produ-
cing or influencing another out of itself or with the help of other forces, but there
is a coordination between moments following one another in an uninterrupted flow
of a stream of becoming events. There is no duration, no stabilized entities which
could have the time to produce one another. This is the real general import of
pratitya-samutpida as contrasted with adhitya-samutpdda and other theories.

1 Lit., p. 10, 14, «By such sensation, when it hecomes an objective condition,
a direct perception of the Yogi (can) be produced», i. e., the Yogi owing to his extra-
ordinary gift of divination may guess what the sensations of another man are, but
the relation of the guessed sensations to his intuition will not be that of samanan-
tara-pratyaya towards its phala, but that of an alambana-pratyeyae. In an irre-
proachable (ksoda-ksama) scientific definition even such subtle faults against pre-
cision must be foreseen in order to make it secure against all cavil.
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sense (both are inseparable). The deduction ad absurdum, that
namely the blind and the deaf would not exist, if the inner sense could
apprehend a special object, (a moment of it) not apprehended by the
outer sense — this deduction is thereby refuted.’

(10.21). Now we contend that such internal sensation is (a kind
of) direct cognitive process (in the presumption that) the efficiency of
the outer sense is extinet (in one moment). The (indefinite) sensa-
tion of colour which we have at (the moment) when the sense of vi-
sion is efficient is entirely and exclusively sense-cognition. (10.22).
Otherwise (if both these sensatioms, by the outer sense and by the
inner sense, were simultaneous), we would have no (pure sensation at all),
no sensation at all depending (e. g.) upon the organ of sight exclusively.?

(11.1). This internal sensation is a postulate of our system. There
are no facts to prove it (directly). But there is no contradiction in
admitting it, if it were of the described kind. In this sense its defini-
tion has been given?

(11. ). Self-consciousness is next being defined.

1 Lit.,, p. 10. 18—21. « And since the object of mental sensation (mano-vijfid-
nagya) is different from the object of sensation proper (indriya-jigne correspond-
ing to the abhidharmic wvijfidna), therefore the fault of mnon-validity, imputed
{@safljita) because of cognizing the cognized, is discarded, And since the moment
is taken which has a substratum in the object of sensation, therefore the deduction
of the fault (dosa-prasanga) of the absence of the blind and the deaf is discarded,
because it cognizes another object which has not been coguized by sensation ».

2 Since the second moment would be likewise indriya-vijiana it will not be
possible to distinguish between indriya-vijiGina and mano-vijfiana, cp. Tipp,
p- 80. 8-5. «If the organ of sight will operate, why indeed should the (same) sen-
sation not arise in the second moment, it is the same, provided it will make the
objeet present (yogyn-karane — sGks@tkErini). Therefore how is it that both
will not be called sensations (of the outer sense)?» Cp. also Tatp., p. 111. 2.

3 The siddh@nta mentioned p.11.1 can include the @gama quoted in the
Tipp, p. 26.10, where Buddha declares that colonr is apprehended in two ways,
by the sense of vision and by the internal semse evolted by the external one.
Dh. deems it a sufficient proof and no other proofs are needed. The remark is di-
rected against JiAnagarbha and his followers who devised a formal argumentin
favour of the existence of such a thing as mental sensation. Since sensation and
mental construction are, in this system, twe quite heterogeneouns sources of know-
ledge, something intermediate must be fonnd which would be sensuous on one
gide and mental on the other, in order to account for a knowledge which comhines
sense-data with mental constructions. Thus the existence of an internal sense is
proved by the existence of & subsequent mental construetion (nila-mano-vijAanat
samiana-jatiya-mila-vikalpa-udayt). Dharmottara rejects the argument, as the
Tipp., p. 80, assumes, becanse he admits the possibility of a result being pro-
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10. Every consciousness andevery mental pheno-
menon are self-conscious.

(11.5). Consciousness simply apprehends (the presence) of an ob-
ject. Mental phenomena apprehend special states of conscious-
ness, such as pleasure ete. It is (emphasized) that every (flash of)
consciousness and every special state of it are self-conscious. Indeed
pleasure etc. are being clearly experienced and therefore are present
to the mind. (Self-consciousness) is not itself a (special) mental pheno-
menon differing from all others. In order to remove this supposition
the word «every» has been inserted into the definition.? (11.7). There
is no mental phenomenon whatsoever it may be which could be un-
conscious of its own existence. (This feeling of its own existence, is)
immediate (direct) cognition.® (11.8). For, indeed, (we feel our own
existence in some way or other, and) this aspect of our knowledge,
which represents a feeling of its own existence, is direct knowledge.*
(11.9). According to our (system when an external) reality, such as
(a pateh) of colour, is apprehended, we at the same time feel some-

duced from a heterogeneous cause. But then the hypothesis becomes useless.
Dharmottara seems to say «let it be useless, but it involves no contradictionn.
It is evidently not what was meant by Dignaga. Db. is again misled by his pole-
mical fervour. The position regarding mano-vijfi@na or mano-vijfiana-dhatu, the
dhate Ne 18, is quite different, cp. my Central Conception, p. 17. After having
established a radical distinction between the parts of the senses and of the intel-
lect in cognition, Dignaga was evidently in want of something which would
be partly sensuous and partly mental. He thus established his «mental sensationo».
A gimilar course, a8 is well known, hag been taken in European philosophy. Some
particulars about this exceedingly interesting theory of a mental sensation as well
as transiations from Vacaspati and the Tipp. will be given in an Appendix.

1 Not aloue feelings are here meant, but all other mental phenomena, all
caitastka-dharmas, ideas, volitions, passions, etc.

2 According to the Abhidharma consciousness (ctitam = manah = vijfigng =
mana-Gyatana = mano-dhitu) is imagined as a separate element of pure consci-
ousness which accompanies every cognition, cp, my Central Conception p. 16.

8 Lit, p. 11.7—8. «There is whatsoever no condition of consciousness in
which the cognition of its own self is not immediate».

4 Lit.,, p. 11. 8. «Indeed in what form the Self is felt in that form the feeling
of the Self is immediate (pratyaksa)». This remark is directed against the Indian
realists, the Naiyayikas and the Mimamsakas who imagined in self-percep-
tion a real relation of cognizing mind towards a cognized Self. According to the
Sautrintikas and Yogacaras this relation does not exist in reality. Our know-
ledge is self-luminous (svayam-prakisa) like the light of a lamp that does not
want aunother light in order to be illuminated. The Vaibhagikas and Madhya-
mikas did not agree in this doctrine.
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thing (internally) in the shape of well-being or (some other emotion)
which is a thing different (from the patch of colour). It is not possible to
maintain that a patch of, e. g., blue colour is felt as being itself the
pleasure (it affords us), because the verdict of our intellect does not
support (the judgment) «this patch of blue colour has itself the form
of pleasure.» (11.11). If it were the case, if we were satisfied that
blue and pleasure are felt as equivalents, then we could maintain such
identity.? (11.12). (We call) cognized directly that aspect of (the ob-
ject) regarding which the function of direct perception, i. e., the mere
pointing out of its presence, is followed by the construction (of the
corresponding image). But (we cannot maintain that the sensation pro-
duced by a pateh) of blue is followed by an image (not of blue, but of)
pleasure. (11.13). Therefore we really are experiencing pleasure as
something quite different from the object blue, as something which 18
not equivalent to blue, and this is, no doubt, knowledge. Therefore we
do experience our own knowledge. Selfconsiousness is essentially a case
of knowledge, it makes present to us our own Self. It is not a con-
struction, it is not an illusion, and therefore it is direct knowledge.

(11.16). The intuition of (the Buddhist Saint), the Yogi, is next
explained.

11.The (mystic) intuition of the Saint (the Yogi)
is produced from the subculminational state of
deep meditation on transcendental reality.?

1 These remarks are directed against the Sankhya theory which assumes
that pleasure and pain are something external, inherent inthe objects which pro-
duce pleasure and pain. Cp. Tipp., p. 32.10.

2 This iz a kind of perception which is entirely mental, not at all sensuous.
It can be, to a certain degree, assimilated to sense-perception because of the vi-
vidness with which the contemplated picture presents itself to thie imagination. In
a gystem which assimilates all representations, even the perceptive presentations,
to dreams, the difference between a dream and a perception consists mainly in the
vividness (sphutabliatva) of the latter. A new characteristic of perception is there-
fore introduced, the vividness of the mental image. The two former characte-
ristics of «non-constructive » and «non-illusive», and the general characteristic of
«not contradicted by experience» (avisamrddi) may be interpreted so as to cover
this kind of perception, but not without some difficulty. Mystic intuition (yogi-
pratyaksa) is that faculty of the Buddhist Saint (@rya) by which he is capable
completely to change all ordinary habits of thought and contemplate directly, in a
vivid image, that cordition of the Universe which has been established by the ab-
stract constructions of the philosopher. The Buddhist Saint is a man who, in ad-
dition to his moral perfections, i3 capable of contemplating the Universe sub epecie
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(11.18). Reality is something really existing, (i. e., transcendental
reality). Such reality is elicited (by the philosopher) after logical
criticism, e. g., the Four Truths of the Buddhist Saint.> The contem-
plation of transcendental reality means its repeated forcing into con-
sciousness. The culminating point of such contemplation means the
point when our mind, containing the image of the contemplated object,
begins to reach a condition of clarity (as though the fact were present
before the meditator). (11.20). The adjoining (stage is that stage)
when the clarity is as yet not quite complete. Indeed, as long as the
clarity of the image is not quite complete, progress is going on,
when it is complete progress ceases. Thus, what is called a con-
dition nearly culminational is that degree of clarity which precedes
complete vividness. (11.23). (A state of mind) which is brought about
by this underculminational point, a knowledge apprehending with abso-
iute vividness the contemplated (image), as though it were actually
present before the meditator, this is the Saint’s direct perception.

(12.1). There are indeed here (three degrees of transic absorbtion,
the first) is that when the image begins to be clear, contemplation
is in progress; the (second) is the subculminational degree, when
(the Saint) contemplates the (ideal) reality as though it were veiled
by a thin cloud; in (the third) the object is perceived just as
clearly as though it were a small grain on the palm of one’s hand —
this latter is the Saint’s direct knowledge.? (12.3). It has indeed the
aeternitatis. Cp. my Nirvana, p. 16 f. The MimAmsakas deny the existence of
yogis and of mystic intuition altogether, cp Tipp., 25. 5, where correct na sant:
instead of na samprati.

1 About the Four Truths cp. my Nirvana p. 16 and 55. Their Mahayanistic in-
terpretation is here alluded to. They then are the equivalent of the «two truths», the
empirical and the absolute, the latter is the bh#t@rtha=yan-dag-pai don,i.e.,the real
condition of things, or transcendental reality, so as it has been established by the phi-
losopher (praminena vinidcita), it is ksanikatvadi-grahi mano vijfianam (Tipp.,
p- 88.9), ksani katva is contemplated also by the Hinayanistic Saint, the Arhat.
The Bodhisattva contemplates $#@nyatd either in its idealistic (Yogacdra) or in its
relativistic (Madhyamika) interpretation. But the abstract form of these philo-
sophic constructions (alikakdram vacya-vicaka-+Tpam) then vanishes and remains
a kind of direct vivid consciousness (niyam vitti-rigpam), cp. Tipp., p. 84.7.

2 According to Vinitadeva, p. 47, the bhavang-prakarsa comprises 4 de-
grees, smrty-upasth@ing, usmogata, mitrdhan and ks@nti; the prakarsa-paryanta is
the same as laukik@gradharma. About these so called nirvedha-bhagiya-stages and
the smrty-upasthanas cp. Abhidh. Koia, VI. 14 £ and VI. 20 ff. After that comes
the decisive moment, the meditating man snddenly acquires the faculty of trans-
cendental intuition (yogi-pratyal:sa), he changes completely, it is another pudgala,
a Saint, an @rya, a bodhisattva. All his habits of thonght have changed, he has
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vividness (of direct perception), and just for thisreason it (ceases to be)
a construction. (12.3). Constructed (synthetic) knowledge would ap-
prehend the (same) reality in mental images capable of coalescing
with words, (indirectly including) experiences (which go back to the
time) of the formation of language. An experience (which reaches
back to the time) of the formation of language means that its object
has been apprehended by some knowledge produced at that time.
(12.5). But just as a cognition that has happened a long time ago is
gone and does not exist any more at present, just so is it impossible
for an entity to be apprehended by past knowledge at the present mo-
ment. (12.6). This (synthetic knowledge) apprehends something that
does not really exist, and since it does not apprehend its object as some-
thing present before the observer, it lacks the vividness (of direct
perception) without which it remains a construction. But when this
vividness is reached it becomes non-constructed (direct, non-synthetic
knowledge). (12.8). Moreover it is not contradicted by experience,
sinee (the object of meditation) which is being apprehended represents

the «pure» object (the point-instants of efficiency that are elicited) by
acquired the habit of realizing the Relativity (Siinyata) and unreality of the pheno-
menal veil (samorti) concealing absolute Reality (param@rtha == bhiitirtha). He
enters the Mahfyanistic drsti-marge and the first of the ten Mahfyanistic stages
(bhitms), the stage called pramuditd@. At the same time he becomes filled with over-
whelming devotion to the Salvation of all living beings (mahd-kd#runa). Cp. Madhy.
avatara, L. 4 ff He then understands the «Four Truths of the Saint» in their Maha-
yanistic interpretation as s formula intended to suggest the eqnipollency of Samsara
and Nirvana in a monistic Universe. This intuition is a transcendental (lokottara)
capacity, it is not, like Spinoza’s infuitus, supposed to be rational. Yogi-
pratyaksa is not & pram@na in the sense indicated above, p. 8 n. 2. It is an intui-
tion of a condition uncognizable by logical methods (aprameya-vastingm aviparita-
drstih) However, according to the school of Yogacara Logicians, it is a pramana
indirectly, because the relativity of all our conceptions (vikalpa) or judgments
(kalpand), as well as the non-relative, absclute (paramartha) character of the un-
cognizable «thing in itself» (svalaksana) is established by logical analysis. Logic
destroys the mnaive realism of a pluralistic universe. The underlying Unity
samortss $iinyat@) is uncharacterizable (anirvacaniya) according to the Relativists
($@nya-vadin), it is pure, undifferentiated consciousness (Snyatd = vijfiana-
matram grahya-gréhaka-rirmuktam) sccording to the Idealists (vijfi@na-vadin).
Cp. the controversy between the Logicians and the Relativists in my Nirvana,
p. 140 . Cp. also the masterly exposition of the Nuaiyayika-abkimata-yogi-pratyaksa
in Tatp., p. 49.17 ff. and N. Kanika, p. 147, 4 £ According to SantZnintaras.
{concl.) the supreme Yogi, i. e., the Buddha alone possibly intuits theundifferentiated
Absolute, the ordinary Yogins can intuit only its subject-object aspect, cp. infra
p. 34 n. 4. Op. analogousideas of Kant on impossibity of «intellectuelle Anschan-
ung», Kritik2 pp. 72, 149, 308.
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logical (analysis).! Hence it is direct knowledge, just as (sensation)
and other varieties of direct cognition are. Yoga is ecstatic (direct)
contemplation. The man who possesses this faculty is a Saint.?

(12.9). So much is to be said about the different varieties of di-
rect knowledge.

§ 6. THE OBJECT OF DIRECT KNOWLEDGE.

(12.11). Having done with the exposition of the varieties of direct
knowledge which (includes) no construction and no illusion, (the author)
proceeds to clear away the misconceptions concerning its object and says,

12. Its object is the (extreme) particular.

(12.14). Its object, i. e., the object of the fourfold direct knowledge,
must be conceived as being the particular. The particular means an

entity or an essence which is unique, which is shared by nothing else
(which is the thing in itself).?

1 pramana-suddha-artha-grihi either means praminena suddham artham
grhndts or suddh@rtham pramdnena grhndit. The first would mean pramidnena
Suddham = pram@nena vinidcitam, artham = bhiitdrtham, grhndti. The second —
Suddhartham — svalaksanam = artha-kriyG-kari-ksanam pram@nena grhniti.
The Tipp., p. 35. 1, seems to favour the second interpretation, on p. 24.5 and 24.9
it uses the word $uddha in a similar way. The expressions Suddhd@ kalpana,
Suddham pratyaksam, Suddh@rthah remind us of Kant’s terminology of ereine
Vernunft», «reine Sinnlichkeits, «reines Objectn. The definition of right know-
ledge as knowledge «not contradicted by experience» (avisamvidz), which sounds
80 empirical, is here, in mystic intuition, interpreted as referring to the transcen-
dental object.

2 Vinitadeva, p. 48—49, reckons likewise as yogi-pratyaksa the various
gifts of supernatural divination and prophesy with which the Yogis are
credited. Dh.’s comment contains here not a single word about them.

8 The peculiarity of Dignaga’s doctrine about the particular and the gene-
ral comsists in ite comception of the particular as the unique. The existence in
every direct cognition of «something undque by being present to me in perception»
is also pointed out by Bosanquet, Logie, I. 76, Here it assnmes the role of the
«thing in itself», it is the absolute particular, the limit of all synthetic construetion.
It represents a single moment (ksana), it has no extension in space (desa-
ananugata), no duration in time (k@la-ananugata), it is similar to nothing (sarvato-
vydvrtta), it is unique (trailokya-vya@vrtta), cp. Tatparyat. p. 12. 20. It is a
transcendental reality, since it cannot be realized in a defimte representation
(jRanena prapaystum asakyatvat). Cognized are only generalities or similarities,
relations, coordinations, by a synthesis of moments (pirvapara-ksananam abheda~
adhyavas@ydt). It is the absolute reality, the «thing in jtself» which nnderlies
every efficient empirical reality (da@hddy-artha-kriyd), Digniga has established
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(12.15). (Every) reality, indeed, has its real essence which is the
particular (the unique) and a general (imagined aspect). That which is
apprehended in direct perception is the unique. The object of cognition
is really double, the prima facie apprehended and the definitely re-
alized. (The first is) that aspect which appears directly (in the first
moment).* (The second is the form which is constructed in a perceptive)
judgment.? (12.17). The directly perceived and the distinctly con-
ceived are indeed two different things. What is immediately appre-
hended in sensation® is only one moment. What is distinctly conceived
is always a compact chain of moments cognized in a construction* on
the bagis of sensation, (e. g., «this iz blue»). And just this con-
structed synthesis of a chain of moments is (finally) realized by direct
perception, because a unique moment can never be realized in a defi-
nite cognition. (12.19). (The opposite course is taken by) indirect
knowledge (inference). An unreality appears in it to the mind, and its
course consists in distinctly cognizing an unreality as (a kind of)
reality.® It apprehends (prima facie) an unreality. But this imagined ob-
ject, which is apprehended (by inference), is definitely referred to an
(imagined) particular. (12. 21). Thus it is that constructed parti-
culars are the proper province of inference, but its immediate object
is an unreality. (12.22). Consequently when the author makes the
statement that the object of direct knowledge is the particular, he means
the immediate (prima facie) object (i. e., one moment, the unique).®

(12.23). Further, how can we recognize (the presence of such a
momentary) object of knowledge which is the particular?

this point of absolute reality against the M@dhyamikas who maintained a
Universal Relativity (s#nyatd) of knowledge, and tried to prove that even this
wthing in itself» was relative, cp.theinteresting controversy about the relativity of the
«thing in itself» between Candrakirtiand Dignaga inthe Madhy. vrtti, transla-
ted in my Nirv&na, p. 149 ff. Cp. Tipp., p. 35 and Bradley, Princ,2 p. 647 ff.

1 yadakaram is an aryayibh@va = yasya dkiram anatikramya.

2 yam adhyavasyati. 3 pratyaksasya.

4 niscayena = kalpanayd = vikalpena = adhyavasayena, cp, Tatp., p. 87. 25,

5 For the lit. rendering cp. p. 17 n. 6 (text, p. 7. 13).

8 Dharmakirti evidently uses the term «thing in itself» (svalaksana) in
more than one sense. The same, as is well known, has happened in European
philosophy. It means, 1} existence absolntely indefinite, not even differentiated
into subject and object, it is then grahya-grahaka-kalpand-apodha—it is the Abso-
lute of the Yogacaras, the Siinyata in its idealistic conception (buddhy-atma),
cp. my Nirvana,p. 146 ff, the verses quoted in Sarvad., p. 16.7 ff.(B. L) and the
concluding passage of Santdnantara-siddhi; 2) the extreme concrete and parti-
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13. When the mental image varies according
as the object is near or remote, the object then
is the particular.

(13.2). The term «object» means object of cognition, i. e, an ob-
ject which is being cognized. «Near» means localized in a near place,
aremoten —localized in a remote place.l (13.3). According as the
object is mear or remote, it produces a different mental image, a dif-
ferent form of the directly cognized (first moment), making it either
vivid or dim.® (13.4). When an object of cognition produces a vivid
(flash) of consciousness, if it is near, and a dim one, if it is, although
remote, but still amenable to the senses, it is a particular. (13.6). In-
deed, all (external) reality is vividly experienced when near, and dimly
apprehended at a distance. This is (an indication of the presence of)
a particular.

cular, the Hoe Aliquid=Zkimcid idam, the pure dlambana,existence localized in time-
space (ksana), the limit of all mental constructions (nama-jatyadi-kalpand-apodha,
but not grahya-grakaka-kalpana-apodha), the point-instant of efficiency capable of
affecting our sensibility (artha-kriyd-samartha); it then already contains what
Kant would have called the a priori forms of our sensibility, the possibility of coordi-
nation (sariipya), if not already some rndimentary coordination; snch is the
meaning lere and on this score it is sometimes supposed (Tipp., p. 19. 10) that
Dignaga’s school was partly Sautrantika; 3) (metaphorically) every concrete
and particular (= vyakti) object, since its substratum is the thing in itself.

1 Vinitadeva has explained sannidh@na as presence in the ken and asan-
nidhana as total absence, p. 50.1, thams-cad-kyt thams-cad-du med-pa, cp. Tipp.,
p- 86. 9—10. The siitra would then refer to the presence or absence of an object
in the ken. This interpretation seems much preferable.

2 In order to understand this passage we must fully realize that, according to
Dh.’s terminology, e. g., a fire, the physical object fire, is & construction, hence it is
a generality or an assemblage of generalities. The strictly particular is its under-
lying substratum {up@dhi), the efficient point-instant (artha-kriyd-samartha). If the
same reality could change and produce a clear image in one case, and a dim one in
another, it would not be uuique (réipa-dvayem syit). The author of the Tipp., p. 86.
14 ff,, asks, «But is it not a generality that, being perceived at a distance, appears
in & dim image? it is not the particular (point-instant)», And he answers that a
generality by itself is something unreal, it does not exist in the sense of being effi-
cient, efficiency always belongs to a point-instant of efficiency. And further,
p- 87.8 ff.,, «The clear or dim image of the blue pateh is not transcendentally real
(vastu = paramirthasat), but that blue which represents the atom, (the underlying
point-instant) which is capable of being efficient (is the real object); the clear and
dim images are produced by the underlying substratum. ..., the real object (ar-
thasya — parama@rthasatah) appears as clear or dim not by itself (paramarthatah),
but {indirectly} through the clearness or the dimness of the image ({@nasyal; an
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(13.8). Further, why is the particular the exclusive object of
sense-perception? ! Indeed, do we not realize in distinct thought a fire
(when its presence is indirectly inferred from smoke), as something
capable of being experienced, (as a permanent possibility of sensation)?

14. That alone (which is unique) represents ulti-
mate reality.

(18.11). Ultimately real means something not constructed, not ima-
gined. What so exists is the ultimately real. That object alone (which
contains no construction), which produces an impression sharp or dim,
according as it is near or remote, is the only real. Since it is just
that thing which is the object (producing) direct perception, therefore
the particular, (i. e, the unigue moment, the thing in itself) is the
exclusive object of sense-perception.

(13.14). Why again is this (absolute particular, the non-constructed
point-instant) alone the ultimate reality?

15. Because the essence of reality is just? effi-
ciency.

(13.16). What is aimed at ix the object. It is either something to
be avoided or something to be attained. The first repels, the second
attracts. The object, i. e., the aim, has an action, i e., produces some-
thing. The efficiency, i. e., the capacity to produce something, is
a force. Just that is the character, or the essence?® of reality, (viz. to
be a centre of forces). The test (of reality) is to be a foree producing
action (attracting or repelling something). For this reason (the unique,

upiversal (s@ma@nyasya), on the contrary, does not (change) in its image as clear or
dim». (Read, p. 87. 5, jfi@nam na bhavati). According to Vinitadeva asphuta would
mean dim in the sense of abstract, imagined, absent.

! The following words are an answer to an objector who thinks that whatso-
ever produces a reflex (pratibh@sa = pratibimbana) in us is real, the universal
(sdmanya) produces a corresponding reflex, therefore it is also real, It is answered
that the efficient point-instant is alone ultimately real, the universal does not possess
any separate efficiency of its own. The existence of a reflex is not a proof of reality,
becanse by the infinence of the force of transcendental illusion (avidy@-bal@t) nnreal
things can evoke a reflex. A mental image does not exactly correspond to any
efficient reality, because the image of a universal can be produced without the real
existence of the umiversal (vinapi s@m@nyena), simply by the force of inkerited
mental habit (vdsand-belat), cp. Tipp., p. 38.2—9.

2 Read, p. 13. 15, — laksanatvdd eva vastunah. Cp. Hemacandra’s
Pramipa-mimamsi, I 1. 32—83.

3 rigpam = svariipam.
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i. e., the point-instant is the only reality). The term «real objectn»? is
synonymous with «ultimate reality».

(18.18). The following is meant. We apply the term «ultimately
real» to anything (that can be tested) by its force to produce an
effect.? Such an efficient object (is always localized, it) is either near
or remote. Depending on (its localization) it produces different impres-
sions.®> Therefore such (a localized point) is the ultimately real
(13.20). This indeed is the reason why purposive actions are realized
in regard of objects directly perceived, not in regard of objects con-
structed (by imagination). (18.21). This explains the fact that an ima-
gined object, although we can in thought realize it as something quasi
visible, is by no means directly perceived, because no purposive action
is possible upon (such fancied image). (14. 1). A (really) perceived object,
on the other hand, produces purposive action. Consequently real is
only the particular (i. e., the unique point of efficiency, the thing
in itself), not the constructed object (of imagination).*

16. Different from it is the universal charac-
ter (of the object).

(14. 4). The object of knowledge which is other than the unique
(point), which does not represent the unique point, is its general cha-
racter. An object, indeed, which is distinctly conceived by synthetic ima-
gination does not produce different impressions when it is (imagined)
in a near or in a remote place. (14.6). An imagined fire owes its exi-
stence to imagination, and it is imagination that makes it near or re-
mote. When it is imagined, mayit be as near oras remote, there is no
different impression on the mind in regard of vividness. Therefore it
is said to be different from the particular (from the unique). (14.8). The
universal character of something is that essence which exists owing to
generality, i. e, that essence which belongs equally (to an indefinite
number of) points of reality. Indeed, (the fire) existing in imagination
refers equally to every possible fire. Therefore it represents the uni-
versal essence.

1 vastu.

2 artha-kriya-samartha.

8 Lit. «reflexes», jfiana-pratibhisa.

4 Although Time, Space and Causality are regarded as constructions, but
their underlying efficient point-instants are the ultimate reality, cp. infra,
p. 69,11 (text). They correspond to the second conception of & «thing in itself»,
¢p. above, p. 34 n.; it is partly different from the Kantian one.
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(14.10). (The author) now states that this universal essence can be
apprehended by indirect knowledge. He says,

17. 1t is the province of indirect knowledge
(inference).

(14.12). It is the province of indirect knowledge, i. e., it is prima
facie apprehended?® (by inference).

For convenience’s sake this remark about the object of inference is
inserted in the chapter on direct perception, because if it were in-
tended to discuss the general essence as the object of inference in the
(second chapter), it would have been necessary to repeat the whole
passage in which the essence of the particular is treated.®

§ 7. THE RESULT OF THE ACT OF COGNIZING.

(14.15). After having repudiated misconceptions regarding the ob-
ject of perception, (the author) proceeds to clear away that wrong
theory which assumes a (difference between cognition and its) result.

18. This direct cognition itself is the result of
cognizing.

1 grahya-riipa.

2 Lit,, p. 14.12, «The pronoun has assumed the gender of the (word deno-
ting) the subject-matter ».

3 As the object cognized through inference we must here understand its im-
mediate, prima facie object (grahya-ripa) which is always an imagined (vikalpita),
unreal (anartha) object. When we, e. g., infer the presence of fire from the pre-
sence of smoke, we imagine the fire, it is prima facie a fire in general. But the
second step in this act of cognition will be to imagine it as a real fire, a possible
object of purposive actiow, a possible sense-datum. Thus the particular sense-da-
tum will also be an object cognized ultimately through inference, but indirectly.
The result (pramana-phala) of both modes of cognition from this point of view is
just the same, cp. ch. JL4. Inference is s@rigpya-laksanam pramanam, text, p. 6.10,
but perception is also s@ripya-pramanam, I.20. The divergence between the
schools about the object of cognition (visaya-vipratipatts) concerns only this prima
facie object of each, cp. Tipp., p. 86.5—8, grahya eva visaye sarvesdm viprati-
pattik. Since all the exposition is here made with a view to combat divergent opi-
nions (vipratipatti-nirakarandrtham), therefore, when it is stated that the object
cognized through inference is the universal, we must understand only that the first
stage in indirect cognition of reality is not that pure semsation (nirvikalpaka)
which is characteristic in sense-perception. In this there is divergence with the Rea-
lists who assume a direct contacl (sannikarsa) between the senses and the Universal.
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(14.16). Just that direct knowledge which has been described above
is the result of the act of cognizing. (There is no difference between
the act of perception and the percept).?

(14.18). In what sense is it a result?

19. It bas the form of a distinct cognition.

(14.20). Distinct cognition means determinate knowledge.? When
direct knowledge assumes this form it possesses the essence of dis-
tinet cognition. This circumstance is the reason why (the result does not
differ from the act of cognition). (4. 21). The following is meant. Right
knowledge is efficient knowledge.> The faculty of bemng efficient (i. e.,
capable of guiding men’s purj.osive action) is not produced exclusively
by its dependence on the presence of some object (i. e., by passive
reaction from some object). A sprout, e.g., is invariably connected with
a seed, but it is not capable (of cognizing it).* Therefore cognition, al-
though produced by some object, (is not a mere reflex), but it necessa-
rily has to accomplish some spontaneous function of absorbing the
object, which alone when achieved makes the object distinctly cognized
(i. e., assimilated). (15.3). And this is just (what we call) the result of

11t is clear from the whole exposition that the author assumes two different
stages in perception, a first indefinite moment of sensation and a following mental
construction. Since the second is called forth by the first, it can be called its result.
But here the problem is envisaged from another point of view. The Realists consi-
der the act of cognizing as an act of «grasping» the external object by the senses
and of conveying its «grasped» form through the intellect to the Soul which alone
ig self-conscious. For the Buddhists thereisno «act» of «grasping», no «grasped»
form, no Soul and no adequate external object, but in every idea (vijAidna) there is
immanent self-consciousness. A distinet idea (pratits) may by smputation be regarded,
just as the case may be, either as a source, an act, an instrument (pramana) or as
an object, a content, a result of cognizing (pramana-phala). The result of cogrizing
is cognition, cp. the notes on p. 42, 48, 46, and 49—50. Cp. Tipp., p. 39 ff. There
is a difference between chilti and chid@ in the act of cutting, there is no difference
between parécchitti and jfid@ne in the act of cognizing.

2 pratili = avagamn = bodha = prapti = paricchitti — nifeaya = adhyava-
saya = kalpand@ = vikalpa are all nearly synonyms. Cp. Tatp., p. 37.20, 38.2,87.25.
They all contain an element of smrti or samshira.

3 Cp. above, text., p. 3.5 ff.

4 aprapakatvat, according to the context, means here anifcayakalvit —=
ajhapakatrat, The example then means that there is an ordinary case of causation
between a seed and a sprout, the latter is the result of the former, butin cognition
the product cognizes the object which is its cause, and this act of cognition is
also the result. The author of the Tipp., p. 40. 16 ff.,, suggests another expla-
nation of this example.
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ight knowledge. When this (result) is reached, knowledge becomes effici-
nt. (But this does not mean that the efficiency-function is something
lifferent from knowledge itself). (15.3). We have indeed stated above?!
hat the efficiency function of efficient knowledge is nothing but the fact
hat it makes manifest tLe object of possible purposive action. Just the
;ame perceptive knowledge? possesses (both) the character of being a di-
stinet cognition of the object and of pointing to (the presence of the object
1 one’s ken). Therefore the result of cognizing is but cognition itself.
(15.6). But then, it knowledge as a cognizing act® is the result of
ognition, what indeed is the instrument, (the source) of that act?

20. The source of cognizing consists in coordi-
nation (between the constructed image and its
real) object.

(15.8). The fact of coordination,* or conformity between cognition
and its object, this is (a fact that might be interpreted as a kind of)

! Text, p. 8.5 ff., transl, p. 4.

2 pratyaksa is here used not in the meaning of sensation, but it is comprehen-
sive of definite perception (savikalpaka) also.

3 pramiti-riipa.

4 There is a coordination of the «thing in itself» with all the elements consti-
tuting the superimposed image or Universal. The term sariipya is suggestive of a
gpecial theory of Universals. The Buddihsts are neither Realists, nor Conceptualists,
but extreme Nominalists (apoka-vadinah). The school of Nyaya-VaiSegika represents
in India an extreme Realism, they use the term sa@manya and admit the objective
reality of classes (jats), individual forms (akrti) as well as particular things (vyakti).
The Sankhyas deny samanya and admit s@ripya, cp. my Central Conception, p. 56,
57, 64. The Mimamsakas, very characteristically, admit both s@manya and saripya
(= s@driya), as two separate padarthas, the latter is said to be relative, while the
former represents the positive content of general features residing in an individual
thing, its «form» (ak@ra). The Buddhists of the Sautrantika and Yogficara schools
likewise admit, but with very important qualifications, the «forms» of our ideas, they
are sakara-vadinah. Pure consciousness alome (witti-sett@) could never produce a
distinct cognition, because it is not differentiated (sarvatra-aviSesit). But «simi-
larity» (sariipya), or generality, «entering» into it (t@m @vifat) is capable of
giving it a form (s@rwpyarativam ghatayet), 1. e., of prodncing a clear and distinct
idea. However we cannot, on this score, characterize the Buddhists as Conceptualists.
Their Universals are purely negative, or relational (atad-vyavriti-riipa). Their scope,
their content, is always determined by the greater or lesser amount of negations, of
contrasts or «coordinations» which they may include. An elephant and a dog,
although quite dissimilar, may be united as belonging to the «¢class» of «non-ante-
lopes». The class «cow» is formed by contrasting it with horse ete. The Universals
are relative and therefore unreal, the human mind’s imagination. They obtain
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a source® producing knowledge. For us? (Buddhists, when we say that)
a cogrition has sprung up from an object, this (simply) means that
this cognition is a fact which is coordinated to a (momentary) object,
as, e. g., the cognition produced by a patch of blue colour is coordi-
nated to (the substratum of) this blue.

This coordination i3 described (in other terms) as an idea® or
representation * (of the object).

(15.11). But then, is not coordination just the same thing as cog-
nition? In that case, the same cognitive fact would be the source and
the resulting (content) of cognition? Howerer,it is impossible that the
same entity should be its own cause and its own effect.’ In what
sense then is this fact of coordination an act?

21.Owing to this, a distinet cognition of the
object is produced.

(15.14). «This» means coordination. «Owing to this» means
through the influence of the fact of coordination. The distinet cogni-

some reality only through a substratum, the efficient focus (artha-kriya-kari), the
point-instant (ksana), the «thing in itself» (svalaksana). A distinct cognition is
thus produced from two sources: its coordinationms, axranged by the human mind
according to its own laws, and an indefinite «thing in itself», The «object-intent-
ness» (visayatd) of our knowledge does not consist in « grasping» (grahana), but
it is the expression of these two facts (tat-s@ripya-tad-utpatisbhydm visayatvam).
Opponents have stigmatized this theory as a « purchage without paying the price
(a-mulya-dana-kraya)», since the supposed reality receives perceptibility (prat-
yaksatam labhate), i. e., becomes a clear and distinct perception, but «does not
pay any equivalents, i. e., does not impart its «form» to this perception, since it
is itself formless. Translating this phrasing into Kantian terminology we could
say that the empirical object conmsists of an uncognizable substratum, the «thing
in itself», and a superstructure which our reason imposes upon it according to its
own categories of understanding. The best exposition of this theory is by Viacas-
pati, Nyayakanik3d, p. 256 ff., 289 &, (reprint), he also several times alludes
to it in the Tatparyatiks, e. g, p. 102. 14 ff, 269.9 ., 338 ff Cp also my
Soul Theory, p. 838. 1 pramana. 2 iha.

8 @kdra.

4 gbhasa. This a@bhdsa = praiibh@sea possesses the immanent feature of being
sariipya-samvedana through which bodha = pratiti is attained, it can be regarded as
a kind of pramana = sGdhakatlama == prakrsta-upakarake, cp. Tipp., p. 42. 8.

5 In Vinitadeva’s avaterana there is no question of the same entity being
its own cause and its own result, he simply asks what will be the process of (defi-
nite) perception, if perceptive knowledge is regarded as a result, and answers
that the process consists in coordination or in contrasting.
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tion of the object means a self-conscious idea' of it. Coordination is
the cause producing (distinetness). (15.15), Direct cognition? of an object
in the form of a perceptive judgment ® is possible, i e, (the object is
really) being cognized, owing to the coordination (of an image with
a point of external reality and its contrast* with correlative images).
(15.16). Indeed, as soon as our awareness ® (begins to present itself as)
an image® of something blue, only then can we judge? that we have
a distinct cognition of it (in the form «this is blue», «it is not non-~
blue»). It then is (really) cognized.

(15.17). The senses, indeed, and® (the object which together)
produce (in us an indefinite) sensation? are not equal (to the task) of
determining it as an awareness of the presence in us of a self-
conscious imagel0 of something blue. But as soon as we become aware
of its similarity with (other) blue (objects and its contrast with
everything non-blue), it then can be determined as a self-conscious
image of (what is) blue.

(15.18) However, the relation (which is here admitted to exist between
coordination) as producing and (cognition) as obtaining (distinctness)
is not founded upon a causal relation (as between two things).
It would be a contradiction (to assume such a relation in what, in our
opinion), is but the same entity. On the other hand, the relation of
being determined (as a content)and of determining it (as a process can
be assumed to exist in what is essentially but one thing).™

1 avabodha is the term preferred by Mimamsakas, = adhigama = pratits
== prapti = adhyavasiyea, cp. N. Kanika, p. 161. 25, 167, 21.

2 ypfjiana means here jAdna, cp. sttra I. 18, = Tib., p. 85. 4, Ses-pa.

3 pratiti = adhyavasaya=kalpand, cp. above, p. 20 n. 6.

4 saripya = anya-vyavrtti = apoha.

5 vijidna = Tib., p. 85, 6, rnam-par-§es-pa, includes the abhidharmic sense
of pure sensation.

8 (n¥lo)-nirbhasa = pratibhdsa = akara.

7 avastyate, hence pratiti = adhyavasdya, avasiyate = pratitam bhavati.

8 ddi refers to @lambana, siuce according to the abhidharma two pratyayas
produce sensation, @lambana and adhipati (=indriya).

9 vijiidna includes here also the abhidharmic sense of pure sensation, the Tib.
p- 35. 7 has Ses-pa instead of rnam-par-ges-pa, cp. above, p. 6 n. 3.

10 samvedana == sva-samuvedana.

11 In this and the following passage we must distinguish, 1) the relation between
perceptive knowledge as a mental act (pramiti-ripa) and perception as an instru-
ment (praméina) of cognizing through the senses, and 2) the relation between the
initial, indefinite moment of semsation (nirwkalpaka) produced by the object
and the final comstruction of its image by synthetic thought (savikalpaka). The
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(15.20). (This depends upon the point of view). If we therefore
admit that the same entity has the (double) aspect of being, to a

first question should not astonish us, it is something similar to a problem which.
European psychology has also discussed, the gnestion whether perception shonld be
envisaged as a content or as an act or as both, cp. B. Russel against Meinong,
Analysis of Mind, p. 18 ff. Just a8 this author, Dharmakirtimaintains that there1s
no difference bewteen perception as a mental content and perception as a mental act.
It is the same thing, it can be viewed either as a mental content or as a mental act, thig
depends upon the view-point. When constrasted with other processes, it is a process
of coordination. When contrasted with other contents, it is a coordinated content.
This evidently refers to the final stage of the synthetic image, and by no means to
the initial semsation. The Indian realists, the Mimamsakas and Naiydyikas, clung
to the idea that cognition is an «act of grasping » which must have an instrnment and
a separate result, just as the «act of cutting wood» has an instrument — the axe,
and a result — the figsure. Cognition and self-consciousness were for them a pro-
perty produced in the Soul by the outer and the inner senses. This was opposed
already by Dignaga who maintained (Pr. samuce., I, 9—10) that, 1)the «act» and
its «resulting» content are two different aspects of the same cognition; 2) the
aresult» i8 also (ya#-na) a self-conscious image (rafi-rig = sva-samvedana =
anuvyarasiya). Self-consciousness is not the property of a Soul which does not
exist altogether, but it is inherent in every image, whatsoever it may be. That such
is the meaning of the much discussed Buddhist theory about cognition as containing
in itself its own result is very clearly stated above by D h.himself, ¢p. p. & (transl).
Perception is here taken in its final form, as a unity, not as a consecution of mo-
ments, anakalita-ksana-bhede (cp. Nydya-kandali, p. 191.8). That the momen-
tary aspect of existence must he very often left out of account when considering
Buddhist logical theories has been stated above, p. 8, n. 4 (transl). But when the
relation between the first moment of sensation and the subsequent clear image
is considered, this momentary aspect can by no means be disregarded. The first
is evidently the cause of the second. Dh. himself states it, since on p. 9 (transl)
he speaks about the two different moments of sensation and distinct perception,
and when treating of mental semsation (md@nasa-pratyaksa) he clearly says
that the first is the cause (upadana-ksape) of the second. He also
characterizes perception as a process where sensation is followed by constrnc-
tion (s@ks@t-kdra-vyaparo vikalpena anugamyate, cp. p. 3. 18-14, 11. 12, text).
The whole trend of Dharmakirti’s system reqnires nsto admit here two entities,
two moments, and the first is clearly the cause which produces the second, if we
understand Caunsality in the Buddhist sense as a consecution of discrete moments
in an uninterrupted flux, cp. Vicaspati’s exposition of the problem in Ap-
pendix about manasa-pratyaksa. The fact that a distinct perception is at once
«obtaining and bestowing» distinctness without being causally related has
been misunderstood and has given to opponents an opportunity of easy triumph.
Hemacandra remarks that «one undivided moment cannot contain in itself two
things, the one obtaining and the other bestowing distinctness», cp. his Commeut
upen Syadvada-mafijari inthe Yasovijaya Series, N 80, p. 120. Op. also Hari-
bhadra’s Anekantajayapat@xa. Vinitadeva’s comment is quite simple,
it avoids all the difficulties raised by Dh.; its translation is given in an Appendix.
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certain extent, a process of cognition and, to a certain extent, a
resulting countent of it, this will not involve us into contradiction.

(15.21). Coordination is indeed the cause imparting distinctness
to our cognition. Qur self-conscious image of (e. g) a blue patch is,
on the other hand, the content obtaining distinctness. And if it is
asked how is it possible for the same cognition to be (at once) ob-
taining and imparting distinctness, we shall answer as follows.

(15.22). When we become aware of the similarity of our cognition
(with other blue objects), it then appears (as though) grasping
something blue in a definite judgment, («this is bluex»).® But (at the
same time our cognition is being determined as a self-conscious image
of the blue, (it may then be regarded as a content which is being
grasped and thus) obtains distinetness.

(16.3). Therefore coordination, when (it is regarded as a process
and) contrasted (with other processes which are) not coordination,
becomes the cause conferring distinctness (and self-consciousness on our
cognitions). But when (the process has been, as it were, stabilized and)
our cognition appears as a self-conscious image of the blue, it is then
contrasted (with other ideas which are) not images of the blue (and it
then can be regarded as a content) obtaining distinctness.?

(16.4). What imparts distinctness (to our cognitions) is a con-
structed image. It must be regarded as something which is called
forth (in us) by the influence of (pure) sensation.? But it is not itself
(strictly speaking) a sense-perception,* because the latter is (passive),
non-constructive® and therefore it is not capable of delineating its
own self in the shape of a self-conscious image of the blue patch.®

(16.6). Althongh our sensation which has not yet been determined
in the judgment? («this is blue») really exists, it is nevertheless

1 nidcaya~pratyaya = kalpana, cp. above p. 20 n. 6.

3 Lit., p. 15. 22—16.4. «Because this cognition (vjfi@na), being experienced
{anubhiiyamana) as similar, is settled in a thought of ascertainment as grasping the
blue, therefore similarity, when it iz grasped, is the cause of establishing. And
this knowledge, when being established in a thought of ascertainment as a self-
conscious cognition (samwvedana) of blue, is {the result) which is being established.
Therefore similarity i8 a cause establishing cognition by excluding the non-
similar. And its having the form a conscious idea (bodha) of blue is being
established by excluding the idea of non-bluex.

3 pratyaksa-bala = nirvikalpaka-bala.

4 pratyaksam eva. 5 nirvikalpokatvat.

6 nzla-bodha. 7 niscaya-pratyayena.
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quasi altogether non-existent,® (if we want it to represent) the self-
conscious idea of the blue patch. Therefore our cognition (begins)
really to exist as possessing its essence of a self-conscious image of
the blue? only when it is being definitely shaped in the judgment
(«this is blue»).® (Coordination is then immanent to the image).

§ 8. PERCEPTION IS A JUDGMENT.

(16. 7). (Pure) sense-perception thus becomes a (real) source of our
knowledge only when it has elicited a judgment. As long as the
judgment has not been produced, our cognition has not been determi-
ned in its essence of a self-conscious idea of the blue.

(16.9). Thus it is that without such judgment cognition is resultless,
since its essence, the distinet image of the object, has not been
elicited. Such a mental (process) cannot even be regarded as cogni-
tion, since the most characteristic feature of cognition is here in
abeyance. (16.10). But when the definite judgment («this is blue»)
has been elicited (internally) and the mental process contains the
self-conscious image of the blue patch as determined through its
coordipation, it is then proved that just this coordination is the (real)
source of our knowledge, since it is the cause which gives it distinct-
Dess.

(16.12). If it is so, then sense-perception becomes a (real) source
of our knowledge only in combination with a (constructed) judgment
and not (in its genuine form of) a pure (sensation). Not (quite) so.
Because in a perceptive judgment which is produced on the basis of
a sensation, we judge that we see the object, but not that we imagine it.
(16.13) «Seeing» is the function of direct cognition, we call it presen-
ting the object directly (in our ken). «Imagining», on the other hand,
is the funetion of constructive (synthetic) thought.®

(16. 14). Indeed, when we mentally construct an absent object, we ima-
gine it, we do not seeit. Thusitis thatour own experience proves that

1 gsat-kalpam eva.

2 nila-bodha-Gtmana.

8 niscayena = kalpanaya.

4 Lit, p. 16.13. «Because by a judgment (adhyavasaya) which has been
produced by the influence of sensatlon (pratyaksa = nirvikalpaka) the object is de-
finitely realized (avasiyate) as seen, not as imagined ».

5 vtkalpa = kalpana.
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the procedure of constructive thought consists in imagination (16.16).
Therefore, when we have a perceptive judgment (concerning the preserce)
of an object (in our ken), (although it is a construction, nevertheless)
our synthetic thought conceals (as it were) its proper function, and
gives prominence to the function of direct presentation. We then
(usually say) that it is just perception alone that has brought us this
knowledge. ?

End of the first chapter of the Short Treatise
of Logic.

1 Lit, p. 16. 15—~17. «Thus from experience (anubhava) they resolve
that the function of thought is (productive) imagination. Therefore in what object
judgment (adhyavasdya) preceded by sensation (pratyaksa), after having concealed
its own function, presents the function of sensation, there just pure sensation alone
is the source of knowledge (pram@na)».

2 This concluding passage might have been easily misunderatood as suggesting
that the discussion about the process and the result of cognition refers to the
relation between the gensation and the following construction, or judgment, but it is
not so. The trend of the discussion is to show that self-consciousness is not the
attribute of a Soul, but it is immanent to every cogrition without exception, it is
neither a substance, nor the attribute of a substance, it is ksanika. Pure sense-
perception, says Tattvas., p. 890.7, although containing no construction, possesses
the force of evoking a construction, or a judgment, avikalpakam apt jhdnam
wvikalpotpatti-saktimat. As stated above, p. 43 n, there is here a causal relation
between two facts. The Buddhists do not in the least deny that in cognition the
first indefinite sensation (nérvikalpaka) is followed by the construction of a definite
image or idea (savikalpaka = pratiti), and the latter by a purposive action (artha-
kriy@). They do not deny that the preceding step is the cause and the following the
result, (with the proviso of the Buddhist conception of Causation). But in considering
the question of the result they neglect the separate moments (pirv@parayoh
ksamayor ekatvadhyavasayat, Tipp., p. 41. 1), they take cognition as a unity and
maintain that the result of the act of cognizing is cognition, or the self-conscious idea.
As againat the Realists they maintain that we do not know the external object, our
images are not comstructed by the external world, but the external world is con-
structed according to our images, that there is no «act of grasping» of the object
by the intellect, that our idea of the object is a unity to which two different aspects
are imputed, the wgrasping» aspect (gr@haka-dkdra) and the wgrasped» aspect
{griihya). This same idea is also the idea of the potential purposive action (prapana-
yogyi- karana-akira). In this sense there is no difference between the act and the
result of cognition, between pramina and pramina-phale and we may by imputa-
tion speak of a coordination (s@riipya) of the blue with a recognizable point of rea-
lity, and its distinction from the not-blue, as a kind of source of our knowledge,
¢p. below the note on p. 49—50.



CHAPTER 1L
INFERENCE AS A PROCESS OF THOUGHT.

§ 1. DEFINITION AND RESULT.

(17.1). After baving done with perception, (the author) proceeds to
analyse inference and says,

1.Inference is twofold.

(17.3). Inference is twofold, i. e., there are two different inferences.
Now, what is the reason for (our author) to start snddenly by poin-
ting out this division, when we would expect a definition? We answer.
Inference «for others» consists of propositions, (it is a communication).
Inference «for oneself» isan (internal) process of cognition. Since they are
absolutely different things, no inclusive definition is possible. (17. 5). Thus
it is intended to give (two different) definitions, each appertaining to
one class only, (and for this aim it becomes necessary) to start with
a division. For a division is an indication (of the number) of instances.
‘When this has been done, it becomes possible to frame definitions
suited to each case separately. Not otherwise. Thus to state a di-
vision means (here) to divide the definitions.* Having realized that it
is impossible to do it (here) without previously indicating the number
of instances, the author begins by setting forth the division.?

1 Lit., p. 17. 7. «Therefore the statement about the division of species is (here)
nothing but (eva) a means (anga) of distinguishing between the definitions».

2 Dignaga’s reform in logic aimed at a distinction between logic as a theory
of cognition and logic as a teaching about various dialectical methods. The logic
of the early Naiyayikas was exlusively dialectical. Dignaga therefore deals with
dialectics under the heading of inference «for others». The three-membered syl-
logism belongs only indirectly to the province of epistemological logic along with
other dialectical methods. But inference as a process of thonght distinguished from
sense-perception is quite a different thing. Our terminology is 80 much influenced by
Aristotle that we cannot free ourselves enough to find terms corresponding to In-
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(17.9). What are these two varieties?

2. For one self and for others.

(17.11). (Internal inference is) inference «for one self». When we
sognize something (internally) for ourselves, the inference is an internal
‘process of cognition). (Its formulation in speech) is inference «for
others», it is (a method) of communicating knowledge to others.

(17.13). Between these two inferences, for oneself and for others,
what is the characteristic of the first? The author says,

3. A cognition which is produced (indirectly)
through a mark that has a threefold aspect,and
which refers to an object, (not perceived, but)
inferred—is internal inference?

(18.2). The threefold aspect of the mark will be treated later on.2
A (logical) mark is that by which something is marked off, which con-
veys something, (from which something indirectly follows). (18. 8). The
words «produeed from this threefold mark» characterize internal inference
by its origin. (18. 4). The words «referring to an inferred object » charac-
terize it from the objective side. What is produced by this threefold
mark is also an object upon which the threefold mark is directed.
(18.5). Thus the definition will be — internal inference is cognition®

dian conceptions. Every synthetic operation of thought, s@rfipya-laksanam pra-
mEnam anuminam, a3 opposed to the non-synthetic ideal sense-perception,isinference.
Kant’s conception about two transcendental sources of knowledge, the senses and
the intellect, comes much nearer to Dignaga’s standpoint than our usual ideas about
sense-perception and inference. In Pr. samucc., II. 1—2, the reason js given why
inference alone receives a double treatment, as & process of thoughbt and as a mode
of communicating it, whereas perception is treated only as a process of cognition:
perception namely is inexpressible (abhildpa-kalpand-apodha). About a similar
division in the VaiSesika school ep. H. Jacobi, Indische Logik, p. 479 ff, my
article in Muséon 1904, L. Suali, Introduzione, p. 417, Faddegon, The
Vaiiegika-system, p. 314 ff,

I Read p. 18.1 tat svarthanumanam.

2 On the three aspects of the logical reason see infra, § 2. They are here
mentioned, ag Vinitadeva remarks, p. 56, in order to distinguish a valid infe-
rence from logical error which is always produced by a deficiency in one or several
aspects of the mark.

% The word jflanam, according to the same author, lays stress npon the fact
that the logical mark (linga) or reason (hefu) produces cognition when it is defi-
nitely cognized. Sensation (nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa), indeed, works automatically
(sva-sattayd, sva-rastkatayd), whereas a logical mark leads to a conclusion when
it has been definitely cognized (jAGtatvena). Inference or indirect knowledge repre-
sents thus the spontaneous, synthetic, definitely conscious element in cognition.
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produced by a three-aspected mark and concerning an inferred
object.

(18.7). This is (our author’s) answer to the different definitions (of
other schools). He now proceeds to repudiate the misconception about
(the supposed difference between inferemce and its) result.

4. The distinction between a source of cogni-
tion and its result is here just the same as in
the case of perceptiont

(18.9). (The problem of a special) result produced by the act of
cognizing must be solved here, in the case of inference, just in the
same manner as it has been done for perception. (18.10). Indeed,
when we have some (indefinite) sensation (and) begin to feel that it is
coordinated with the object «bluew, (our sensation) then takes the
shape of a definite self-conscious idea® of the blue. We thus (may
regard) the fact of coordination of our cognition with its object «bluen
as (a kind of) cognitive activity producing distinctness. (The same
cognitive fact) viewed as a definite self-conscious idea of the blue (may
be regarded as) the resulting (meuntal content) obtaining distinctness.?

1 Vinitadeva’s comment on this s@tra, p. 56.16 ff., runs thus. «Just a8 in
the case of perception this very cognition (i.e., the deflnite presentation) has been
said to be the result of that cognitive method, just so in this case (i. e., in infe-
rence) just the cognition of the inference (anumanasya jiignam) is the result of co-
gnition (prama@na-phalam), since it has the character of definitely ascertaining the
object (artha-viniscaya-svabhdvatvdt). Just as coordination (or similarity, s@rigpya)
with the perceived object is a mode of (definite) cognition, just so coordination of the
inferred object is a mode of (definite) cognition, because through it (i. e., through
coordination) the definite ascertainment of the object is established».

2 nila-bodhe = nila-samvedana = nila-anubhava = nilam iti vijfianam, ep.
above, p. 16 m. 1.

3 The realistic systems pondered over the problem of a special result for every
special mode of cognition and considered it as a series of steps in the act of cogni-
zing, the following step being a result of the preceding one. The result of the
inferential mode of cognition of an object consisted in the conclusion of the inference,
it was considered as the result of the preceding step, the minor premise (==frfiya-
linga-paramarda). A further result was the idea of a purposive action and that
action itself. Without at all denying the existence of these steps and their character
of cause and effect, the Buddhists applied to them their conception of Causality
(pratitya-samutpida = nirvy@parah sarve dharmah, ep. Pr. samucc. I. 10 and
Kamala§ila, p. 392. 12). But the problem of the result, as has been stated above,
p- 39, they considered from an altogether different standpoint. The result of cogni-
zing, they declared, is cognition. In this respect there is no difference between per-
ception and inference. The latter is not then regarded as consisting of a sequel
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(18.11). Just the same (can be maintained in regard of the object
cognized through) inference. (Supposing we have cognized through an

of judgments, but as a single judgment or even a single idea, ekam wjfianam, cp.
Nyaya-Kaniks, p. 125.2 fi. In perception we cognize the object in its own form
directly, in inference we cognize it indirectly through its mark. But the result is
the same, it is a self-conscious idea coordinated with some external reality. This
idea has a double aspect, the object-aspect (grahya) and the self-aspect (grakaka).
There is no difference between cognizer, instrument, act, object aud result, they are
merely different aspects of the idea (vijfi@na). Thus these Buddhists are called
Idealists (vijfi@na-vadin). When we, e. g., cognize through an inference the pre-
sence somewhere of fire, the selfconscious idea of the fire is the result. In its incho-
ative state it is just a feeling of something either desirable or undesirable, this is
its self-agpect which through coordination develops an object-aspect (Pr.samuce.
1. 10). The difference between perception and inference is not in their result which,
from this standpoint, is the same, but in their essence and in their respective objects,
says Dignaga, Pr. samuce, II. 1. The essence of perception is to give a vivid,
immediate image. This vividness is inexpressible in speech. If, comment: Jine n-
drabuddhi, f. 95, a, 4, it could be so expressed, then the blind could see colours
through verbal testimony. Iuference produces an abstract, dim, nor-vivid image of
the object. As regards the prima facie object, in perception it is the particular, in
inference the universal, the abstract, the imagined which is always dim. The self-
conscious idea being the only result can nevertheless be viewed in different aspects.
Coordination of the image with a recognizable point, the judgment «this is blue»,
produces its identity and distinctness, its contrast with everything else. This
aspect can be regarded as the act or the source of kunowledge (pram@na), because
this feature appears as the most decisive factor of cognition, prakrsta-upakaraka
(Tipp., p. 42.3) = sddhakatama-ka@rana = adhipati-pratyaya. The self-conscious
distinct idea (pratiti = bodha = samwedana = vijidna) can be regarded as a kind
of result (pramana-phala).—The statement that the result of inference is the same as
the result of perception remirds us of the view expressed, among others, by B. Bo-
sanquet that «the task of drawing a line between what is and what is not infe-
rence is an impossible one» (Logic, II. 16). When this author further states that
«at least a suggested distinction» is as «between direct and indirect reference to
Reality» (ibid. I 27), we see at once that this is quite the view of Digniga.
When we also read that «the processes of Recognition, Abstraction, Comparison,
Identification, Discrimination ... are characteristics which no judgment or inference
is without » (ibid. IT. 20), and that perception always contains some inference, we are
reminded of the réle attributed to si@r@pys and vydvrtts. When it is stated that
«every idea which is entertained must be taken to be ultimately affirmed of reality»
(ibid. 1. 8, 76 ff., 146 ff.) we are reminded of the réle of sta-laksana, and when the
sanscritist reads that « consciousness is a single persistent judgment» (ibid, I. 4), he
cannot but think of adhyavesaye = nifeaya = balpand = buddhi = vijAdnae. —
Some details about the interesting fact of a certain similarity between Digniga’s
Logic and that form of this science which it has received in Germany, under the
influenceofKantian ideas, at the hands of Lotze, Schuppe andSigwart and in the
works of B. Bosanquet and others in England, will be found in the Introduction.
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inference the presence somewhere of a patch of blue colour.)* This
image of the blue arises (at first indefinitely); it is then settled as a
definite self-conscious idea of a blue patch (by the way of its contrast
with other colours which are not blue). Thus the coordination of the
blue, (its contrast? with other colours, may be regarded) as the source
of such a (definitely circumscribed image), and the imagined * distinet
representation will then appear as its result, because it is through coor-
dination (and contrast) that the definite image of the blue is realized.

(18.15). The misconeeptions about the number (of varieties), the es-
sence and the result (of indirect cognition) have thus been repudiated.
The misconception. concerning the ohject cognized through inference
has been repudiated in the chapter on perception.*

§ 2. INvARIABLE CONCOMITANCE OR THE THREE ASPECTS OF A
VALID LOGICAL MARK.

(18.16). When specifying the definition (of an internal inference),
the three aspects of the logical mark have occasionally been mentioned.
They are now defined.

5 The three aspectsof the markare first)—«justs
its presence in the objeect cognized by inference.

(18.18). The three-aspected mark means that the mark has three
aspects. We must understand® that they will now be explained. The
(author) accordingly goes on to explain what these three aspects are.
(18.19). What an object of inference (a minor term) is, will be stated
later on. The first aspect of the mark consists «just» in its presence
in this object, (i e., in its presence there in any case, but not in its
presence exclusively there.® This presence is) «necessary».

1 A patch of blue colour is the usual example of sense-perception. But here it
is taken as an object whose presence is not perceived, but inferred. As a matter of
fact, any real object can be cognized either directly by sense-perception or indirectly
through inference or verbal testimony. Vinitadevs refrains from this example.

2 slirupye = atad-vy@vrtti = anya-vydvrtti = anya-yoga-vyavaccheda = akira
= Gbhisa.

3 vikalpana.

4 See above, p. 37.

5 Lit., «we must add (Sesah)».

8 The usual example of an inference is the following one,

Wherever there is smoke there is also fire,
On this spot there is smoke,
Hence there is fire.
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(18.20). Although the word «necessary» is not expressed in the
definition of this (first aspect), it nevertheless (will be) found at the
end, (when defining the third aspect). It must be equally referred to
both the preceding aspects. (19.1). Because the mark produces a cog-
nition of an absent object (by logical neccessity), not by a possibility
to do it, as e. g., a seed (which is capable of) producing a sprout. (The
seed, even if we do not perceive it, is fit to produce a sprout).! But
smoke, (the mark of fire), if we do not perceive it, will never produce
the cognition (of the presence of fire in a given place). (19. 2). Neither
is the mark comparable to the light of a lamp (when it reveals the
presence) of, e. g., a jar. (Such) revelation of concealed objects is a cause
(producing) knowledge of anything (that happens to be present). (There
is no necessary bond between the lamp and the jar). 2 Supposing, indeed,
(smoke) is perceived, nevertheless we will not know (the presence
of fire) if we know nothing about its necessary3 concomitance (with

The objeect of the inference, or minor terms must necessarily posses, «just» the
presence of the mark, or middle term, smoke, i. e. smoke must be «just» present,
not absent. The particle «just» (eva) lays stress on that word of the sentence to
which it is attached and thus changes the meaning of the sentence altogether. In
the sentence «on this spot there is ,,just* presence of smoke» the intention of the
speaker is to express that smoke is really present, not ahsent. If it were said that
«,,just® the smoke is present», this would mean that the speaker’s intention is to deny
the presence of something else. If it were said that «the smoke is present ,just® on
this spot», the intention of the speaker would be to deny its presence elsewhere
and to assert its presence exclusively on one spot. Every word of this definition is
full of meaning, because each of them preclundes some special logical error in the
complete system of fallacies. Special fallacies will ensue 1) if the middle term will
not be present at all, 2) if it will not be «just» present, i. e., present in one part of
the minor and absent iu the other, and 38) if its presence is not necessary, i.e.,
problematic. The translation of eva by «just» is resorted to for want of another.

1Cp. Tipp., p. 40. 16.

2 Lit., p. 19.1—~2. «Because the mark i3 not the cause of the cognition of the
concealed by possibility, as the seed of the sprout, since from an unseen smoke fire
is not kuoown. Neither is it an illumination of concealed objects depending upon
(the production) of a cognition (having) its own object, as...», c¢p. Tib., p. 42. 4.

3 The Buddhist conception of concomitance is that it represents an invari-
able and necessary connection. They then give what they suppose to be an ex-
haustive, although very simple, table of all possible logical connections. This is
part of their general idea about the validity of knowledge, pramana-viniScaya-
vada, cp. above p. 7. Vinitadeva says, p. 58.2, that concomitance is a neces-
sary bond, because such is the nature of knowledge, yatha-pramana-svabhavena.
There is a divergence on this point between the Buddhists and the Naiyayikas.
The first maintain the «necessity», avin@bhira, nintariyakatia, of invariable con-
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the latter)® (19. 8). Therefore the function of the logical mark, owing
to which it is able to create cognition of absent things, is nothing else
than the necessity of an invariable concomitance between (the per-
ceived mark and) the absent object. (19.4). It follows that the word
anecessary» must be referred to all the three aspects in which the
mark manifests itself, since all these three forms, viz. 1. the positive
concomitance of the mark with the deduced predicate, 2. its contrapo-
sition (or the inverted concomitance of their negations) and 3. the
presence of the thus characterized mark upon the subject of the
conclusion — all these three connections, since they represent the
essence of the function performed by a logical mark, must be ascer-
tained as being necessary.

(19.6). The word «presence» (in the above definition) aims at exclu-
ding a (quite) unreal (non-existing) mark, as e. g., the mark of being
amenable to the sense of vision (in an inference like the following one),

Thesis. The (spoken) word is non-eternal 2

nection founded on an exhaustive table of necessary o priori existing principles
(tazdatmya-tadutpatti, cp. below p. 52, text). The second admit invariable connection
sohacarya, avyabhic@ritva, but not necessity, since «the devil of a doubts
(Sanka-ptsacy) can never be completely removed; they deny the exhaustive table
of connections (sambandho yo v@ sa va@ bhavatu) and maintain that the connections
are various and can be cognized by induction, by the method of agreement and
difference (anvaya-vyatireka), by summarizing (upasamharena) some observed facts,
cp. Tatparyat.,.p. 105 . The characteristic na yogyotayd hetuh (lingam) is
repeated below, p. 47.9 and 49.15. The comparisen with a lamp is admitted by the
Naiyayikas.

1 One of the words for a logical reason, or mark, is in sanscrit hetu which also
means cause. It is here distinguished as not being a producing cause (utp@daka-hetu)
like the seed of a plant, since it does not operate automatically (sva-sattaya) like the
senses, but only when cognized (j#Gtatayd = drstatayd). Neither will it be quite
right to call it an informatory cause (jflapaka-hetu, jhana-utpadaka, the Tib.
translates, p. 42. 4, jfianapeksa as if it were jRanotpddaka-apeksa-) comparable to
the light thrown upon an object in the dark, because it is an ascertaining reason
(nidc@yaka), a fact whose connection is «necessary ».

2 The syllogism deducing the impermanent, evanescent character of the
spoken word, and of the sound in general, from the fact that it is produced by
special causes, for whatsoever has a beginning has also an end,— this syllogism
performs, in the manuals of Indian logic and in all countries which have borrowed
their teaching of logic from India, the same fuuction as the syllogism about the
mortality of Socrates in European logic. The orthodox brahmanic school of Mi-
mamsakas have exhibited their religious zeal by establishing a theory according
to which the sounds of the words of their Holy Scriptures were eternal substances,
something comparable to Platonic ideas, the actually spoken words were then ex-
plained as the accidental manifestations of these unchanging substances. The
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Reason. Because it ig perceived by vision, ete.?

(19. 6). The word «just» aims at excluding a mark which is partly
unreal, (which is present in one part of the subject only) (19.7), as
e. g., in the inference—

Thesis. Trees are sentient beings.
Reason. Because they sleep.?

Trees, the subject of the inference, (the minor term), possess
sleep which is manifested by the closing of their leaves (at night).
But in one part of them this mark is non-existent. Indeed all trees
do not close their leaves at night, but only some of them.

(19.8). The definition lays stress upon the circumstance that the
mark, or middle term, must in any case be connected with the minor
term, the subject of the conclusion, (i. e., the minor premise must be
in any cage realized). If, on the contrary, the emphasis were put on
the word «objectn, (i. e, the object of the inference, or the subject of
the conclusion, the minor term), then the definition might have been
misunderstood as intimating that the middle term must represent
something which is the exclusive property of the minor term, in which
case an inference like the following one,—

Thesis. The spoken word is non-eternal,
Reason. Because it is apprehended by the sense of audition,

might have been regarded as a valid inference.®

(19.10). The word «necessary» aims at excluding every proble-
matic mark* of whose presence in the object of inference we can
have no certainty.?

Indian logicians and all unorthodox schools assailed this theory vehemently, it
became thus the principle point of dissention between the early logicians. This
syllogism was thus introduced, with infinite subtle variations, as the usual example
in manuals, and retained its place, although the theory to which it owed its origin
had lost very much of its importance.

! Read, p. 19. 6, caksusatvad ity adi.

2 This syllogism is the argument by which the Jains establish the animation
of plauts in accordance with their idea of universal animation.

8 Lit., p. 19,8—10. «By putting the word «just» after the word «presence»
an exclusive quality (asadharano dharmah) is set aside. If it were said «the presence
«just» in the object of inference, then «just» andibility would be a reason».

4 samdigdha-asiddha.

5 As e. g, in «someone is omniscient, because he speaks:, cp. p. 56 0. 1.



INFERENCE 55

6. Its presence only in similar cases.

(19.12). The definition of a similar case will be given later on. The
second aspect of the logical mark consists in its necessary presence
only in similar cases. Here likewise (every word of the definition aims
at precluding some logical fallacy). The word «presence» aims at exclu-
ding a contrary mark. Such a mark is absent in similar cases.®
(19.13). The word «only» sets aside non-exclusive marks, for such
marks are not present in similar cases «only», but in both the (similar
and dissimilar ones).? (19.14). The emphasis is put on the word «si-
milar», (the mark is present in similar cases «only», never in contrary
cases. This does not mean that it must be present in every similar case
without exception, but it means that it must be found in similar
cases only, never in contrary cases). Thus the mark of «voluntary pro-
duction» will be valid (in the following inference,—

Thesis. Words are non-eternal.
Reason. Because voluntarily produced).

This mark (of production at will) does not extend to every case of
non-eternality, (but it never occurs in eternal substances).®

(19.15). If emphasis were put on the word «presencen, the meaning
would have been, «just» the presence, (i. e., presence always, never
absence), and the mark of «voluntary production» would not have been
valid, (since it is by no means present in all non-eternal entities).

(19.16). By the word «necessary» an uncertain logical mark is set
aside, a mark of whose direct concomitance (with the predicate) we have
no certainty, e. g.,—

1 As e. g., «there is here fire, because there is water», or «words are eternal,
because they are voluntarily produced».

2 Lit,, p. 19.13. «By the word «just» the general-uncertain (is set aside)»,
1. e., an uncertain reason (anask@ntike) which is overcomprehensive (s@dhdrana), it
is found in similar and in dissimilar cases, as e. g.,—

Thesis. Our words depend upon volition,
Reason. Because they are impermanent.

Impermanent things are found in similar cases, in objects whose production
depends upon volition, and in digsimilar cases, e. g, in lightning whose production
does not depend upon human volition.

8 Lit., p. 19.14—15. «By putting the emphatic word before mentioning « pre-
sence» the validity (hetutva) of «dependence on an effort» is indicated, which possesses
existence not embracing (all) similar cases».
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Thesis. Someone is omniscient.
Reason. Because he speaks.?

The similar cases are cases of omniscience. (The existence of omni-
scient beings is problematic, hence it never) can be made out with
certainty whether they speak, (or not).

7. Its absolute absence in dissimilar cases is
necessary.

(19.20). What a dissimilar case is, will be stated later on. The third
aspect of a logical mark consists in its absolute absence in dissimilar
cases, (such absence being characterized by) necessity. Here the word «ab-
sence» aims at excluding a contrary mark, since the contrary is present in
dissimilar cases. (19.21). By the word «absolute» an overwide 2 mark is
excluded which embraces (all similar cases and) part of the dissimilar
cases (as well), e. g,

Thesis. Words are produced voluntarily.
Reason. Because they are impermanent.

In this example the mark (impermanence) is present in one part of the
dissimilar cases, such as lightning etc. (which are not voluntarily pro-
duced and are impermanent), and absent in another one, e. g., in Space
(which is not voluntarily produced, but is eternal). Therefore, it must
be necessarily rejected (as a valid mark). (20.1). If instead of saying
«absolute absence in dissimilar cases» the author would have put em-
phasis on the word «dissimilar» cases, the meaning would have been the
following one — «this is a valid mark which is absent in dissimilar cases
only». Then (in the above example) the quality of «being produced vo-
luntarily» would not make a valid mark, because it is really also absent

1 The origin of this strange-looking inference is probably the following one.
The Buddhist Saint, the @rya, the Bodhisattva, is credited with the faculty of ap-
prehending the Universe sub specie aetermitatss, cp. p. 32 n. When he has reached
the drsti-mdrga all his habits of thought are changed and be directly intuits by
mystic intuition (yogi-pratyksa) that condition of the world which reveals itself to
the monistic philosopher. This is called ommiscience (sarva-dkara-jfiatd, sarva-
j#atd@). But this outlook is something beyond verbal expression (anrirvacaniya).
Therefore whosoever puts his teaching into words cannot be omniscient in this
sense of the term. Cp. Nydya- kanikd, p. 110.15 ff. and 181, 25 ff. The problem
reflected in this example is that Omniscience is beyond our knowledge. The terms
have then been arranged in every possible, positive and negative, combination, as
will be seen later on, ch. I1I, sftra 76, ff. Cp. also Kamala#ila, p. 882, 7 and 890 f.

2 sadharana, «over-embracing».
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in (some) of the similar {i. e. impermanent) cases (such as lightning).!
Therefore the words «in dissimilar cases» have not been emphasized.
{20. 3). The word «necessary» (absence) sets aside a problematic mark,
a mark whose absence in dissimilar cases is uncertain.

(20.5). The following question arises. When the presence of the
mark «only» in similar cases has been stated, its cabsolute» absence
in dissimilar cases must evidently follow by implication.? Why is it
then, that two different aspects of the mark have been mentioned?
(20. 6). The answer is as follows. Either the positive concomitance ® (of
the mark with the predicate) or (its eontraposition, i e.), the inverted
concomitance (of their negations)* should be actually used.® But both
must be without exception.® Not otherwise. In order to emphazise
(this necessity) both aspects have been mentioned. (20. 7). If however
both were actually used without being applied strictly, we would have
the following result— «a mark which is present in similar and absent
in dissimilar cases is valid», and then we would have a valid inference in
the following example,

Thesis. The (childin the womb of this woman)has a dark complexion.
Reason. Because it is her child.
Example. Just as her other children whom we see.

In this example the fact of being the son of this woman would be
a valid mark, (although this is not the case, since the complexion of
the future child depends upon the diet of the mother).” (20.9). There-
fore, either the positive concomitance or its contraposition must be
actually used in inference. But both must needs be without exception

1 Lit., p. 20. 1—2. «(Supposing) the emphatic word precedes the word
absence, the meaning would be the following onme, «that is a reason which is ab-
gent in dissimilar cases only ». But the «being produced by a voluntary effort» is also
absent in some of the similar cases, (i e, in some impermanent objects), there-
fore it would not be a reason».

2 Lit., p. 20. 5. «But when it is said@ the presence «just» in similar cases,
does it not necessarily follow that in the dissimilar cages there is «just» absence#»

3 anvaya, corresponding to the major premise of the first figure of Aristotle’s
syllogism.

4 pyatireka, contraposition.

5 prayoktavya, lit. «formulated».

8 niyamavan, limited, necessary.

7 When a pregnant woman feeds on vegetables the complexion of the child is
supposed to turn out darker than when she keeps a milk diet. This i the usual
example of an unsufficiently warranted generalization.
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in order that the necessary connection of the proving (mark) with the
derived (predicate) should be established. (20. 10). And since they must
necessarily allow of no exception, only one of them should actually be
expressed, not both together. Thus it is that these two aspects of the
logical mark are given (out of practical comsiderations), in order to
teach precision in using either the positive concomitance of the mark
with the predicate or its contraposition.

§ 3. Mivor TERM. INDUCTION FROM SIMILAR AND DISSIMILAR
INSTANCES.

(20.18). When giving an account of the three aspects of the logical
mark, (the terms) «object of inference», «similar case», « dissimilar
case» have been mentioned. Their definition shall now be given. What
is here understood under object of inference?

8. The object (cognized in) inference is here the
substratum whose property it isdesired to cognize.

(20.16). The word «here» means that the object of inference ap-
pears as a substance (a substratum) when the definition of its mark is
considered, (the mark being an attribute of this substance). But from
another standpoint, when the deduced (conclusion) is realized, the sub-
ject of the inference would be a complex (idea of the substratum to-
gether with its property).* (20.17). And when the invariable concomi-
tance (between the middle and the major terms) is considered, then
the inferred fact appears as an attribute? (of this substance, as the

1 gnumeya, «the thing to be inferred ». In a general sense it may mean an ohject.
which possesses the united properties of the major, the minor and the middle
terms, e. g., «the mortal man Socrates», it is then ekam vijfi@nam. It may also mean
the major term or the conclusion separately, as well as the thesis which is
also the conclusion (= paksa = s@dhya). In a special sense it means the minor term,
the subject of the conclusion,and even, more precisely, the underlying substratum
(dharmin), the efficient point-instant, that underlying point of reality upon which any
amount of interconnected qualities may be assembled as a superstructure. The Bud-
dhists do not admit the transcendental reality of the relation between substance and
quality (dharma-dharmi-bhara). The snbstratum alone is reality. the qualities are
construction. Therefore in the formulation of inferences the subject of the conclu-
sion, the minor term, since it contains a reference to this indefinite substratum, is
usually expressed by «here», «nown, «thisn. And even when not so expressed it is
always so understood in every judgment or inference, cp.B.Bosanquet, Logic. 1.146.

2 dharma, not dharmin, i.e., the major term, the inferred, the deduced
quality.
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major term). In order to point out (these differences) the word
«here» has been used. We call «object of inference» an object whose
property, or specification, it is desired to cognize.

What is a similar case?

9. A similar case is an ohject which is similar
through the common possession of the inferred
property.

(20.21). A similar case is a similar object. An object which is si-
milar, which is analogous to the object of the inference, which meta-
phorically is called its copartner. It is characterized by the word «si-
milar».t (20.22). All right! But what is this similarity which unites
one part with its counterpart? The answer is, (they are similar) by the
common possession of a quality which is the logical predicate. It is
(the predicate), the thing to be proved, since it is not yet proved (as long as
the inference is not concluded), and it is a property, because its existence
depends upon a substratum from which it differs. Thus it is a predi-
cated (or derived) quality, (a property whose existence is being de-
duced). (21. 2). No particular can ever make a logical predicate.? It is
(always) a universal. Therefore, it is here stated that the thing to be
cognized, (the logical predicate) is a common property. It is a predi-
cated property and it is general. The similar case is similar to the
object of the inference, because both are comprehended in the univer-
sality of the predicated quality.

(21.5). What is a dissimilar case? It is said,

10. A case which is not similar is dissimilar—
(it can be) different from it, contrary to it or
its absence.

(21.7). That which is not similar is dissimilar. What is it that
cannot be similar? That what is different from the similar, what is
contrary to it, and what is equivalent to the absence of a similar case.
(21. 8). Both the being different and the being contrary cannot be con-
ceived so long as the concrete absence® of the similar case is not
realized. (21.9). Therefore the conceptions of being different and of

1 Lit., p. 20. 22, « The word sa is a substitute for sam@na».

2 Particular (vifesa) is here called what we would call substance (= dharmin),
since it is contrasted with every predicate. In siitra II. 8, on the contrary, vifesa =
dharma, it refers to a general quality which characterizes a particular.

3 svabhava-abhiva, this refers to the second virodha, cp. IIL 77; viruddha of
I1. 10 would then refer to sah@navasth@nam, cp. p. 70.22.
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being contrary include the conception of the absence of a similar
case, because through the analysis of these two conceptions (the third
one) is revealed.? (21.10). Thus it is, that absence is conceived as so-
mething representing the non-existence of a similar case directly. Dif-
ference and contrariety are conceived as representing it indirectly.
Therefore all three are dissimilar cases.

§ 4. THREE KINDS OF LOGIOAL MARKS. CLASSIFICATION
OF INFERENCES.

11. And there are only three varieties of the
three-aspected mark.

(21.18). Owing to its three aspects the logical mark is threefold.
Another divigion in three varieties is now added (in the words «and
there are only three varieties of the three-aspected mark»).? The que-
stioner ® has first asked about the three aspects of the mark, now he
has (another) question concerning (the varieties of) the three-aspected
mark. Of them the three aspects have already been defined. The three
varieties are next going to be defined. The threefold marks are just
three, i. e, there are only three varieties (of the mark), What are
they?

12. Negation, Identity and Causation.

(21.18). The predicate (is either denied or affirmed), when it is
denied, negation * (is its mark and it has) the three aspects. When it
is affirmed, (its mark is either) existentially identical® with it,or (when
it is different, it represents) its effect. (Both) possess the three aspects.

(21.20). An example of Negation is (now) given.

1 Lit.,, p. 21.10. «Therefore by the force of the realization of the aother»
and of the «contrary», the other and the contrary are realized as possessing the
form (or essence = svariipa) of the non-existence of the similar.

2 Lit., p. 21. 18. «The word «and» aims at the addition of another (group of
three) which will be indicated».

8 This interpretation of the word parena is supported by the Tib. transl.
Otherwise it seems more natural to translate, «one threefold division has been
given above, another threefold division follows .

4 anupalabdhi; upalabdhi = jiana, cp. text p. 22,6, i.e., definite cognition,
savikalpaka.

5 svabhiiva, own existence, essence. One thing, e. g., Simsapd, is said to be the
«own existence » of the other, e. g., «tree», when it contains the latter in its intensi-
on (comprehension, connotation) and is itself contained under the latter’s extension,
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13. Between these (three, the formula) of Nega-
tion is as follows.

Thesis. On some particular place there is no jar.

Reason. Because it is not perceived, although
the conditions! of perception are fulfilled.?

(22.3). Formula® means generalization.* Any other instance of
negation is such as this one, not this alome. A «particular place» is
a place before the eyes of the observer, but not every such place (hap-
pening to be before his eyes). It is added «some» (particular place).

being subaltern (ryd@pya) to the latter. Both are then said to be «existentially
identical (tadatman) and become subject and predicate of an analytical judgment,
e.g., « Afoka is a tree». According to the Buddhist conception it is not a judgment
or proposition with two terms, but an inference with three terms, since a point-
instant of reality, a localisation in time-space, must be added, or u'nderstood, in order
to make it a real cognition, or a cognition of Reality. It then receives the form of athis
is a tree, because it is an ASokan. « Tree» is analytically connected or deduced from
« Afokan. This conception of identity is the counterpart of the Buddhist conception of
«otherness». According to the law of otherness (viruddha-dharma-samsarga), as has
been mentioned above, p. 8 n., existence is conceived as split into chains of diserete
moments (ksana). Two consecutive moments in the existence of what appears to us as
the same thing constitute two different realities, every moment is «another» object.
All the characteristics which can be given to an object at the same moment are called
«existentially.connected » or «identicaln. Thus Afoka, tree, hard body, thing, sub-
stance, existence etc. will be identical in this sense, we would say analytically
connected. This relation of Identity is contrasted with the relation of Causality
which is a relation between two moments following one another. The relation be-
tween seed and sprout, fire and smoke is a relation of two consecutive moments.
Every relation which is not causality is regarded as arelation of identity. This of
course does not exclude the existence of different local, temporal and logical re-
lations, even very complicated ones, such as the catuk-kois logical relation of two
terms, but they are secondary or derivate relations. The primary relation of
every point-instant of reality (ksana) is either its identity or its otherness in regard
of the preceeding moment. The right translation of svabk@va-linga would thus have
been—a mark which is existentially identical with the fact dednced from it, since
both are the characteristics of the same moment of reality. Cp. Sigwart’s remarks
on «essence» — das Wesen, die Natur des Dinges, — op. cit. 1. 264, and notes
below on p. 64, 65, 69 and 73.

1 laksana = saGmagrt (text p. 22. 6) == hetu-pratyaya-samagri.

2 prapta = janakatvena antarbhiita (text p. 22.7); prapti and aprapti are
conceived in abhidharma as two special forces (viprayukia-somskdra) which either
bring an element (dharma) of existence into its right place in a complex pheno-
menon, or prevent it from appearing in an undue place, ¢p. Abh. KoSa IL 85 ff.

3 yathd, the exact term for a syllogistic formula is prayoga, it is very often
replaced by simple yatha.

4 upadariana is here = 11psa.
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The object? of the inference is constituted by a particular spot, vi-
sible to the observer. (22.5). «No jar», this is the predicate.? Percep-
tion® means (here) knowledge. The totality of causes producing know-
ledge are essential* to it, because they constitute its essence. An
object included ® among these (causes is so called), because it is inclu-
ded among this totality, as (one of the causes) giving birth to (cogni-
tion). (22.7). An object which is in the condition of cognizability is
(nothing else but) a visible object, (an object which could be visible).
The words «because we do not perceive any» contain the reason (or
middle term).

(22.8). Now, (it can be questioned), how is it possible for a (jar)
to be perceptible in a place from which it is absent? It is said to be
perceptible, although it is absent, because its perceptibility is ima-
gined. We imagine this object in the following way: «if it were present
on this spot, it certainly would have been perceived». In this case an
object, although absent, is ex hypothesi® visible. (22.10). And what
is the object which can be so imagined? It is the object whose (empty)
place (is perceived), all the causes of this perception being present. And
when can we judge that the causes? are all present? When we (actually)
perceive another object included in the same act of cognition. We call
aincluded in the same act of cognition» two objects, dependent upon
one another, amenable to the same organ of sense, (two objects) upon

1 dharmin = anumeya, cp. sitra IL 8.

2 s@dhya, the thing to be proved, to be deduced, to be inferred, the major
term, it is also called anumeya, cp. comment on sutra II. 8, since the inference, or
conclusion, represents the minor and major term combined. Subject and pre-
dicate, anuv@da and vidhi or vidheya, are the terms of a proposition. Since In-
dian logic distinguishes sharply between judgment and proposition the term pre-
dicate is nsed only for want of another one.

3 upalabdhi is cognition in general, but anupalabdhi is non-cognition or nega-
tion conceived as the absence of sense-perception (drsya-anupalabdhi), therefore it
can be here rendered as perception, cp. text, p. 37. 5 — upalabdhih = vidhih.

4 laksapa = loksyate anena.

5 prapta = antar-bhiuto,

6 samaropya.

7 s@magri or hetu-pratyaya-samagri are the four pratyayaes which also in-
clude the hetus, hetu-pratyaya, dlambana-, samanantara- snd adhipati. The dlam-
bana or artha being here reckoned separately remain the three conditions, the adhe-
pati — the organ of sense, the samanantara — the preceding stream of conscious-
ness, the hetu or sahakari-pratyaya, light and other circumstances. Under karana-
hetu the whole condition of the universe with respect to a given moment is
included, cp. my Nirvana, Index.
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which the eye or another organ (can be simultaneously) fixed with
attention. (22.12). Indeed, when two such objects are (before us) we can-
not confine our perception to one of them, since there is no difference
between them as regards possibility of perception.? (22.13). Therefore
if we actually perceive only one of them, we (naturally) imagine that
if the other were present, we should likewise perceive it, because the
totality of the necessary conditions is fulfilled.* Thus something fan-
cied as perceptibile is imputed. The non-cognition of such an object is
called negation of a hypothetical visibility.® (22.15). Therefore that
very spot from which the jar is absent and that cognition which is in-
tent upon it are both styled negation of a possible visibility, since
they are the real source of negative judgments.*

(22.16). Indeed we must at first be able to assert the presence of the
(second) object which is a part of the same perception, and (then be able
to assert that we have) this cognition. As long as (these two judg-
ments are not made) we will never be able to assert the absence of
something that could be present.> (22.17). Consequently what we
call negation is (not absence of knowledge, but) a positive reality,® and
an (assertory) cognition of it. (22.18). The simple unqualified absence
of cognition, since it itself contains no assertion at all, can convey no
knowledge. But when we speak of negation whose essence 7 is a negation
of hypothetical perceptibility, these words may be regarded as
necessarily implying® a bare place where there is no jar and the

1 yogyatd.

2 Lit,, p. 22. 18—14. «Therefore when one (thing) combined in one cognition
is visible, if the second would possess the whole totality of vision, it wonld be just
(eva) visible ».

8 drsya-anupalabdhi, it is contrasted with adrSya-anupalabdhi, negation of
such objects which can never be visible, which we therefore cannot imagine as
visible, i.e., transcendental objects, as e.g., an omniscient being whose existence
can neither be affirmed, nor denied, since it is something nnknown to experience, it
cannot be imagined as being experienced. Negation is a source of real knowledge
(niScaya) only in regard to objects experimentally known.

4 Lit. «the cause of a judgment (nidcaya) about non-cognition of the (hypo-
thetically) visible (drsya)». About nicaya as jndgment cp. above, p. 20 n. 6.

5 Lit., p. 22.16—17, «Indeed as long as the object combined in one cognition
is not asserted (nifeita) and its knowledge (is not asserted), so long there is no as-
sertion of a non-cognition of the (hypothetically) visible ».

6 vastu.

7 riapa.

8 vacana-samarthyad eva.
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cognition of that same bare place. (Negation means the presence of a
bare spot as well as the fact of its cognition).

(22.20). Further, what is meant by the presence of (the totality)
of conditions producing cognition?

14. The presence of (all) the conditions of
cognition consists in the presence of an indivi-
dual entity and the totality of all other con-
ditions of cognition.

(22.23). The conditions of cognition are present,—this means that
the totality of the causes producing the perception, e. g., of a jar, is pre-
sent. The words «the totality of all other conditions» have the follow-
ing meaning. The cogrition of a jar is produced (partly) by the jar
itself, (partly) by other factors, the sense-organs etc. The words «other
conditions» refer to the conditions other than the perceptible jar
itself. The «totality» of them means their presence. (23.1). The exis-
tence proper, that what distinguishes (one thing) from another, that
peculiar (fact), i e, separate (discontinuous, individually distinct
existence)! Thus it is that an individually distinct existence and the
presence of all other conditions must be both considered as constituting
the perceptibility of jars and other (individual objects).

What is an individual? The (author) says,

15, It is a thing which, being present, is ne-
cessarily perceived when all other conditions of
perceptibility are fulfilled?®

1 sgabhava-vifesa means an individual in Locke’s sense (Essay, XXVIL. 4),
existence individually distinct, «existence itself» (svabhava eva), existence which is
«the same as long as it is continuedn, existence determined by the principium
tndividuationis, or Grundsatz der Individualisierung (Erdmaan, op. cit., p. 143).
It must be distinguished from the extreme concrete and particnlar momentary thing
(svalaksana = ksana) which has no duration and which is characterized by Locke,
in & truly Indian manner, as ueach perishing the moment it begins» (yasminn eva
ksane utpadyate tasminn eva vinasyati). Rgyal-thsab says, f. 25, ghato bhittalas
svobh@va-visistah, i. e, when a jar stands out in relief so as to be distinguished
from its place, it is an individual, otherwise — according to Leibnitz’ principle
of Identity of Indiscernables it would not be an individual. Vinitadeva explains it
as sensible existence, a possible sense-datum, not metaphysical, na viprakystah —
Sakya-darfanah = drfyeh. The notions of sensible existence and individual exis-
tence are here characteristics of the same fact. Cp, also Kamalagila, p. 476. 1 and
481. 15.

2 According to Dh., p. 28.7, the Tib.,, p. 51.7, Vinitadeva, p. 62. 5 and
Rgyal-thsab, f. 25. a. 2, the stra reads — satsv apy anyesu upalambha-praty-
ayesu yah svabhavah san pratyaksa eva bhavati.
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(28.6). An individual means an entity which, being present, neces-
sarily is perceived when all other conditions of perceptibility, i. e., the
causes other than the perceptible jar itself, are fulfilled. The following
is here meant®. It is a definition of perception made from the stand~
point of an individual observer. (28.8). Indeed, if a man is actually
observing something, the perceived thing possesses the two (above
mentioned requisites of perception). But things imperceptible, whose
place, time and essence are inaccessible,” have no distinct reality for
him, although all other conditions of perceptibility be fulfilled. (23. 10).
The (subjective) factors which allow the observer to see are, indeed,
present. (Even if he sees nothing of the sort) they are present when
he looks.® But if he does not look at all, objects, although they be
in a place amenable to his senses, cannot be perceived. The distinet
object is then present, the remaining conditions are not fulfilled. Things
remote in time and place will then lack both conditions of perceptibility.
(28.12). Thus it is that if somebody is looking on, the distinct thing
might be absent, but all other conditions are not absent. If he does not
look on, then an object, situated in his ken, (an object) which he could
perceive, (but does not perceive), is deficient with regard to the other
(the subjective) conditions of perceptibility. (23.14). All other objects
(the remote and the inaccessible) are then deficient in both respects.

(28.15). After having donme with the example of negation, (the
author) proceeds to give an example of an analytical reason (founded
on Identity).

16, Identity is a reason for deducing a pro-
perty when (the subject) alone is by itself suffi-
cient for that deductiont

1 Mallavidl, fol. 49, says—nanu desa-kala-svabhava-viprakystah pisacadayo
’smad -@di- pratyay@ntara-sakalyavantas, tatha taddeda-tatkala- varti- purusasyes
pisdca-rupa-apeksayd apratyaksas ca, tesam apy upalabdhi-laksana-praptatvad
upalabdhi-laksana-praptasyeti yad visesanam (22.1) dedadi-viprakrsta-vyavaria-
kam tad anarthakam evety asankya aha tad ayam i (23.7). Cp. text, p. 83.20 f.

2 desa-kala-svabhdva viprakrsta refers to things metaphysical, uncognizable,
neither by the senses nor by the reason (= ady$ya, not adrsyamana), cp. infra
sttras 11 28, 48, 49, IIl. 97 and Kamalafila, p.476.3. Mallavadi, £f. 49, has
adysyeti, not adrdyamane. Vinitade va seems not to involve viprakrsta here.

3 nanw yad@ caksur-adibhir merv-Gdtn na pasyati, tada katham caksur-
ddayah sanmihitah, padartha-jianena sannidhya-anumites tesdm ity aha, atad ceti
(28.10), cp. Mallavadj, fol. 49—50. Read atas ca sannihita yair...

4 Lit., p. 28, 16. « Own existence (svabhdva) is a reason for a deduced property
(s@dhya-dharma) which exists in its own (the reason’s) existence only (read sva-
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(23.17). The essence of a thing (can be a valid) logical reason.
This is the idea.? What kind of logical reason consists in its merely
being contained in its own predicate? The predicate possesses the cha-
racteristic of existing wheresoever the mere existence of the reason (is
ascertained). (23.18). A predicate whose presence is dependent on the
mere existence of the reason, and is dependent upon no other coundi-
tion besides the mere existence of the fact constituting the reason—
such is the predicate which is inseparable from the reason (and can be
analytically deduced).

(28.20). When such (a predicate) is deduced, the reason represents
the same fact of existence as the predicate, it is not different, (it is
identical).

(28.21). An example is given.

sattd-matra-bhavini)n. Cp. Sigwart, op. cif, 1. 264, « wo ein Subject fir sich aus-
reitht (= sva-sattd-maira) seine Bestimmugen (== s@dhya-dharma) nothwendig zu
machen ... fassen wir die Nothwendigkeit (nifcaya) als eine innere». The subject
in an analytical judgment is thus the «snfficient reason» for deducing the predi-
cate, It is therefore rightly characterized here as a reason (linga, hetw). It will
also appear as «subject» of the major premise in the fully expressed formula of a
deductive reasoning. When two characteristics are essential and coexist in the
same object, at the same moment, the mere fact of the existence of the object
{sta-satta-matra) is then sufficient for deducing the presence of its essential pro-
perty. The analytical judgment «ASoka is a tree» is thus conceived as an infe-
rence in the form of «thisis a tree, because it is an ASoka; whatsoever is an Afoka
is also a treen. The major premise in this inference is an analytical jud gment. Its
subject represents the reason (hetu), its predicate the major term (s@dhya). Their
connection is a connection of Identity (tad@tmya). Between the tree and the Asoka-
tree there is no difference in the underlying point of reality, the ASokais existenti-
ally identical with the tree. Dharmakirti, therefore, characterizes their relation,
in this sense, as founded on Identity (tadatmya), cp. sttra II. 28—25. Kant, Kri-
tik d. r. V.3, p. IV, calls analytical those judgments where the connection of the
predicate with the subject is conceived «throngh their identity». Wundt, Logik®,
I. 234, calls it «partielle Identitit», Bosanquet, Logic, 1.14 — «identity in diffe-
rencen, Sigwart, op. cit, I. 111, objecting to Kant’s view, prefers to call it «agree-
ment» (Uebereinstimmung). The last named anthor, ibtd. I. 264 £, gives also expres-
sion to the view that the necessity of everything existing is deduced either out of
its essence or out of its origin (aus dem Wesen nnd der Ursache); this would corre-
spond to Dharmakirti’s division of affirmation as founded either on Identity or
Causation ({@datmya-tadutpatti), cp. also Schuppe, Logik, p. 128. All judgments
which are not founded on a causal relation between the terms, and which are
not negative, can be reduced to such a formula where the minor term is a point-
instant, the major is the predicate, and the middle, which is the subject in the
analytical judgment, represents the justification for predication.
1 sambandha.



INFERENCE 67

17. Ase. g —Thesis. This is a tree.
Reason. Because it is an Afoka.

(24.2). The word «thisn points to the subject (of the conelusion),
the words «a tree» contain the predicate, the words «because it is an
ASoka» contain the reason. This means,~—this object is fit to be called
a tree, because it is fit to be called an Afoka. (24.3). Now, if some
unintelligent man who does not know the proper nse of the word ASoka
(would reside) in a country where such trees are abundant, and if so-
mebody would point out to him a high ASoka and say «this is a treen,
then the man, being unintelligent, will think that the height of the
ASoka is the reason why it is called a tree. Looking at a small ASoka,
he would think that is not a tree. (24, 6). This unintelligent man must
be induced (to use the word tree properly, as being) the general mark
of every ASoka. It means that not the height or some other special
mark are the reasons for nsing the word tree, but (its essence alone),
the mere fact of its being an ASoka, its (genera]) characteristics, its
boughs and other attributes, are the reason.?

(24.9). In order to exemplify (a deduction by causality, where the
reason is) an effect, the author says.

18. The effect is as follows.
Thesis. Here is fire.
Reason Because there is smoke.

(24.11). «Firen» is fhe predicate (major term). «Heren is the subjeck
(minor term). «Because there is smoke» is the reason (middle term).
Causality is a conception familiar in common life.? It is known to
be derived from experience (of the presence of the cause wherever
there is an effect present), and from the negative experience (of the
absence of the effect when its cause is deficient). Therefore the defini-

1 Judgments referring to the extension and comprehension of concepts are thus
brought under this head. Vinitadeva gives here no example at all. The formula of
Dharmakirti refers to all analytical judgments or inferences, and not to snch
cases of name-explaining alone.

2 This of course does not mean that the every-day conception of caumsality is
admitted. Dharmakirti develops his views on that subject in Pramanavinis-
caysa. The exposition in Sarvadari. 8. (p. 3 f£) is borrowed from that source.
Cansality exists only between point-instants (ksana) which are not producing, bus
merely following one another. Dharmottara alludes to this theory above, text
p. 10. 12 and in the sequel, p. 70 ff. But predication, inferring, purposive action;

cognition, and consequently causation are examined io logic mainly from the em-
pirical point of view.
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tion of causality is not given, in contradistinction from the analytical
reason (whose definition has been given).

§ 5. How ARE SYNTHETIC AND ANALYTIC JUDGMENTS POSSIBLE.

(24.18). (The consistency of a division into Negation, Identity and
Causality) might be questioned. (If they are quite different) three prin-
ciples, we cannot at all speak of one logical reason (in general). And
if they are the different varieties (of one genus), then (the varieties
may be endless), because the various cases of an analytical deduction
alone are innumerable, and it becomes impossible to reckon only three
varieties of logical deduction. To this we answer that (the principle of
the division) is the following one.

19. (Cognition) is either affirmation or nega-
tion, (and affirmation) is double, (as founded either
on Identity or on Causation).!

(24. 16). The word «here» means «among these three different
logical reasons». Two reasons establish realities. They are the foun-
dation, or justification,? for an affirmative judgment.® The (remaining)
one is the reason, or justification, for a negative judgment. It must be
kept in mind that by negation we mean (all deductions of) absence and
the practical value of negationin life.t (24.18). The meaning is the follow-
ing one. (The reasons are different not by themselves, but indirectly,

! Ljt., p.24. 15. «Here two are establishing real things (vastu), one is the
reason of negation».

2 gamaka.

3 Very noteworthy is here the identification of reality (vastu) with affirmation
(vidhi). The following terms must be regarded as synonymous zastu = paramartha-
sat, cp. . 13. 18, = svalaksana, cp. p. 13. 10, =Zksana, cp. p. 12. 18, = artha-
kriya-kari, cp. p. 13. 15, = vidhi; cp. Tatp., 430. 1Y p. — b@hyasya = svalaksa-
rasye = vidhi-ripasya = paramartha-satah, and Tarkabhigi, p.31 (Bombay ed.)
where s@manya is characterized as pramana-nirasta-vidhi-bhawa,

4 abhava-vyavahare. This point is insisted upon because negation is also in-
terpreted as the cognition of a point-instant of cfficient reality (vasty), cp. text p.
28.22—artha-jiana eva.... ghatasya abhiva ucyate. It is the result of the first formula
of negation, while abh@va is deduced in the remaning ten formulae, cp. infra, text
p. 29.22—24 and 38.4—5. Acirya Sakyabuddhi objects to this sdtra. In the
inference «the word is not eternal, because it has an origin » the reason is positive,
the conclusion negative, and in the inference «there is fire removing cold on the
mountain, because we see smoke», the conclusion is positive, if the presence of
fire be the main thing, it is negative, if the absence of cold is intended as the main
thing, cp. Rgyal-thsab, Rigs-thigs-hgrel, f. 26 (Lhasa ed).
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through the difference in the things they help to establish). The reason is
subordinate to the deduced predicate. Its aim is to assert the existence
of the predicate. The predicate constitutes the main (independent) part.
Therefore the reason which is subordinate to the predicate is split into
varieties mnot by itself, but in accordance with a division of the main
part, the predicate. (24.19). The predicate is sometimes positive,
sometimes negative. Since affirmation and negation represent attitudes
mutnally exclusive, the reasons for them both must be different.
(24.20). Affirmation? again, (i e., the reality which is asserted, can
only be) either different from the fact from which it is deduced or
identieal® with it. Difference and non-difference being mutually
opposed by the law of contradiction, their justifications must also
differ. (25.1). Therefore, there is altogether no inherent difference
in the reasons qua reasons,* but when the deductions® (that follow)
are exclusive of one another, their reasons hecome different (indirectly).
(25.3). Why again is it that these three (relations) represent lo-
gical reasons? Why are there no other (relations) representing valid
reasons?® In his answer (the anthor) shows both why the three men-
tioned varieties are alone valid reasons, and why the others are not.

20.Because one thing can convey the (existence
of) another one when it is existentially depen-
dent (on the latter).

(25. 6). Existentially dependent means dependent in its own existence.
Existential (and necessary)dependence means dependent existence.” When
the cause of something is to be deduced (synthetically), or an essential
quality ® is to be deduced (analytically), the effect is in its existence de-
pendent upon its cause, (and the analytically deduced) fact is by its
essence dependent upon the fact from which it is deduced. (25. 8). Both

1 paraspara-parihdre is the second mode of the law of contradiction, cp. be-
low, sttra III. 77.

2 Here again affirmation (viddhi) means object of which the existence is af-
firmed, vidhwyate iti vidhih (karma-sadhana).

3 abhinna, cp. p. 48.9 — sa eva vrksah, saiva Simsapa.

4 svata eva.

5 sadhya.

6 The NaiyZyikas assume an indefinite variety of relations (sambandho... yo
v@ 80 v@ bhavatw) established by experience, Tatyp., p. 107. 10.

7 Lit., p. 25. 6—7. «Being tied np by one’s own existence means having one’s
own existence tied up. The composite nonn is according to the rule, Panini II.1.82x.

8 The term svabhdva is here used in two different senses, svabhava-prati-
bandha is existential tie whieh sncludes the relation of the effect to its cause. But
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these (connections) are contained in the one expression «existentially
dependent.»* (25.9). (This means that) because the fact (expressing)
the reason can prove the existence of the fact (corresponding to) the
predicate, only if it is existentially dependent (on the latter), therefore,
the above mentioned three relations alone can prove something, and
there are no other relations which would allow to deduce (one fact
from another).?

(25.11). Now, why is it, that we can deduce one fact from another,
only if there is existential dependence?

21. Because a fact which is not so dependent
upon another one, cannot be invariably and ne-
cessarily concomitant with the latter.

(25.14). «So dependent» means existentially dependent. A fact
whose existence is not dependent upon another one, is not so depen-
dent. (25.15). If one fact is not existentially dependent on another
one, it is independent, and there can be no regularity® in its conco-
mitance with the latter. Such a fact, representing that part from which
the other part depends, cannot itself be subject to a rule of concomi-
tance. (25. 17). The meaning is the following. If a fact is not tied up

in svabhava-anumana this term means identity in the sense indicated above, p. 66,
it then is emclusiwe of the relation of cansality. We must distinguish between
svabh@va-linga, identity and svabh@va-pratibandha, dependence. Smoke is svabha-
vena pratibaddhe with fire, but they are two different svabhavas, it is synthesis,
On the other hand Agoka, although likewise svabh@vena pratibaddha with tree,
includes the latter in its svabhava, the svabhdva is one, it is analysis. In the latter
sense svabhdva refers to the intention, the essential properties, of a term. Thus,
e. g, Stmdapd is vrksa-svabhavd = vrksa-vyapya, but not wvice versa, vrksah is
not §imdapa-svabhavah.

1 Lit., p. 25.7—8. « When cause and essence must be established, the essential
tie (svabhavena pratibandha) of the result and of essence (svabh@va in the sense
of identity) is not different, thus both are comprehended in one composite word.
The word hi has the sense of «hecause».

2 Since internal inference (sv@rth@numana), as stated above p. 66 n., corres-
ponds rather to our jndgment, the classification of affirmative jndgments (vidhs
Ccp. text, p. 24.16) in svabhavanumana aud k@ryanumana corresponds to our clas-
sification of judgments in synthetical and analytical. That the judgment «this
Asoka is a tree» is analytical will not be denied. All non-analytical, i. e., synthe-
tical judgments are conceived as judgments of causality, because, as just mentioned,
every regular commexion between two point-instants of reality is regarded as
causation.

8 niyama.

4 Lit., p. 25. 15—16. « What is not tied up to what, by its essence, for this not
tied up to that, there is no rule (niyama) of non-divergence in that. Non-diver-
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by its existence to another ome, it cannot be necessarily concomitant
with the fact to which it is not tied up. Therefore, there is no rule
of their invariable concomitance, i. ¢, of the impossibility of the
one being existent without the other.

(25. 18). The possibility of deducing one fact from the other?® re-
poses upon an invariable rule precluding the existence of the one
without the existence of the other. (25.19). For we do not admit, that
the logical mark is comparable to the light of a lamp which occasio-
nally? brings to our knowledge some unperceived objects.® On the
contrary (the logical mark is always a fact whose invariable connec-
tion) is ascertained beyond the possibility of exception.* (25. 20). There-
fore if (two facts) are existentially connected, we can assert that one of
them cannot exist independently from the other, and therefore from
the presence of the one follows the presence of the other. Hence it is
established that the existence of one fact can convey the existence of
another only when it is existentially dependent on the latter,not otherwise.

(25.22). Now, if among two facts one depends upon the other,
there must be a dependent part and an independent part.® And here,
between the logical reason and the logical predicate, who is dependent
upon whom?

22. This is a dependence of the logical reason
upon the fact which is deduced from it (upon
the predicate)

gence in that, is non-divergence in this objeet of being tied up, its rule....» Read
pratibandha-visaya = hbrel-pai yul gan yin-pa de-la.... According to the Tib.
p., 57. 8, we would expect yal prutibandha-visayas tasminn avyabhiciras tad-avy-
ablic@rah; pratibaddhe is the term of lesser cxtension, e.g., the ASoka tree,
pratibandla-visaya is the term of greater extension, e. g., the tree in general:
apratibandha-visaye = ma-hbrel-pas yul, Tib. 57. 11, is an object from which there
is no dependence, with which another object is not invariably concomitant, ep.
text p. 26. 8. The logical mark, or middle term, is always a term of lesser extension
as compared with the deduced fact, or major term. Therefore it is «tied up» or
dependent.

1 gamya-gamake-bhava. 2 yogyataya.

3 About invariable concomitance cp. above, p. 52 n. 3; it is here characterized
43 necessary; cp. also below, p. 72 notes 6 and 7.

4 niScaya is here used as a synonym of niyama, cp. p. 25.16, jnst as ahove,
p- 18. 20, and below 26. 16. Otherwise it is also used as a synonym of kalpand,
vikalpa, adhyavas@ye and then means asgertion, judgment cp. above, p. 47 and
Tatp., p. 87.25.

5 Lit., p., 25.22. «And ig it not a tie of the dependent on the other upon
the independent on the other»?
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(26.2). This existential dependence is (a dependence) of the logical
reason upon the fact (corresponding to the predicate). The logical reason,
being the subordinate part, is dependent. On the contrary, the fact
corresponding to the predicate is not subordinate, and therefore it is
(the principal part),the part on which the mark depends,® and which is
itself independent. (26.3). The meaning is the following. Even in those
cases, where there is (an analytical deduction founded on) Identity? (of the
predicate with the reason, there always is a dependent and an inde-
pendent part). It is the dependent part that possesses the power to
convey the existence of the other. The (independent part, that) to
which the other is subordinated} is the deduced part. (26.4). If the
essence of an attribute® is such that it is invariably concomitant* with
something else, it is dependent upon the latter, e. g., the fact of «being
produced by a voluntary effort» is invariably concomitant with, (and depen-
dent upon, or subordinate to), the fact of «not being an eternal entity».®
On the other hand, a quality whose essence admits of being some-
times concomitant, and sometimes not, does not depend; it represents
the fact upon which the other depends, e.g., the quality called «non-
eternity» versus the quality of «being a voluntary products, (for there
are other non-eternal objects besides those produced by a voluntary
human effort). (26. 7). The possibility of deducing one fact from another
reposes on a necessary connection.® The essence of a thing produced
by a voluntary effort is never to represent an eternal (substance), this
is a necessary characteristic (of such things). (26. 8). Therefore it (repre-
sents) just the fact which invariably is concomitant with the fact of
impermanence. Thus it is that concomitance cannot be anything but
the (necessary relatior) of a determined object.?

1 pratibandha-visaya.

2 tadatmya-avidese, lit. «in non-difference of identity »; about identity between
the terms of an analytical judgment ¢p. above, p. 66 x.

3 dharma + niyotah svabhavah.

5 Whatsoever is voluntarily produced is non-etermal, as e. g., a jar, but not
vice versa, a thing can be non-eternal without being voluntarily produced, e. g.,
lightning, although not created by human effort, is evanescent.

6 Lit., p. 21. 7. « The relation of deducer and deduced (gamya-gamaka-bhien)
refers indeed to necessity »; niscaye = niyama.

+ Lit., p. 26. 8. « Therefore the relation of deduced and deducer possesses just
a determined object, not otherwise ». The anthor insists repeatedly (text pp. 19, 26,
47, 49 etc.) that logical concomitance is a necessary relation. Invariable conco-
mitance is always of the middle with the major term, it is niyata-visaya, i. c., it
refers only to the middle term. The reason is always a dependent fact, and because
it is dependent, it proves the reality of the other fact upon which it is dependent.
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(26. 10). Further, why is it that the mark, (i. e, the reality under-
lying the reason) is existentially so related to the predicate?

23. Because, as regards (ultimate) reality, (the
entity underlying the logical reason) is either
just the same as the entity (underlying) the pre-
dicate, or it is causally derived from it?

(26.12).In reality (there are only two necessary relations, Identity and
Causation). «Identity» with the predicated fact means that (the mark)
represents (the predicate) itself, its essence. Since (in those cases) the
essence of a logical reason is contained in the predicate, therefore it
is dependent upon the latter (and invariably concomitant with it).2

(26.13). The question arises, that if they are essentially identical,
there will be no difference between reason and predicate, and then the
argument will be (arepetition or) a part of the thesis?® Therefore it is
said, «as regards reality», i. e, the two are identical with reference
to what is the ultimately real essence, (i e., the sense datum under-
lying both facts). (26. 15). But the constructed objects, those (conceptions)
which have been superimposed (upon reality),are not the same (in the

1 Lit., p. 26. 11. «Because in reality there is identity with, and production from,
the thing predicated ». The author insists that there can he only two kinds of logical
relations. The priuciple of his division is this. Existence i3 split in point instants.
Every efficient point-instant can be the substratum of a variety of characteristics.
It can be a tree, an Asoka-tree, a solid body, a substance, etc., etc. All such
characteristics refer to the same entity, they are simultaneous, they will be,
according to the terminology of the author, identical. But if a tree is characte-
rized as produced from a seed, this will be a relation between two realities, two
underlying point-instants, since there is & causal relation only between the last
moment of the seed and the first moment of the sprout. Therefore there can be only
two relations between the terms in cognition, either the one is contained in the other,
or it is produced from it, either analysis or synthesis, either identity or causation.

2 Lit., p. 26.12—~14. «From reality etc.; of what this probandum is the Self,
the own existence, that is (the possessor) of its Self. Its condition is its-selfness,
(the Self of one thing belonging to another thing); for this reason. Since the pro-
bans possesses the own Self of the probandum, therefore it is existentially tied up.
This is the meaning. If the probans possesses the own existence of the probandum,...».

8 The thesis will be, e, g., «this isa treen, and the reason «because it is an Afolka-
tree». The reason « Afoka-tree» contains the predicate «tree», or ASoka-treeisa
part of trees in general; pratijii@ is Lere the same as siidhya or paksa, cp. III. 40
The analytical judgment being reduced to the formula «the Afoka-tree is a tree»
seems utterly useless. This problem continues to puzzle European philosophers
The Indiau solution is here hinted, it will be reconsidered infra, in sutra IIL. 20



74 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

facts constituting) the reason and the consequence.’ (26.16). (We have
already mentioned that)? the possibility of deducing one fact from the
other always reposes upon a necessary (connection between them).
Therefore their difference (in an analytical deduction) concerns exclu-
sively those (constructed) conceptions which have been superimposed
(upon the same reality) and which are necessarily (connected).® The
(underlying) reality is the same.

(26.17). But Identity is mnot the only (possible relation between,
a logical mark and what can be deduced from it). There is moreover
(the relation of Causality). The mark can represent an effect of the fact
(whose existence is then) inferred from it. The logical reason (middle
term) can be existentially dependent on, (and therefore invariably conco-
mijtant with), another fact, the existence of which is deduced from it,
because (the reason) owes its existence to it.*

(26.19). Why is it that a logical conneetion can be the outcome of
no other relation® than these two, (Indentity and Causality)?

24. Because when a fact is neither existentially
identical with another one, nor is it a product
of the latter, it cannot be necessarily dependent
upon it.

(26.21). If one fact is a characteristic of the same (underlying)
cxistence as another one, they are (here said to be) existentially iden-

1 Lit., p. 15—16. «But the object of mental construction (vikalpa), that essence
(r#pa = svaripa) which has been superimposed by imagination (samdropita), with
respect to it, there is a split between the reason and consequence».

2 Above, p. 26. 7.

3 Lit., p. 26. 16. «Therefore their difference is all right (yulkia) only when
referred to (that their) essence which is situated upon (@r#dha) necessity (or as-
sertion, niScaya)».-It has been noted above, p. 7n., that the conception of niscaya or niy-
ama is assimilated to prama@na and samyag-jiana. All definite knowledge ( prafiti =
bodha = adligama etc.) is constructed knowledge, kalpita = vikalpite = sam@roprta==
vikelpa-aridha=niscaya-Grighe — buddhy-avasitu. Every definite assertion is thus
contrasted with the indefinite, transcendental character of ultimate reality. And
because all assertions are founded upon some invariable concomitance between
constructed concepts, the term niScaye implies both necessity (= niyuma) and
judgment (adhyavasaya = kalpani).

* Lit., p. 26. 17—18. «Not alone from identy, but also there is origination of
the murk from that deduced object, and because of origination from it, there is an
essential tie of the mark to the deduced object ».

8 nimitta,
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tical, if not, they are existentially non-identical.® If one fact represents
the effect of another one, it is a product of the latter, if not, it is not
its product. (26.22). Now, a fact which is neither existentially
identical, nor is it an effect (of another definite fact), cannot be neces-
sarily dependent on the other fact which is neither its cause, nor
existentially the same reality. For this reason (there can exist no other
basis for a necessary logical connection than either Identity or Cau-
sality).? (27. 3). If the existence of something could be necessarily con-
ditioned by something else, something that would neither be its cause,
nor essentially the same reality, then only could a necessary connection
repose on another relation, (besides the law of Identity and the law of
Causation). (27.4). Necessary (or essential) connection, indeed, means
dependent existence.® Now, there is no other possible dependent existence
(than these two, the condition of being the effect of something, and
the condition of being existentially identical with something). Therefore
the dependent existence of something (and its necessary concomitance) is
only possible on the basis either of its being the product (of 2 defi-
nite cause) or of its being essentially (a part) of the same essencet

(27.6). Now let us concede the point and admit that there is no
other necessity in our knowledge than that which is founded either

1 Lit., p. 26. 21. « Of what this is the essence, it is (possessor) of that essence,
not having that essence is possessor of an essence other than thatn.

2 Lit., p. 26.22—27.8. «What is not having the essence of what, and not
having origination from what, for this not having the essence of that, and not ha-
ving origination from that, there is an essence not tied up to that, to the not ha-
ving that essence and to the non-producer, thus this is (the fact) whose essence is
not tied up, (not dependent). Its condition is the possession of independent own-
existence. Therefore (i. e.) because of the independent condition (of every fact which
is neither analytically nor causally dependent).. . .».

3 This i3 a repetition of what has been said above, text p. 25. 7. The author
insists that relation (pratibandha = samsarge) means dependence, this interdepen-
dence directly affects the constrncted conceptions of our productive imagination,
and indirectly the underlying «things in themselves», between which also these
two relations of identity and causality are assumed.

4 The commentary of Vinitadeva upon this sfitra, p. 65. 10—15, runs thus.
«What does not possess the same (underlying) essence with the predi-
cate, and what does not originate from the entity (corresponding to) the predicate,
in what way could it be said to be connected? What is not connected is not a
mark, because an universal absurdity (atiprasunge) would follow, (everything
could be deduced from anything). Therefore we can assert a (logical) connection
only on the basis of an identical (fact of existence} or on the basis of causality, not
otherwise».
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on Identity or on Causation. But how are we, nevertheless, to explain
the circumstance that nothing but a comprehended fact or a produced
effect have the force necessarily to establish the existence of something
by inference.!

25. It is (simply) because Identity and Causa-
tion (causal origin) belong just either to a com-
prehended property or to an effect. Inferential
reference to Reality is possible exclusively on
this basis.

(27.10). Since the possibility of deducing one fact from another is
based exclusively upon these two relations of (underlying) Identity and
Causation, and since they (in their turn) are founded exclusively upon
either the presence of a (comprehended) attribute (allowing analytical
deduction of the comprehensive fact), or upon the fact that a result
(must have a cause), therefore the establishing of reality, or affirmation,
is possible only upon the basis of these two relations, Identity and
Causation.?

1 Lit., p. 27. 6—7. «Let it be, for sure, that the Own-existence-bond comes
only from Being-originated-by-this, but how is it that Own-existence, (i. e., the subor-
dinated svablava, the comprehended property) alone (and) the effect (alone) are
conveyors?»

2 Lit.,, p. 27.8—11. «And these Identity-with-that and Origination-from-~that
belong to the ¢ own existencen and to the effect alone, thus from them alone is re-
ality (vastu) established.— And these ete. The word ¢ti in the sense of «therefore»,
Since Identy and Causation have their stand on «own existence» and result only,
and conditioned by them is the relation of deducer and deduced, therefore from
them alone,from «own existence» and result,comes establishing of reality or affirma-
tionn.—The fact of being a tree (vrksatva) is included in the fact of being an Afoka
SimSapatra), the first fact «dependsn (pratibaddha) upon the latter, it is invari-
ably concomitant with the latter, because the Jatter is «its own esistence» (sva-
bhava), 1. e., both are characteristics of the same underlying reality (vastu = para-
martha-sat == svalaksane = ksana). We have here two terms so related that by
the analysis of the onme we get the other, by analysing the term of greater com-
prehension (vyapta) we get the term of greater extension (vy@pulka). This relation
is here explained as «identityn (t@Zdatmya) of existence, since both terms ultimately
refer to the same underlying senge-datum. A result, on the contrary, points to
another reality which is the cause from wich it is derived. These two relations
aloue point to realities. Upon such a basis alone can we establish inferential refe-
rence to reality or truth. The term vastu «reality» is used as a synonym of vidhi
«affirmative judgment», cp. text, p. 24. 16 and 27. 11. All affirmative judgments,
so far they represent cognition of reality, can be reduced to these two patterns,
« this is a tree, because it is an ASokan», and «there is fire there, because there is
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§ 6. THE PRINCIPLE OF NEGATIVE JUDGMENTS.

(27.12). Now, why is it that we do not consider non-cognition of
a thing? unimagined as the cause of success, (when purposive action is
evoked) by a negative judgment??

26. The success of negative behaviour is only
owing to a negative cognition of the form des-
cribed above.

(27. 14). The success of negative behaviour reposes exclusively
upon such a (process of) repudiating in thought the imagined presence
of an object. No other basis for it is therefore given.

(Two questions are now raised, 1) why does it repose upon such
a basis, and 2) why no other basis, e. g, no real non-cognition ofa real
non-existence is possible)?

(27.16). First, why does it repose upon such (a process)?

27. Because when a real object is present (it
is perceived and it) becomes superfluons (to ima-
gine its presence).

(27.18). Because if the object to be denied® were present, (this
would be perceived and) it would he impossible to deny its imagined
presence. This proves that negation is founded upon such (a process
of repelling some suggestion).

smoke». It will be noticed that judgments, or inferences, abont future results are
not considered as valid, e. g., «there will come a rain, because there are clouds»
is a valid inference for the Naiyayikas, but not for the Buddhists, because they
assume that causes are not always followed by their results, c¢p. text, p. 40.8.
Resnlts necessarily must have always some canse or causes, therefore there is
wnecessity» (nifcaya) in such affirmations, but no necessity in deducing a future
result from its possible cause.

1 gdr$ya-anupalabdhi i3 always problematic, cp. infra, p. 78 ff.

2 pratisedha-siddhi = pratisedha-vyavah@ra-siddhi = pratisedha-vasat puru-
s@rtha-giddhi.

8 E. ¢., the visible jar (Rgyal-thsab); for Dh. this seems to refer to vipra-
krsta-vastw, cp. p. 28. 9.

4 The Indian realists maintained that negation is a cognition of real absence.
Just as affirmation is cognition of real presence, they thought that negation is a non-
cognition of real absence. The Mimamsakas viewed non-existence as a reality sus
generis (vastvantaram)and admitted yogya-pratiyogy-anupalabdhi,though not as anu-
ména, but as a special pram@na which they called abhdva. The Nyaya-Vaisesika
school viewed it as a special category (paddriha), a reality cognized by the senses.
owing to a special contact (viSesya-visesana-bhava-sannikarsa). The Sankhyas
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(27.20). Why this alone is the basis, (and why is negation of
unimaginable things impossible)?

28s. Because otherwise, (sc. if the absent thing
has not been imagined as present, its absence,
and the entailed successful actions, cannot follow with
logical necessity).?

(28.3). Because otherwise etc. The word «otherwise» implies ~—
«because unimaginable (sc. metaphysical or problematic) negation is
possible even if the (corresponding) entity be present». That is the
reason why successful negation (in life) is founded on no other (but
imaginable) denial. But why is that so? Why is it that even admitting
the reality (of metaphysical entities), their (non-perception by the
senses) can be (only problematic).?

28b, Because when entities do not conform to
the conditions of cognizahility, when they are
inaccessible in space and time and (invisible) by
nature, since all human experience is then exclu-
ded, apodictic negative judgments are not poss-
ibles?

(28.5). We have stated above® that an object is said to be satis-
fying to all conditions of perceptibility, 1) when all the accompanying

applied their idea of pratiksana-paringma and viewed ghata-abhara as a parinama-
ksana of bhiitala which, as all parin@ma-bheda, i3 cognized, they maintain, by sense
perception,

1 anyathd ca, according to Vinitadeva, p. 66.18, and Rgyal-thsab, f 27,
= drSyanupalabdhim anasvitya, according to Dh., = adrsya-anupalabdhi-
sambharat.

2 Vinitadeva, p. 67 and Rgyal-thsab, f. 27, interpret sutra II, 28 as
meaning «because otherwise there can be no definite assertion (néSeaya) of non-
existence (nbhiiva) concerning...».

3 The anupalabdhi of the Sankhyas, e. g., is an adrdya-anupalabdhi, it refers
to entities which are not sensibilia, not individually distinct. They maintain that
their Matter (pradhana) and Souls (purusa) are metaphysical (s@ksma — atindriya).
Their non-perception alone (anupalabdhi = pratyakse-nivriti-matram) does not
entail apodictic negative judgment (abh@va-niscaya). They are cognized by samanya-
to-drsta-anumana which is explained as adysta-svalaksapasya samanya-visesasya-
darsanam, cp. S-t-kaumudi ad K. 5—6. The Buddhists admit valid denial
only if there is some svalaksana = vidhi-ripa = vastu = artha-kriyd-kari, i. e., in
regard of such objects which can alternately be perceived and not perceived,
present and absent, cp. infra, text, p. 88.13. Cp. also, stitra ITL 97 where the
Jjndgment «he is not omniscient », being metaphysical, is proved to be problematic.

4 Sttra I 14; on Dh.s interpretation of viprakysta cp. notes on p. 64 and G5,
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necessary conditions are fulfilled, and 2) when the individually distinct
object itselfis present, When one or the other of these clauses is deficient,
the object is said to be in a condition of non-perception. The words
«do not conform to the conditions of cognizability» point here to the
absence of the first clause. The words «inaccessible in space, time and
invisible by nature» point to the total absence of individual distinctness.

(28.9) There can be no certainty about the absence of such objects.
We contend that we never could know it with certainty, eveu if such
entities did really exist.

(28.10). Why is it that there could be no such certainty? It is
impossible, because human experience of such objects is excluded.

(28.11). Since human experience? in respect of (metaphysical
objects) which do not satisfy to the conditions of possible experience is
excluded, and there can be no apodictic knowledge of their non-
existence,® therefore, even supposing that such objects really exist,
only a metaphysical* negation regarding them is possible, a negation
whose essence is to be beyond human experience.

(28.12). Thus the basis of negative judgments is that (process of
thought which we have) described above.

(28.14). The time to which such cognition, if it is valid® refers
its essence, and its function will next be stated.

29. Negative behaviour* is successful when a
present or a past negative experience of an ob-
server has happened, provided the memory of
this fact has not been obliterated.

(28.17). The preception by somebody of an object, e.g., of a jar,
has not happened. This is called negative experience. This means that
the essence of negation is the fact of some experience having not
happened.®

1 Lit.,p.28.9—10. «Even if reality exists,its non-existence iz admitted ». tasya
abhavah = nifcayasya abhitvah, sati vastunt = pratisedhye sati vastunt.

2 atmo-pratyeksa-nivrtti = vadi-pratividi-pratyaksa-nivrtti (Rgyal-thsab).

3 abhdva-niscaya-abhiva; no’assertion as of a reality (vastw), tbid.

4 adriya == svabhdva-visesa-viprakysia, cp. sutra II. 15.

5 pramana.

8 qbhava-vyavah@ra, a negative judgment, a negative proposition and a cor-
responding successful purposive action are suggested by this term, cp. text, p. 29,
2223, for ablreviation we may express it as negative behaviour.
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(28.18). For this reason negation is not really deduced (by an in-
ference), because simple negation, (being its fundamental aspect), is
established (by direct perception). (But how can non-existence be per-
ceived by the senses? It is perceived in imaginationf)! An object, e. g.,
a jar, although absent, is nevertheless said to be perceived, because it
is imagined as perceived, as being cognized in all normal conditions*
of perception, upon a place which appears as part of the same act of
cognition.

(28. 20). Therefore what we call negative experience® is this object
(the substratum) itself appearing as part of the same cognition, and
the cognition of such a substratum. Because on the basis of this percei-
ved substratum and of its cognition we arrive at the judgment* on
the absence of an object which is being imagined as perceived in all
normal conditions of a (possible) experience.

(28. 22). Consequently when we assert the absence of the
perceptible jar, we necessarily assert something positive, (we
assert the presence of the bare place and the fact of its cognition).s

1 Lit., p. 28.17—18. « The object jar etc. perceptible to the observer; its ab-
sence is non-cognition; its essence means so much as the absence of this (object).
Just this non-existence is not deducible, because «non-perception of own existence »
(the fundamental first formula of negation) is established (itself)». abhdva-vyarva-
h@ra is deduced in the first formula, abhave is deduced in the remaining ones, cp.
text p. 38. 4.

2 samagra-sgmagrika.

3 pratyeksa-nivriti.

4 avasiyate = nifciyale = vikalpyate = pratiyate = prapyate etc.

5 Lit., p. 28.22. «Therefore jnst (positive) cognition of a thing is called non-
existence of a perceptible jarn. Cp. Bradley, Principles?, p. 117,— «every nega-
tion must have a ground and this ground is positives, it is affirmation of a quality
@ which <is not made explicit», and, p. 666, he even maintaius that the negative
is more teal than what is taken as barely positive; B. Erdmann, Logik?, p. 500,—~
adie Urtheile mit verneinendem Pradicat sind trotzdem bejahend ». According to the
Indian view every judgment reduces to the form «athisisthat», sa eta ayam, it is an
arrangement (kalpand), or a conjunction {yojana), at the same time it is a resolve, or a
judgment in the real sense of the word (adhyavasdya) and & choice, a distinction, a
contrast, the result of a disjunction (vikalpa). These terms describe the same fact
(enarthintaram, Tatp., p. 87). Now, in the conjunction of the two parts «this» and
«that», of Thisness and Thatness (idami? and tatta, cp. N. Kanika, p. 124) the
part «this» refers to Reality, to the point-instant, to the «thing in genersl» (Ding
iiberhaupt), or «thing in itself» (svalaksana = vastu = vidhi-svaripa). This is an
intrinsic affirmation (vastu = vidhi, cp. above, p. 68 n, 3, nastity anena na sam-
badhyate, Tatp., p. 840.11). The judgment is made up by the second part, by
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And! since we are dealing here? (with inferential knowledge as far as
it controls our purposive actions), abseuce is not the bare (phantom)
of a non-Ens, because this alone could not produce an ascertainment
of the absence of a (definite) perceptible thing.

(29.1). Now,? (if) the absence of a visible thing* is ascertained
through sense perception,’ (and not through an inference, the practical
importance of negation as a guide of our actions, could be derived
from the same source)? Quite true! (It could be so derived). However}®
(inference likewise plays a part, from the following point of view. At
first) an object is imagined as visible (in the following manner), «if a
jar did (really) exist on a place which would be a part of the same cogni-
tion, this jar would certainly be visible», and then, on the basis of such
(a hypothetical judgment), we ascertain our negative experience.” (29. 3).
When it has been ascertained that an object perceptible (by its nature) is
not being perceived, we just eo 4pso® realize its absence. If the visible object
would have been present, its non-perception would never have occurred.?

«thatness », which contains no intrinsic affirmation (nirasta-vidhi-bhave), it can be
both, affirmation and negation (gaur astr, gour nasti, ibid., p. 340. 10). It is always
4, universal (sdm@nya-laksana). a construction, not «a thing in itself», it involves a
choice, a contrast, a distinction. A judgment without any reference to reality (i. e.,
to sensation) in the element «this», will be, as the Indian says, a lotus growing in
the sky. All real cognitions are, in this sense, positive, whether they be expressed
in the affirmative or in the negative. Cp. also H. Bergson, Evolution Créatrice,11
pp. 297 ff.; 8. Alexander, Space, Time and Deity, p. 198 ff.

1 tu-Sabdal punar-arthe (Mallavadi).

2 theti linga-prastave (ibid).

8 nanwu yatha bhutala-grahi-pratyaksam ghata-abhave pramapom, tath@ abha-
ta~-vyavah@re'py astu, kim dpsya-anupalambhena linga-bhiitena karyam, it para-
Ertam prakateyann aha nanv ityadi (p. 29. 1) (sdid).

4 drdya-nwrttir ghata-abhavah (ibid).

5 dréya-anupalambhad iti kevala-bhiitala-grahi-pratyaksad <ti tafo *abhara-
vyavaharo 'p tatah sydd vti parddayah (ibid).

8 nanw yady asmad-ukiusya satymm ity Gding (p. 29. 2) anwmatis, tadd dysya-
nupalabdhi-lingotd na yulta, ity afankya aha, kevalam ity adi, kimiv sam@nddhi-
karanyam iti (ibid). samanadhikaranyam here evidently means that the same fact
can be viewed either as & sense-perception or as an inference, cp. Kamalaiila, p.
481.12—yatr@pi kevala-pradesopalambhad (pratyaksad) ghata-abhavahsiddhah, sapi
ghatanupalambha-karya-anupalabdhir eva (anumanam). The absence of noise is per-
ceived by karyanupalabdhi, ibid.

7 dr$yanupalabdhir. 8 samarthyad eva.

9 Lit., p. 29. 1—4. «And is not absence of the visible ascertained from non-
perception of the visible? This is quite trne! However, if on a visible (place) united
in the same cognition there were a jar, it mecessarily would be visible, thus the
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(29. £). Therefore,* when we have realized the non-perception of the object
after having imagined its presence, (this process contains) by impli-
cation? the idea of its non-existence. However, this idea has not yet
been translated into life.? It can therefore receive practical application
on the basis of (an inference whose middle term is) non-perception:*
(29. 6). Consequently we must keep in mind that what is called ne-
gation (has a positive ground in) the associated bare place and in the
fact of its being perceived, because this can be regarded as the middle
term in an inference which repels the suggested presence of a visible
object.’

vigible is imagined, from it non-perception of the visible is ascertained, and just
from the capacity of the ascertainment of non-perception of the visible, the non-
existence of the visible is ascertained».

1 ata evambhutad drsya-anupalambho-niscayad iti samanadlikaranyam (1bid).

2 samarthyad.

3 vyavahria. — On the practical importance of negation in life (abhdva-
vyavahara) B. Erdmann delivers himself, Logik3, p. 500, as follows, «das
formulierte Denken findet... Anldsse fur die Bildung kontradictorischer Artunter-
schiede, eben weil es das Wirkliche vom Standpunct der practischen Weltanschanung
aus deutet, der das anschaulich und practisch - teleologisch Hervortretende vor
allem ins Auge fallen Jisst». Cp. H. Bergson, op. cit., pp. 297, 312, 315, 321.

4 gtha yadi drdya-anupalambhena kevala-bhiitala-grahi-pratyaksena drsya~
ghata-abhiivo nisciyata eva, na vyavahriyate, torhsi kena vyavahartavga ity zha
dréyetyadi (p. 29.5), driya-anupalambhena linga-bhiitena vyavnhartarye ity
arthal (ibid). Cp. Kamalaiila, p. 481. 18, — tasmat sarvaiva srabhavanupalab-
dhir agad-vyavahara-hetuh paramdrthatah karyanupalabdhir eva drastarya.

5 Lit., 29. 6—7. «Therefore another thing which is being perceived and asso-
ciated in one coguition and its cognition, since they are the logical reason (hetu)
for the ascertainment of the absence of the perceived (thing). should be regarded
a9 called absence of the perceived». — The fully expressed-formula of a negative
inference is given in IIL. 9.-— All these subtleties are probably the outcome of
controversies with the Mimamsakas who also admitted «repelled suggestion» or
«challenged imagination» (drsya-anapalabdhi) as a method of cognizing real non-
existence (vastu), though they viewed it not as an inference, but as a third, inde-
pendent source of our knowledge, cp. mote 8 on p. 77. For the Buddhists the
reality (vastu) is the bare place which is cognized by the senses, The Mimamsakas
retorted that the place is also perceived when the jar is present. We would then
have the absurdity that the absence of the jar must also be perceived if the jar be
present. Therefore, they concluded, absence must be a reality sui generis (vastvan-
taram). — Among European logicians Sigwart incliues to the view that negation
ig really an inference («secundirer und abgeleiteter Ausdruckw, op. cit. I. 167),
J. N. Keynes, in despair, thinks that «the nature of logical megation is of so
fundamental and ultimate a character that any attempt to explain it is apt to obscure
rather than to illuminen, ¢p. Formal Logic4, p. 120.
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(29.7). And just as a jar, although absent, (can be now) imagined
s present on a perceived spot which is part of the same perception,
ve can likewise remember the absence of a jar in the past). The
rwracter? of the jar is the same, it is a non-existing jar, it is imagi-
ed on a present,or remembered on a former, place, it is appertaining
» the same cognition, provided the memory of the latter has not been
bliterated.2

(29.9). Thus the essence of logical negation® has been explained,
. is the perception of a jar that has not happened. And this is a
eal fact established (by introspection).* Thus the non-existence of a
wr cannot be deduced, but the negative judgment, as mentioned above?
3 deduced (from that fact).

(29.11). «Not obliterated» refers to an impression® produced by
n experience and having the capacity of evokiug a rccollection. This
efers to a past experience of some human individual, and a present
xperience of such an individual is likewise referred to. (29.13). But
he qualification of «non-obliterated» memory does not refer to the
resent cognition. It occurs that an impression produced by a spot
7ithout any jar upon it leaves no traces, neither is the imagined jar

1 tad-ripan.

2 Lit, p.29.7-9. «And just as the perceptibility of a jar on a perccived
slace) united in one cognition, although it does not exist, just so on this (place)
nited in one cognition past, if the memory-impression has not been obliterated,
nd present, this form of the jar isimagined although non-existent, thus should
t be considered ». '

3 drsya-anupalabdhi.

4 3@ ca siddha, p. 29.10 = s& ca siddh@, Tattvas.,, p. 4812, cp. 479. 22,
it. «it really exists», «it is established as an objective reality», the reality
s the bare place. The realists who maintained that negation is a negative
ognition of real absence (adréya-anupalabdhé) contended that the Buddhist
dea of a non-Kvs had no corresponding objective reality, that it was asiddha,
uccha. The Buddhists answered that their view was proved and the objective
eality of their idea of a non-Ens established as an active principle of cognition and
ionscions behavionr (abh@va-vyavahdra), by both perception and introspection (sva-
amvedana), perception of the bare place and introspective awareness of that per-
ieption. Cp. Mallavadi, fol. 58,—atha bhavediyips anupalebdhib paroksa-nivytti-
n@tra-tuccha-ripa-anupalabdhivad asiddh@ syad wy asankya aha, :& cetydads
p. 29. 10). kevala-bhiitala-grali-jAana-rupaya anupalabdhel sva-samvedana-pra-
yaksa-siddhatodit, kevala-bhittala-slpdyas ca kevala-bhitala-grahi-protyaksa-jia-
we-stddhatvdc cett.

5 p. 29, 5.

6 Here the term samskara = smyéi-bija i8 used in the Naiyiyika sensc, as the
ipecial faculty included in the smrti-janaka-samagri.
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remembered, nor the fact of the failure to perceive any. But a present
spot, when there is no jar on it, cannot escape memory. Neither the
imagined jar, nor the failure to perceive it can then be forgotten
Therefore the qualification of non-obliterated memory is not meant
as a characteristic of a present negation. A present object is never
severed from the trace which it leaves in memory. 2

(29.18). What is meant is this. Negation is valid in regard of a
past object, if this is clearly remembered, and in regard of a present
one. We can cognize «there was here no jar, because we did not
perceive any», «there is here no jar, because we do not perceive any».
But the judgment «there will be lhere no jar, because we will not
perceive any» is impossible, since a future non-perception is proble-
matic. The time of valid negation has thus been defined.

(29. 22). Its function will be next indicated. It consists in making
use of the idca of non-existence (by applying it to life). (It includes)
1) the judgment «therc is not», 2) the words expressing it, and
3) successful purposive action, consisting in moving about with the
certainty (not to fall upon the absent object). The last case is the
physical® use of the idea of non-existence. When a man knows that
there is no jar (in the place), lic moves about without expecting (to find
it). This threefold practical application* of the idea of non-existence
is based upon non-perception of the hypothetically visible.

(80.1). But has it not beeu stated above that the judgment «there
is no jar» is produced by (scnse-perception, by the perception of) the
bare place?® (And now we include this judgment into the practical
conscquences deduced by tnference from this perception). (80.2). (Yes,
we do not deny that!). Since the bare place is cognized by sense- per-
ception, and since the ncgative judgment «there is here no jar» is a
judgment produced by the direct function of perception, (that funetion
which malkes the object present to our senses), therefore (it is quite

1 Vinitadeva has interpreted this passage as ifthe qualification of «non-
obliterated memory» could refer to both the present and the past experience, cp. p.
68. 135, (but not in 69. 14). Dharmottara takes great pains apparently to redress
this slight inconsistency.

2 Lit, p. 29. 17—18. «For this very reason the word « and» has heen used,
«and of the presents, in order that it should be known that the «present» without
any qualification is combined together with the past as possessing qualification ».

3 kayika,

4 gyarahGra.

5 anupalabdher, p. 30. 1, is explained by Miallavadi as = bhiitalad.
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rue) that the negative judgment immediately following on the per-
seption® of the bare place is a perceptual judgment. (30.4). Indeed,
e negative judgment, according to what has been said above, is
lirectly produced by sense-perception, because (qualified) perception
1as just the capacity of producing a judgment as to the existence
‘before us) of a bare place.? (30.5). However,® (the proper function of
1egation consists in the next following step). Objects might be not percei-
ved, but this only gives rise to doubrt, (the feeling arises as to which
of them) might be present? So long as this doabt has not been remo-
ved, negation has no practical importance, (it cannot guide our pur-
posive actions). (30. 6). (Imagination then steps in, and) it is thns that
negation, (a3 a negative deduction), gives practical significance to the
idea of a non-Ens. Since an object which I imagine as present on a
given place is not really perceived, just therefore do I judge that «it
is not there». (30.7). Consequently this negation of an imagined pre-
sence (is an inference which) gives life to the ready concept of a non-
Ens, it does not newly create this concept itself. Thus it is that (the
author) maintains that the negative judgment receives its practical
significance (through an inference) from challenged imagination® al-
though it is really produced by sense-perception and only applied in life
(through a deductive process of an inference whose logical reason eon-
sists in the fact of) a negative experience. A negative inference, there-
fore, guides our steps when we apply in life the idea of a non-Ens.

Y pratyaksa-vyapra = nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa, tad-anusari nidcayeh = savi-
kalpaka-pratyaksa, in the sense explained above, text p. 186, transl. p. 45.

2 dyrsya-anupalambha-Sabdena (p. 80. 4) bhatala-jhanam bhitalom coktam
Mallavadi.

3 Levalam, the cheda after sambharat must be dropped.

4 yyavahartum = pravartayitum.

5 gnupalambhal lingat, ibid.

§ anupalambhena linga-rapena, ibid.

7 Lit., p. 30. 1—380. 9. « And although the cognition «there is no jar» appears
just from non-cogrition and just this is an ascertainment of non-existence, never-
theless, since by perception the bare place is cognized, and therefore the ascertain-
ment of non-existence follows on the function of perception thus «there is here no
jarn, therefore the ascertaining of non-existence which follows on the fnnetion of
grasping the bare place is done by perception. And moreover, non-existence is as-
certained just by perception in the above mentioned manner, just by its capacity of
making an ascertainment of the non-cogurition of the visible. (30. 5). However, since
(things) non-perceived can also exist, through the doubt of existence he is not able
to use non-existence. Therefore non-cognition makes us use non-existeuce. Since
the visible is not perceived, thercfore it does not exist. (80.7). Therefore non-cog-
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(80. 10). Why is it then that negation is valid (only) in regard o
past or present events? The (author) says,

30. It is exclusively on the basis of sucl
(negation) that absence can be ascertained (witl
logical necessity).

(30.12). The absence (of a thing) is ascertained only from it, i. e
exclusively through a negation of a determined time, as has been indi
cated above. A future negative experience has always the nature c
being itself problematic. Since it is itself uncertain® a negative jud
gement? cannot be (sufficiently) founded on it, but a past or presen
(non-perception is a sufficient reason for deducing a negativ
judgment).

§ 7. THE DIFFERENT FORMS OF NEGATIVE JUDGMENTS.

(30. 14). The different varieties of negation are next shown.

31. This (negation) has eleven varieties, accol
ding to difference of formulation

nition of the visible turns out the ready made cognition of non-existence, but do
not make the unmade. Therefore the ascertainment of non-existence, although tu:
ned out by non-cognition, is made by perception, it is said to be turned out by no
coguition. Thus non-cognition is directing the run of non-existence».— Mallava¢
calls attention to the circumstance that this passage should not be regarded as
mere repetition of the argument contained in the passage nanu ca etc. on p. 29.
and explains that the objector in 29. 1 ff. contended that the practical use of the ide
of a non-Ens is produced directly from the perception of the bare place, just as tt
idea itself (abha@ta-nifcaya) is produced. The solution, in the passage kevalam et
p- 29. 2 ff., i3 that sense-perception produces a megative perceptive judgment, tl
negative inference deduces its practical applications. In the second instance, in t
passage yady apica etc., p. 30. 1, the objection is thatthe judgment «there is nof
is also comprized under the practical applications of the idea of a non-Ens (abhar:
vyavah@ra) and must be, accordingly, characterized as inferential, not as perceptu:
We are thus seemingly landed into a contradiction, since the negative judgme
which was at first said to be produced by sense-perception and just its practic
consequences deduced through the help of an inference, is now also included amm
these practical consequences. The distinction established in the first passage is th
jeopardized. The solution is given in the passage beginning with tath&pi, p. 30.
and establishes that the negative judgment is produced by sense-perception. B
this does mot prevemt its being actually in life deduced from a negative logic
reason, i. e, from & repelled suggestion, — iathapityiding pratyaksa-kriatre
samarthya anupalabdher abhara-sadhekatvam uktem iti (fol. 61).
1 asiddha.
2 abhawa-niscaya.
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(80.16). This negation, such (as has been here described), has
eleven different varieties. What produces this difference? It is a diffe-
rence of formulation. We call formulation the method® of expressing
something in speech. Speech indeed may sometimes express (negation
indirectly, through) what prima facie? would be an affirmation of so-
mething else, or it may some times express a negation, (but also an
indirect one, a mnegation) of something else. Nevertheless (a repelled
suggestion), the negation of an assumed perception,® will always be
understood, even if not expressed (directly). Consequently there are
different varieties of negation according to the different methods of
expressing it. This means that in its essence® it is not (different, it
always reduces to the same formu'a).

(30. 20). The different varieties are (now) explained.

32, (The first formula) is existcential (or direct
negation, it is the following one.

(Thesis). Therc is here no smoke.

(Reason). Since, the conditions for its
perception being fulfilled, none is perceived

(31.3). (Simple negation), or non-cognition of the existence of the
denied object, is exemplified.® «Here» is the subject of the inference.
«No smoke» is the predicate. «Because of non-perception of (an ima
gined smoke) which nothing would prevent to perceive, if it existed»,
this is the logical reason. It mwst be understood as explained above

(81.6). (The second formula) expresses the absence of an effect
from which the absence (of the cause) is deduced. An exampl
(follows).

1 Lit., p.80. 17. « Application or appliance is called the denoting power (abhidhi
na-vyapara) of the wordss.

2 saksat.

3 drsya-anupalabdhi.

4 svarupa.

5 Lit., p. 31.3. « What is the own existence (sea-bh@va) of the thing to b
denied, its non-cognition is as follows».

& dharmin, «the possessor of the quality», i.e., the real substratum (svala
ksana) of the constructed cognition (kelpand).

7 Lit,, «Becanse of non-cognition ot the contained in the essence of cognitiol
thus the reasonw.
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33. Negation of an effect is as follows

(Thesis). There are here no efficient
causes producing smoke
(Reason). Because there is no smoke.

(31.9). «Here» is the subject. Unchecked, i. e., efficient. «Causes
whose efficiency in producing smoke is not checked, are not present»,
this is the predicate. «Because there is no smoke» is thelogical reason.

Causes, indeed, do not necessarily produce their effects. Hence,
when we observe the absence of the effect; we can infer only the ab-
sence of such causes whose efficiency has not been interfered with, but
not of other ones. Canses whose efficiency remains unopposed are the
causes which exist at the ultimate moment (of the preceding com-
pact chain of moments), because the possibility of all other (prece-
ding moments) being checked (in their efficiency) never can be ex-
cluded.

(31.12). (This method) of negation of an effect is resorted to in
cases where the cause is invisible, because, if it were visible, the method
of direct negation (first formula) would have been adopted.?

(81. 18). The following (is a case where this method must be
applied). (Supposing a man) stands ou the roof of a palace wherefrom he
fails to perceive tlie court grounds. He looks at the upper extremi-
ties of the walls enclosing the court on its foar sides, and at the same
time he sees the space which is called the range? of his sight, free
from smoke. (31.15). Since he is sure that there is no smoke in this
space, he must conclude that there is (also) no fire, the efficiency of
which to produce smoke is unchecked, in a place wherefrom the smoke
would reach the court.® (31.17). The smoke which would be produced
by a fire situated in the court would be present in the space (visible
to him). Therefore he must conclude that there is no fire in that place.
(33.18). Then the man standing on the roof (produces a judgment)the sub-~
ject of which is the court, surrounded by the walls, as well as the space,
surrounded by the upper parts of the walls, the space which constitutes
his range of sight and whichis free from smoke. (31.19). Therefore the
subject consists here of a particular space actually perceived and of an

1 Lit., «Just non-perception of the perceptible is valid (gamika)».

2 aloka.

8 Lit, p. 81. 15—186. «Because of the certainty of the absence of smoke in
that (place), we must learn the abgence of fire whose efficiency is unchecked, by
which fire, in which-place situated, the produced smoke would be in this placen.
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un-perceived part, (not of the perceived part alone). It is a complex of
something cognized directly and something invisible. It has the power
of bringing about a judgment on the absence of fire, The word «here »,
which points to perception, refers to the visible part.

(31. 21). The subject of an inference (or the substratum of a
judgment) is a combination of a part perceived directly and a part not
actually perceived not only in the present case, but in other cases
also. K. o., when it is being deduced that the sound represents (a com-
pact series) of discrete momentary existences,! only xome particular
sound can directly be pointed to, others are not actually perceived.Just the
same occurs in the present example. The subject of an inference (or of a
judgment) represents & substratum, (an nnderlying reality), upon which
a conception (corresponding to) the predicate (is grafted).? On the
present example it has been shown to consist of a part directly per-
ceived and a part unperceived. That the same is the casein the follow-
ing formulae of negation (the reader) will be able to make out by
himself.

(32.8). The third formula represents negation of a fact of greater
extension from which the absence of a subordinate fact is deduced.
An example is given.

34. Negation of a term of greater cxtcension
is as follows.
(Thesis). There is here no A§oka trce,
(Reason). Because there are no trees.

(82.5). «Heren is the subject. «No A&oka tree», i. e., the absence
of such trees, is predicated. «Because there are (altogether) no
trees», i. ¢, the term of greater extension is absent. This is the logical
reason. This formula of negation is used when a subordinate tern

1 Esanika.

2 Lit., p. 31. 21—32. 1. « And just ag the subject (dharmn), being the substra-
tum for the cognition of the probandum (s@dhya-protipatti-adhkarana), is here
shown to consist...». The real subject of a judgment (adhyavasaya = nifcaya =
vikalpa), whether it be an inferential or a perceptual judgment, is always a point of
reference to reality which in speech is cxpressed promominally as «this», «there»
etc., it then corresponds to the Buddhist «thing in itself» (stalaksuna), or it may
also include some characteristics, it then consists of a visible and an invi-
sible part, and is expressed by a noun. Cp. the remurks of Sigwart, op. eif. 1. 142,
upon the judgment «this rose is yellow» which reduces to the form « this is yellow»
the real suhject being expressible only by the demonstrative «this», the actually
perceived part.
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like the Asoka tree is not being perceived. If it were in a condition
affording possibility of perception, simple negation of the hypotheti-
cally visible, (i. e., the first formula), would be sufficient.

(32.7). Now (let us imagine before us) two contiguous? elevated
places, the one covered with a forest, the other consisting of mere rock,
without tree or bush. (Let us imagine) an observer capable of seeing
the trees, but not capable of discerning their species, Asoka or other.
For him the presence of trees is perceptible, but the presence of ASoka
trees is not. (32.10). Then (turning) to the treeless place which con-
sists of bare rock, he produces a judgment.? («I cannot discern Asoka
trees in this wood, but on that place beyond there are surely none,
because there are altogether no trees»). The absence of trees he
ascertains through simple non-perception® because they would be
visible, the absence of Asoka trees — (indirectly) through the absence
of the pervading term, the trees.

(32.11). This method of negation is resorted to when non-existence
is predicated in cases analogous to (the example here given).

(32.12). (The fourth formula) consists in the affirmation* of some-
thing which by its nature is incompatible with the presence of the ne-
gatived fact. It is exemplified.

35. Affirmation of something incompatible
(with the fact which 1is Dbeing denied) is as
follows.

(Thegis). There is herc no sensation of
cold.
(Reason). Because there is fire.

(32.14). «Here» is the subject. «There is no sensation of coldn,
i.e., a negation of such a sensation, is the predicate. «Because there
is fire» is the logical reason. This varicty of negation must be applied
where cold cannot be directly experienced. Otherwise simple negation
would be sufficient® Hence it is applied in such cases where fire is
directly perceived by seeing a characteristic (patch of) colour, but
cold, because of its remoteness, although present, cannot be felt.

1 plirva-apara-upaslista.

2 arasyati = niscinoti — kalpayati.

3 drya-anupalambhat.

* upalabdhih = vidhik, cp. infra, p. 87. 5.

5 Lit., p. 32.15. «Because, when it is perceptible, non-perception of the per-
ceptible is applieds.
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(32.18). (The fifth formula) consists of the positive perception of
the effect of something whose presence is incompatible with the pre-
sence of the fact denied. This gives valid?® (negative judgments).

36. The affirmation of an incompatible effect
is as follows.

(Thesis). There is here no sensation of
cold.

(Reason). Because there is smoke.

(32.20). «Here» is the subject. «There is no sensation of coldy,
i.e, the absence of such sensation, is the predicate. «Because there is
smoke» is the logical reason.

(32.21). In those cases where cold could be felt directly, its simple
negation will give a valid judgment. Where fire which is incompa-
tible with such sensation is directly perceptible, (the fourth formula),
the affirmation of the incompatible, must be resorted to. But when both
are beyond the range of sense-perception, we can avail ourselves of
(this fifth method, consisting) in an affirmation of an incompatible effect,
(i. e, in deducing the absence of something from the absence of
something else, this second thing representing the result of a cause
whose presence is incompatible with the presence of the denied fact).

(33.1). (This happens, e. g.),in following cases. Supposing somebody
perceives a thick column of smoke coming out of a room. This allows
him to infer the presence of a fire capable of removing cold from the
whole interior of the room. After having inferred the presence of such
an efficient fire, he concludes that there is no cold. In this case the
subject consists of the visible place in the door together with the
whole interior of the room, as has been noticed before,? because, when
realizing the predicate® (absence of cold), we must conform (to its
peculiar character of filling up the whole interior).

(83.5). The (sixth formula of a negative reason) consistsin the affir-
mation of a fact which is subordinate to (or less in extension than)
another fact, when the latter is incompatible with the presence of the
fact denied. An example will be given.

37. (A negative reason consisting in) the affir-
mation of something subordinate to an incompa-
tible fact is as follows.

1 gamaka.
2 Cp. above, p. 89.
3 sadhya-pratiti.
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(Thesis). The evanescent character, even
of sueh things which have an origin, is not
something constant.

(Reason). Because (their destruction) de-
pends upon a special causel

(38.8). Constant is what necessarily, constantly, occurs. «Not con-
stant», i. e., the denial of constancy, is the predicate. «Evanescence»
is the subject. «Kven of such things that have an origin» is a quali-
fication of the subject. (The opponents of the Buddhist theory of Uni-
versal Momentariness maintamn that) the impermanent character of
products, i. e, of things that have a beginning, is not somcthing
constant. Still stronger are the reasons for denying constant cvanescence
in unproduccd (eternal) substances.? That is why the qualification
«evenn (even of things that have an origin) has been added. (33.10)

1 The next example is apparently chosen with the aim of meeting the objection
that, if every negation is nothing but a repudiation of imagined visibility, then
objects and processes which are invisible to ordinary men by their nature, will
never be liable to this kind of negation. The objectors maintain non-perception of
the nvisible (adrsya-anupalabdli), cp. above p. 81 and infra stutra IT. 48—49. Since
the Buddhists are advocates of Universal Momentariness (or destruction) the author
seems willing to tell his opponents «if you wish to repudiate my idea of impercep-
tible constant destruction, yon can do it only by denying a visible, sensible form of
constaney, uot ap invisible, metaphysical onen. Mallavadi says—athaivam vya-
vaka-annpalabdhiy dréye-Simsapatve prayujyate, adriye cety asunkyaha, op. cit.,
fol. 64, Rgyal-thsab introduces the example with the follwing, words, op. cit, fol.
30,—log-togs dgng-pai-ched-du thol-bai-sbyor-la-smras-par zad-hyi, es lphens-pa
4, dRos-po chos ean, hjig-par-hgyur-ba-phyis-byuii-gi rgyu -l bltos-pa-med de,
hjig-fies yin-pai-phyir ces-pao; thal-ba-ltar raii-rgyud-dpe-lo sbyar-na, ras dkar-
po chos=can... = ripratipatii-nirakarandrtham prosanga-prayoga-vacana-matram,
nifeayas tu, bharo dharmi, vindSa-hetvantara-anapeksah, vinaSa-niyatotrad 113;
yatha-prasangam svatantra-udaharanam prayufjanal, paiah Sulla (it)) dharmi. ..
The wipratipaiti alluded to by Rgyal-thsab is evidently the view of the Sankhyas,
the Naiyayikas and the Mimapsakas that metaphysical entities and processes are
rupalabdha = adysya = opratyaksa.

2 All Iudian systems, except the Buddhists, assumed the existence of several
eternal and ubiquitous substances. The early Buddhists postulated the reality of
three eternal, i. e., unchanging, unproduced, permanent elements (asamskria-dhar-
ma), viz.,, empty space and two kinds of eternal blank supervening after the total
extinction of all forces in the Universe. In Mahayana they are declared to be
relative and therefore unreal. The Sgutrantikas and Yogacaras identified existence
with constant change (ksanikatea).
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A special cause® is a cause different from origination,? e. g, a
hammer (by whose stroke a jar is destroyed). Evanescence (ac-
cording to Realists) is dependent upon such a (special cause).
«Because it so depends» is the logical rcason. (33.11). Now,
(the fact of being) dependent on a special cause is not something
constant,® e. g, the colour of a cloth depends upon a fortuitous pro-
cess of dyeing which is not constant. Non-constancy is the opposite of
constancy. (33.13). Evanescense (interpreted) as the fact of having an
end, is assumed (by Realists) to depend upon special causes.* They there-
fore deny its constancy, on the ground of experience, (which teaches)
that it depends upon special causation, (and this fact of accidental
causation disproves constancy), proves the opposite (of constancy).®

1 hetv-antarae.

2 The Buddhist theory of Universal Momentariness (ksanikaten), converting
the universe into a kind of ¢inema, maintains that there is no other cause of de~
struction than origination, entities disappear as soon as they appear, the moment
when the jar is broken by a stroke of a hammer does not differ in this respect from
all preceding moments, since every moment a new or «other» jar appears, con-
stant destruction or removation is inherent in every existence which is really a
compact series of ever new moments. The realistic opponents of the Buddhists admit
the duration (sth@yitva) of entities from the moment of their origination up to the
moment of their destruction by a special cause (hetv-antara). The SGnkhyas estahlish-
ed the theory of constant change(paringma-nityata)of Matter. The Buddhist theory
of Universal Momentariness is once more alluded to below, sutra IIL. 11 ff,, cp. notes.

3 Lit,, p. 33.11. «Dependence upon a special canse indeed is contained under
(vy@pta) nou-constancy ».

4 Lit., p. 35.13, «And destruction, being the very essence of the destrnetible,
is admitted to be dependent on another cause». The Tib., p. 75. 11, emphasizes in
repeating hjig-pa yadi. According to the realists destruction which they call
pradheamse 13 a reality sus gemeris (bh@va-svaripa = bh@vantara), according to
the Buddhists it is a name for the thing itself, for the momentary thing, since every
existence is a flow of discrete moments, bhava era vinaSyati it kriva vin@so ity
akhyayate cp. Kamala§ila, p. 137.22. This simply means that every duration is
really a motion and that causal connection exists between moments only, & concep-
tion of causality which is not unfamiliar to students of European philosophy.From the
Buddhist standpoiut the hetvantara can be only the preceding moment, (cp. p. 88
and Tattvas, kar. 375), but not mudgarad:. Hence, if vin@da is the svabhdra of
existence, it cannot depend upon a special cause. The pagsage therefore means «the
things which we, Buddhists, hold to be evanescent every moment by their nature,
you, realists, assume to possess duration and to be destroyed by special causes»

5 Lit. p. 38. 13—14. « And destruction whose essence is to possess an imper-
manent nature is admitted to depend upon another cause. Therefore observing
dependence upon apother cause, (this dependence) being subordinate to what is in-
compatible (viruddha) with (constancy), constancy is being negatived ».
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(33.14). For us! (Buddhists) constancy is permanence (cternity),
non-constancy impermanence.? Since permanence and imperma-
nence are (qualities) exclusive of one another® it would be a con-
tradiction to assume their (simultancous) presence in the same place.
(88.15). In such cases, if one of the two contradictory qualities is
present, the presence of the second must be eo ipso denied.* (33.16). But
such negation is possible only in regard of an (object) whose percep-
tibility is hypothetically assumed. When denying the reality (of the
predicate) we, indeed, must argue in the following manner® «If the
fact before us were permancnt, we would have some experience of its
permanent essence, but no permmanent essence is being experienced,
therefore it is not permanent»® (38.18). It follows that when we deny
permanence this denial refers to objects of a possible experience.

1 tha, cp above text, p. 10.12.

2 The argument is that the real thing being one (unus numero), cannot possess
two such contradictory characeristics as origination and destruction niramsae erc
bhaval... katham tasya utterekdlam karanantaraih svabh@vantaram adhiyate,
Kamala$ila, p. 134. 3. The real thing can be either nitya, eternal and unchanging
or anitya = ksantka, momentary — apracyuta-anut panna-sthiraikasvabhavam ni-
tyam akhyayate, prakyty-eka-ksana-sthiti-dharmakam canityam (Anekintaj.
p- 13). The Realists and the Jainas assume a limited duration of some things which
in that case possess both characteristics of origination and destruction. The Sinkhyas
assume paripame-nityata, an ever changing substance, the Buddhist — a constant
change without any substantiality, simple momentary flashes. Since vinasa is the
name for snch a flash, and adhruvabhavin is the same as anityatoa, the problem
bere alluded to amounts at asking whether anifyatra is itself anityn, a problem
the solution of which attracted the attention of the Buddbists already in the Katha-
vatthu, XL §, just as  later times they were interested in the problem whether
Sunyatiq is itself s@nya, cp. my Nirvana, p. 49 {f

3 paraspara-parsh@ra, cp. below, text p. 69. 20.

4 t@datmya-nisedha, lit., «its identity (i.¢, its presence in that thing) must
be denied» [his expression meaas evidently the same as ekvatvabhavah or ekatma-
katva-virodhal on p. 70.11—12 (text), cp. below the notes on the translation of
that passage. Between vrksa and $imapatva, as noted above, p. 73 ff,, there is no
tadatmya-nizedha with regard to the vastu, but between two consecutive moments
of the same thing there is one.

5§ Lit., p. 83.17. «Because the denial of the identy (of the fact constituting
the predicate, i. e., of permanence) is done thus».

8 Lit, p. 83.17. «If this thing we look upon were eternal, it wonld appear in
its eternal essence (riipa = starfipa), but it does not appear ia an eternal
essence...». The term darfonma is nsed where we would say «experience», dar-
$anat means «becanse we know from experience». Cp. the use of that term in the
Karikd of Dharmakirti quoted in Sarvad, p. 22 (Bombay 8. S. ed; incor-
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(33.19). Even (supposing we have) a really invisible thing, such
as, e. g. a ghost, we could deny its identity with some other (visible)
object, e. g, a jar, only after trying to imagine (for a moment) its
own visibility.! (We then are doing it in the following manner). «If this
visible object were identical with a ghost, we would perceive the ghost,
but we dont perceive him, therefore it is not a ghost». (83.21). When
we intend to deny the identity of a visible real ohject, say a jar, with
some other object, (it does not matter whether the latter) be real
or unreal, amenable to perception or not, we must begin by hypothe-
tically assuming its perceptibility, (thus merely can we arrive at the
judgment «this is a jar», «it is nof a ghost»).2

(34.1). If this is true, then just as we deny the presence of a jar
only after having (for 2 moment) imagined it as visible, just the same
are we doing (when we realize the «otherness» of something according
to the law of contradiction). Wheresoever we deny the presence of an
object which is vother» than the object perceived, we do it only on the
basis of (a negative judgment, i e.) non-perception of something
hypothetically visible? Consequently (if we interpret) this formula in the
manner just described, it is (virtually) included in (the first formula,
i.e.) direct negation of what hypothetically is visible.

(84.4). (The seventh formula of a negative reason) consists in
the affirmation of something incompatible with the effect of the de-
nied fact, An example is given.

38. Affirmation of something incompatible with
the effect is as follows —

rect reading in the B. L ed., p. 7}, where positive and negative experience (darfana-
adar$ana==anvaya-vyatireka) are contrasted with logical necessity (niyama). Here
dréyemane means an object we look upon, nitya-riipa driyeta means that we must
havc some real experience of what permanence or eternity is in order to predicate it.

1 Upon this point, namely that the invisible things in our knowledge ars
nothing but repelled hypothetical visibilities ¢p. the somewhat parallel argument in
Husserl’s, Logische Untersuchungen, II, p. 313 — «Jupiter stelle ich nicht
anders vor als Bismark...»

2 Lit., p. 88.21—34. 1. «And the negation of identity is preceded by assuming
identity with the perceived in a perceived entity, a jar etc. (whether it be the ne-
gation of identity) of a real or unreal, a perceptible or unperceptible thing».

8 Lit., p. 34. 1—2. « And if it is 80, just a8 we deny (the presence) of a jar after
having assumed its (possible) per. eption on (the basis of) just non-perception of vi-
sibility, just so on the (the basis of) that very non-perception of visibility, the
denial (is made) of every mntually incompatible thing, (the denial of its presence) in
something else (which would be) perceptible».
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(Thesis). There are here no efficient cau-
ses of cold.
(Reason). Because there is a fire.

(34.7). «Heren is the subject. «Causes of cold», i. e., causes whose
efficiency to produce cold has not been arrested, this is the predicate.
«Because there is a fire» is the reason. (34.8). We can avail oarselves
of this formula in those cases where neither the causes producing
cold, nor the cold itself are directly felt. Where cold is felt we will
use the (second formula), the formula of denying the result («there
are here no causes of cold, since there is no cold»), and when its
causes are amenable to sensation, we will use the formula of a simple
negative judgment, (the first formula, «there are no causes of cold,
because we do not perceive them»).

(84.10). Consequently this is also a method of deducing non-
existence. We avail ourselves of it in cases where the observer is
situated at a distance. He can neither feel the cold, nor perceive the
causes which would produce cold sensation, but fire, notwithstanding
the distance, is perceived through its refulgence.

(84.12). (The eighth formula of a negative judgment) consists in
affirmation of something incompatible with a fact of greater extension
than the fact denied. An example will be given.

39. Affirmation of something incompatible with
a fact of greater extension is as follows —

(Thesis). There is here no sensation pro-
duced by snow.
(Reason). Because there is a fire.

(34. 14). «Here» is the subject. «No sensation of snow» is the
predicate. «Because there is a fire» is the reason. This method (of
proving the absence of snow) is used in cases where neither the fact
of lesser extension, the smow, nor the fact of greater cxtension, the
cold, can be directly experienced, because when they can be experien-
ced directly, either (the first formula), the simple negation (of snow),
or (the third formula), the negation of the fact of greater extension
(i. e. of cold) will be resorted to. (34.16). Consequently this is like-
wise a method of deducing non-existence. For a remote observer any
variety of cold lies beyond the range of sensation, and the sensation
produced by snow is but a variety of the sensation of cold. Fire, on
the other hand, owing to its specific refulgence, is seen even at a
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distance. Hence from the presence of fire the absence of cold in gene-
ral is deduced, and from it the absence of its variety, the sensation
produced by smow, is ascertained, because the specific sensation is
included in the general one. This method will accordingly be resorted
to in specific cases.

(34.20). (The nineth formula of a negative reason consists in) a
negation of the causes of the denied fact. An example is given.

40. Negation of causes is as follows.

(Thesis). There is here no smoke.
(Reason). Because there is no fire.

(35.2). «Here» is the subject. «No smoke» is the predicate. «Be-
cause there is no fire» is the reason. This method is used when the
effect of something, although existent, is not directly perceived. When
perceptible, we will avail ourselves (for denying it) of the method of
simple negation of the hypothetically perceptible, (the first formula).
Consequently this is likewise a method of deducing non-existence.
(85.4). (It occurs, e. g., in following cases). Supposing we have a pond
covered by an extensive sheet of motionless water which in the dim
twilight in winter time emits vapour. Even if some smoke were present,
it would not be possible to discern it (in the darkness). Nevertheless
its presence can be denied through non-perception of its cause. For if
there were fire, (in a piece of wood) swimming on the water, it would
be visible through the characteristic refulgence of its flames. (35.6).
Even supposing it is not flaming, but lingering in some piece of wood,
then this fuel being the place where fire is concealed could be visible.
Thus fire would be in any case visible, either directly or through the
object in which it is concealed! In such cases this formula is applied.

(35.9). Next comes an example (of the tenth variety) which con-
sists in affirmation of somecthing incompatible with the cause of the
denied fact.

41. The affirmation of a fact incompatible
with the causes of something is as follows.

(l'hesis). He hetrays no symptoms of cold,
such as shivering etec.

(Reason). Because there is an efficient
fire near him

! Gdhdra-ripena.
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(35. 12). «He» is the suhject. «Shivering», chattering teeth etc.
are special symptoms produced by cold. They are different from the
expressions of fear, devotion and other (emotions), therefore they are
called special symptoms. Their absence is predicated. An efficient fire
is a fire which is distinguished from other fires by its capacity of
removing cold. For there are fires which are not capable of that, as
e. g., the fire of a lamp. In order to set aside such fire, a qualification
bas been introduced, «a proximate good! firen. Its presence is the
logical reason.

(35.16). This formula is applied in those cases where cold, although
existent, cannot be directly felt, and its symptoms, like a shivering
produced by it, can neither be seen, When these symptoms can be percep-
tible, direct negation of the hypothetically visible (the first formula) is
used. When cold can be directly felt, the negation of the cause is
applied. Consequently this is also a method of deducing non-existence.
(85.19). Indeed, fire is perceived at a distance owing to its specific
refulgence when neither the cold can be felt nor the shivering observed
directly. Therefore their absence is deduced (indirectly), from seeing (a
fire) which is incompatible with their cause. In such cases this formula
is used.

(35.21). (The eleventh formula of negation consists) in affirmation
of an effect of something which is incompatible with the cause of the
fact denied. An example is given.

42. Affirmation of an effect of something in-
compatible with the cause is as follows.

(Thesis). In this place nobody cxhibits
symptoms of cold, such as shivering etec,
(Reason). Because there is smoke.

(36.3). «This place» is the subject. It is devoid of men exhibiting
shivering and other symptoms of cold, this is predicated. «Because
there is smoke» this is the reason. When the shivering can be obser-
ved, we use direct non-perception, (the first formula). When the cause,
the sensation of cold, can be directly felt, we use (the nincth formula),
the formula of non-perception of the cause. When the fire is percep-
tible, we use (the tenth formula), the formula of the perception of
the thing incompatible with the cause. But when all the three cannot

! dahana-videsa
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be directly perceived, we use the present formula. Hence, this is also
a way of establishing non-existence.

(86. 7). This formula is a suitable means of cognition in those cases,
when neither the firc nor the cold nor the shivering can be directly
perceived by a remote observer, but smok: is perceived directly. Such
smoke is here meant which points to a fire capable of extinguishing
the cold in that place. If fire in general is inferred from the presence
of some smoke in general, then neither the absence of cold nor the
absence of shivering can be ascertained. Thus it must be borne in mind
that the reason does not consist in the mere presence of some smoke
in general.

§ 8. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE FORMULAE OF NEGATION.

(36.12). If there is only one reason, (i e., one logical process) of
negation, how is it that we have enumerated eleven (different) reasons
from which non-existence can be deduced?

43. All these ten formulae of a negative judg-
ment, beginning from the second, are (virtually)
included (in the first), the (direct) non-perception
of the existence of something.

These, i. e, the formulae of negation. The word «these» points to
the formulae which have just been specified. How many of them are
meant? The non-perception of the result (the second formula) and the
following ones. Three or four or how many out of their number are
meant? He says, ten. Are the ten examples alone meant? He says,
all. (36.18). The following is meant. Although not mentioned, but
similar to those which are mentioned, are all (the cases of mega-
tion). Thus it is that since the word «ten» comprises all the adduced
examples, their totality is suggested (through this word alone,
the word «all» becomes superfluous). However, since the totality of
the quoted examples is already suggested by the word «tenn,
the additional word «all» refers (to another totality), the totality
of the cases similar to the examples! They are ideutical with simple

1 This superfluons remark is probably directed against Vinitadeva who has,
quite naturally, interpreted the word «all» as meaning that all the ten varieties of
negation, without any exception, can be reduced to one fundamental formula, the
first one, cp. p. 78. 16. As usual, Dharmottara scizes every possible subtle occasion
to find fault with Vinitadeva.
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negation, and therefore included in it, i. e., their essence is direct
negation.?

(37.1). However there is a ditference between the formula of direct
negation (the first formula) and the formulae of non-perception of the
result, (i. e., the second) and other formulae. Therefore how can they
be included in the former? He says,

44. Indirectly. There is a difference of formu-
lation, (a fact is denied indirectly) through affir-
mation or negation of something else.

(37.4). Although there is a difference of formula, i. e., of verbal
expression, nevertheless they are included. How is this different formu-
lation to be understood? (Our author) says, through affirmation and
(negation of something else). In the (fourth formula), the formula of
affirmation of something incompatible with the existence of the object
denied, we lhave, e.g., a positive cognition, or affirmation,? of something
different from the denied object. In (the second formula), the formula
of mnon-perceived result and similar formulae, we have a negation (of
something different from the object which it is intended to negate).
(37.6). Thus by affirmation of another, (i. e, of an incompatible) fact,
and by negation of another, (i. e, of a connected) fact, the formulae
are different.

(87.7). If in diffcrent formulae some connected facts are either
affirmed or denied, how is it that they are included? He says: in-
directly, i. e., mediately. (37.8). The following is meant. These (ten)
formulae do not directly espress a negation of imagined visibility,
but they express an affirmation or a negation of something else,
and this invariably leads® to simple negation of the hypothetically
vigible. Therefore, they are included in simple negation not directly,
but mediately.

(37.11). Now, if the difference is one of verbal expression, this
should be discussed under the head of inference «for others» (or syllo-
gism)? Difference of formulation is, indeed, difference of verbal expres-
sion. But speech (is not internal infercnce or judgment, it) is external

1 Lit., p. 36.21—22. «They go through identity into inclusion in the non-
cognition of own-existence, this means that they possess own-existence of non-
cognition of own-existence ».

2 upalabdhi = vidhi.

3 avyabhicarin.
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inference (or syllogism). In answer to this question (the author)
says,

45, The formulae have been specified under
the head of internal inference, because by their
repeated consideration the distinet conception
of what a negative judgment® represents inter-
nally (as a process of thought) becomes thus
also clear to the (scrutinizing individual) himself.

(37.15). Formulae are scientific constructions. The repeated oc-
currence of their cognition, again and again, also leads the cognizing
individual himself to a right conception of what limitation or nega-
tion is, in the way which has been analysed just above.? (37.17).
The meaning is the following one. By a study® (of these different)
formulac we ourselves also in the way thus (indicated) arrive at
understanding (what npegation really means).* Therefore, since
(the study) of the different formulae (does not exclusively serve the
juipese of communicating knowledge to others, but) since it also
serves the purpose of our own analysis® of them, they have been con-
sidered (in the chapter) devoted to internal inference (or inferential
judgment). On the contrary (the methods) which are exclusively used
to communicate with others will be necessarily examined (in the last
chapter), as a verbal expression of infercnces? (not as a process of
thought).

1 vyavaccheda is properly limitation, contrast or distinction, but here it is
explained, p. 37. 17, as =pratisedha.

2 Lit., p. 87. 15—~17. «Consideration of the formulae ete. Of the formulae
which have been constructed 1 science (§@stra) the cossideration, the knowledge.
Its repetition, its reoccurrence again and again. Therefore, for (this) reason. Also
for himself, i. e , also for the cognizer himself. Thus, in the above mentioned manner.
Of the contrast (vyavaccheda), of negation, the distinct knowledge (pratiti) arises.
The word 77 in the sense of «therefore ».

8 abhyasa.

41, e., that it means «contrasting» (ryavaccheda), and since a contrast is invol-
ved in every act of definite cognition, negation is inherent in every clear thought.
About the importance of pariccheda and vyavaccheda in cognition cp. below, text
p. 69.22 ff. and Tatparyat, p. 92. 15 ff.

5 pratipatti.

8 pardrth@num@na, as stated Dbelow, text p. 40, is not an inference, but only
ist formulation.
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§ 9. NEGATION FOUNDED ON SENSIBLE EXPERIENCE.

(87.21). However, it may be questioned, how are these formulae
all implied in the (first one), in the negation of a (hypothetically)
visible object? Indeed, in such formulae as, e. g, the (fifth) which
represents the non perception of a result, the presence of causes is
denied which are anything but perceptible, because in cases when
something that might be perceptible is denied, we are obliged
to use the formula of direct negation. If such be the case, their denial,
(it would seem), is not made on the basis of an imputed percepti-
bility??

The answer is as follows.

46. Negation is the process through which
either the absence of something or some prac-
tical application of the idea of an absent thing
is deduced. Whether the facts be denied by way
of an affirmation of something incompatible with
them or through the negation of their causes
etc, everywhere negation, on analysis, refers to
possibilities of sensation?

(38.4). Absence and its application (arc here mentioned, because
in the first formula), in dircct negation, the deduction refers to the
practical application (of the idea of an absent thing, of a non-Ens,
as produced by sense perception), in the remaining formulae the absence
(of the denied facts) is itself deduced. The negative cognition on
which both are founded (always refers to sensations actual or pos-
sible).

(38.6). All the formulae of negative deduction reduce to the for-
mula of direct negation, because whatsocver be the facts denied in

1 Lit.,, p. 837.21—23. «And how is it that there is negation of just impercep-
tible causes etc. in non-cognition of effect ete.,, since there is the consequence of
the formula of non-cognition of own-existence in the negation of the perceptible,
and, if it is so, there is no negation of them from non-cognition of the perceptible,
therefore how are these formulae included in non-cognition of the perceptible?».

2 Lit, p.38.1—3. «And everywhere in this non-cognition which establishes
non-existence and the application of non-existence, (the things) whose negation is
expressed through cognition of the incompatible with own-existence etc, and
through the cognition of causes etc., their cognition and non-cognition must be
understood exclusively as of (things) reached by the essence of (sense-) perception».
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all of them, they are all sensibilia, 1. e., objects susceptible of sense-
perception.?

(38.7). How is it proved that they are all sensibilia? They are all
sensibilia because in all these formulae there is either affirmation of
the contradicting counterpart of the denied fact or the denial of its
cause etc., (and the laws of Contradiction and Causation refer to sensi-
bilia only).?

(88.10). To be sure, negation is expressed in them either by the
affirmation of something essentially incompatible (with the fact denied)
etc. or by the negation of its cause etc. But nevertheless, does it fol-
low that negation refers to sensibilia only?

(38.11). They refer to sensibilia only for the following reason. In
order to establish the subalternation of two facts or their causal rela-
tion, and in order to know what will contradict these relations, we
necessarily must have had some expericnce of them, i. e., we must have
had some perception of their presence and some experience of their
absence, preceded by a perception of their presence.® Objects which
have been alternately perceived and not perceived are necessarily per-
ceptible.

(38.14). Consequently when incompatible and other facts are being
denied either by tle way of an affirmation of their correlative part
or by an elimination of their causes ete, wc must know that this
refers to sensibilia only, to such objects whose presence and absence
have heen alternately observed.*

1 drfya. The term semsibilin as contrasted with sense-data we borrow from
B. Russel, Mysticism, p. 152.

2 upalahdhi laksana-prapta.

31t is interesting to compare on this topic the view of Herbert Spencer
(upud Stuart Mill, Logic8 I, p. 822) — «the negative mode cannot occur without
excluding a correlative mode: the antithesis of positire and negative being, indeed, is
merely an expression of this experience». According to the Buddhists the conerete
content of every single case of contradiction, as of causality, is provided by expe-
ricnce, the causal laws have an application to sensibilia only, but whether the Jaws
themselves are mere generalizations from cxperience is another gquestion, ep. p.
69, 11 (text).

4 Lit., 88. 5—185. « And everywhere. The word ca is used in the sense of «beca-
usen. Because everywhere, in non-perception of what (facts) the negation is express-
ed, of them the negation (refers to objects) reached by the conditions of cognition of
the perceptible, therefore it is included in non-perception of the visible. Why is it
that this (refers) only to perceptibles? e says, own-existence etc. Here also the word
¢« has the meaning of cause. (38.8). Because negation is expressed by affirmation
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(38.15). Thus a series of questions have been raised (and answered)
conjointly. Since such and such are the answers, the corresponding
objections are discarded. Therefore these answers have been arrayed
together.

(38.18). Further, why is it that (the existence of both) a positive
and a negative sense-perception must be assumed whenever the denial
of an incompatible fact or of a (cause or effect) is made.

47. Because (the laws of) Contradiction and
Causality do not extend their sway over other
(l.e, over metaphysical) objects.?

(38.20). Objects different from those which (alternately) are per-
ceived and mnon-perceived are (metaphysical) objects which are never

of those (facts) among whom the essentially incompatible is the first, and by non-
perception of those (facts) among whom the cause is the first, therefore negation is
only of the perceptibles. This is meant. (38. 10). If, to be sure, negation is expressed
by affirmation of the essentially incompatible etc., and by non-perception of the
cause etc., nevertheless why is negation of perceptibles only? Cognition etc. Here
also the word ce means the caunse. Since the contradictories are known as being
inclusive and included, as being cause and effect, Jjust necessarily their perception
and non-perception preceded by perception must be understood. Those that possess
both, perception and non-perception, are necessarily perceptibles. (38. 14). Therefore
by perception of the essentially incompatible etc. and by norn-perception of the
cause etc., the negation being made of the incompatibles etc. as possessing percep-
tion and non-perception, must be considered as being made of perceptibles only ».—
The interpertation of the three ca’s as «becansen, and the coordination of the
three different questions seems artificial. Vinitadeva has nothing of the sort.
Mallavadi does not comment upon this passage.

1 Lit., p. 88.15—17. «Because many objections have been gone through, the
word c¢ which has here the meaning of collecting the answers together has the
meaning of «because», (therefore) «because we have such and such answers,
therefore such and such objections are mot right», this is the meaning of ca».

2 In the text of sUtra 47 the word abh@ve must be inserted before asiddheh,
cp. Tib. This abhive is interpreted as abhavas ca vydpyasya vydpakasye abhave.
The Tib., p. 88.1, has no equivalent for vy@pyasya. This word abhva would thus
refer to the fourth formuls, the vy@paka-anupalabdhi, cp. sttra IL. 84; but Vini-
tadeva, p. 82. 10 £, divides virodha-k@ryak@rana-bh@v@bhivau and explains it as
virodhasya bhdved ca abhdvad ca, kéryakéranatvasye bhive§ ca abhdvad ca. This
explanation seems preferable, since the vydpaka-anupalabdhi can be regarded as
included in virodha. The lit. translation of the stra, as nnderstoodby D h.,is—«be-
cause Contradiction, Causality and Subalternation of others are not established »;
as uuderstood by V., it is—«because the existence and non-existence of Contradic-
tion and Causality of others is not established». Dh.’s interpretation seems artifi-
cial and is probably due to his polemical zeal.
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perceived. Their contradiction with something else, their causal relation
(to something else), their subalternation? it is impossible (to imagine).
Therefore it is impossible to ascertain what is it they contradict, and
what are they causally related to.2 For this reason contradicting facts
(causes and effects) are fit to be denied only after their observation
has been recurrent.® Therefore, since the impossibility of contradiction
or of causal relation is established, the incompatible facts can be denied
only when they refer to objects which alternately are pereeived and non-
perceived. Those which are open to both (perception and non-per-
ception are called sensibilia), they are necessarily capable of being
experienced. Therefore, negation refers only to objects of possible
experience.* (39.1). The following is the meaning. Contradiction, Causa-
lity, Subalternation are necessarily based upon negative jud-
gments, (upon non perception of sensibilia). (89. 2). Contradiction is
realized when on the presence® of one term we distinctly cognize the
absence of the other. Causal relation is established when the fact which
we accept as the result is absent, if another fact which we accept as
cause is also absent. Subalternation is established when it is precisely
known that on the absence of the term which is admitted to possess
greater extension the less extensive term is definitely absent.
We must indeed be alive to the fact that the extension (and
comprehension of our concepts) are founded on Negation. The (compa-
rative) extension (of the terms tree and ASoka) is fixed when we know
that, if on a certain place therc are no trees, there are also no
Asokas. (39.6). The knowledge of the absence of something is always pro-
duced only by the repudiation of an imagined presence. (39. 7). Therefore,
if we remember (some cases) of Contradiction, of Causality or of different
extension, we needs must have in our memory some negative experi-
ence. (Negation is) the foundation of our concept of non-existence
which is underlying ¢ our knowledge of (the laws) of Contradiction, of

1 Lit., p. 88.21. «Aund absence of the contained (the term of lesser extension)
when there is abseuce of the container (the term of greater extension)».

2 Lit., p. 8. 22. « Therefore, for the cause of non-establishment of the contra-
dicting, of the relation of cause and effect and of non-cxistence (of the subaltern)n
(according to Dh.). The real meaning is probably «because the absence of the con-
tradicting and of cansal relation is not established».

8 Lit., p. 88.22. «Can be negatived contradicting (facts) etc. only when they
possess perception and non-perception».

4 drsyanam eva.

5 samniithi in the sense of presence (not nearness as in sutra I. 13).

6 pisaya.
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Causality and of Subalternation. (39.9). If we do not have in our me-
mory some negative experience,? we will not remember contradiction
and other (relations), and then, in that case, the non-existence of a
fact® would not follow from the affirmation of an incompatible fact
or from the negation (of its cause) etc. Since the negative experience
which we have had at the time when we first became aware of the
fact of incompatibility or (of a causal relation) must necessarily be
remembered, (it is clear) that a negative cognition is founded exlusi-
vely on such (a repudiation of imagined visibility). (39.11). Thus,
although the negative experience is not occurring at present, it did
oceur at the time when the incompatibility of the facts and their other
relations have been first apprehended. Its presence in our memory is
the real foundation of our negative judgments.* (39.13). The negation
of the result, (i. e., the second) and following formulae, differ from the
(first) formula, the direct repudiation of an imagined presence, in that
they deduce the absence of something from a past negative experience,®
but since, by the affirmation of the presence of an incompatible fact
or by the negation of the presence of the cause, they implicitely refer®
to a negative experience, therefore (in these cases also) negation? is
based just on such a repudiation of an (imagined) presence which
occurred at another time, but is nevertheless present in memory, and
therefore these formulae are (virtually) included in the (first) formula
of sensible negation. Thus it is clear that the whole (of the preceding
discussion) proves that the ten formulae of negation are at the bottom 8
nothing but negative experiences of sensibilia.

§ 10. THE VALUE OF NEGATION IN METAPHYSICS.

(89.18). Negation which has been here analysed (as reducing to a
negative experience of sensibilia) is a valid coguition of the absence

2 dysya~anupalobdhi.

S dtara-abhara.

4 abhava-pratipatti.

5 Lit., p. 89.18—14. «Thercfore — there is no perception of the visible now—
thus by proving non-existence the formulae of non-perception of a result etc. differ
from the formula of non-perception of the visible ».

8 ghksipta.

7 abl@va-pratipatts.

S paramparyena.
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(of the denied objects) and (a source of the corresponding) purposive
actions.* Now, what may be the essence and what the function of a
negation of non-sensibilia??

48. Negation of objects inaccessible (to expe-
rience) is the source of problematic reasoning,
since its essence is exclusive of both direct and
indirect knowledge.

(39.21). An object can be inaccessible in three respects, in time,
in space and in essence. Negation regarding such objects is a source
of problematic reasoning.? Whatgis the essence of such reasoning?
It is repudiation of both direct and indirect knowledge.* This means
that they are not (knowledge at all, because) the essence (of know-
ledge is to be an assertory) relation between cognition and its
object®

(40.1). However, cognition® proves the existence of the cognized,
therefore it would be only natural to expect that absence of cognition
would be a proof of the absence of the cognized?? (This question) is
now answered.

49. When there are altogether no means of
cognition, the non-existence of the object can-
not be established.

(40.4). When a cause is absent the result does not occur and
when a fact of wider extension is absent, its subordinate fact is
likewise absent. But knowledge is neither the cause nor the extensive
fact, in regard of the object of cognition. Therefore, when both the
ways of cognition (the direct and the indirect one) are excluded? this

1 gbh@va-vyavahira.

2 ady$ya, i. e., objects unimaginable as present to the senses.

3 samsaya-hetu, 1. e., doubtful reasons or non-judgments.

4 pratyaksa-anumana.

5 jlana-jfieya-svabhava.

8 pramana.

7 This was the opinion of the Naiyayikas and of European science up to the
time of Sigwart.

8 It is clear from this passage that viprakrsta=tribhir viprakarsair viprakysta=
deSa-kala-stablava-tiprakrsta refers to metaphysical entities which are eo ipso de-
clared to be uncognizable by their nature = na jflana-jfieya-svabhive, they are
uncognizable neither by sense-perception=atindriya, nor by inference =pratyaksa-
anumana-nivriti-laksana, cp. Kamalagila, p. 476. 3. The example of such a meta-
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does not prove the non-existence of the object, and since (this absence
of knowledge) proves nothing, the negation of the norn-imaginable? is
the source of problematic reasoning, not of (assertory) judgments.3

(40.7). But on the other hand it is only right to maintain that
the existence of a (suitable) source of knowledge proves the existence
of the correspondent object. A right cognition* is the product of its
object. A product cannot possibly exist without a cause. But causes do
not necessarily carry their results. Therefore the existence of right
knowledge proves the existence of real objects, but absence of know-
ledge cannot prove the non-existence of (the corresponding)
object. .

End of the second chapter of the Short
Treatise of Logic

physical, declared to be uncognizable entity, as is clear from sfitra III, 97, is an
Omniscient absolute Being, a BuddlLa. This agrees with the views of Dharmakirti
as expressed in other contexts, cp., e. g., the concluding passage of SantZnanta-
rasiddhi. Such entities are also characterized as anupalabdhi-laksana-prapta
(1L 28), svabkdva-visesa-rahita, p. 23. 9, 28.8, and adrsya, p. 89. 18. In regard of
such entities no judgments, no deductions which would possess logical necessity
(niScaya) are possible. A negative judgment in regard of them is possible only by
tadatmya-nisedha, i. e., by assuming for them a kind of visibility for a moment, ns
explained under sutra II. 87.

2 adr$ya, the non-sensible.

8 nifcaya-hetu, the reason of an inferential judgment. A problematic judgment
from the Indian poiut of view, is a contradictio in adjecto, a judgment is & verdict,
the solution of a problem, as long as there is no solution, there is no judgment
{niscaya = adhyavasaya).

4 pramdna, in the sense of prama.



CHAPTER IIL
SYLLOGISM.

§ 1. DEFINITION AND VARIETIES.

(41.1). Between the two classes of inference, (internal) «for oneself»
and (verbal) «for others», the first has been explained. The (anthor) now
proceeds to explain the second.

1. Inference «for others» (or syllogism) con-
sists in communicating the three aspects of the
logical mark (to others).

(41.3). Communicating the three aspects of the logical mark,
i. e., (the logical mark appears here also in) three aspects® which

1 The three aspects are those mentioned in ch. II, siitra 3—7. Its first aspect
(11. 5) corresponds to the minor premise (paksu-dharmaire), its second aspect
(IL. 6) — to the major (anvaye), and its third aspect (II. 7) — to the coutraposition
of the major premise. It will be noticed that, although the tree aspects of the log:-
cal mark are the same in internal inference and in syllogism, their order is diffe-
rent. Inference starts with the minor premise and ascends to a generalization cor-
roborated by examples, it looks more like a process of Induction. Syllogism, on the
other hand, starts with a general statement in the major premise, whether positive
or negative, and then proceeds to its application in a particular case. It represents
Deduction, although the examples are always mentioned as a reference to the in-
dnctive process by which the major premise has been established. In the third
posthumous edition of his monumental work on Logik, the Jate Prof. B. Erdman
has decided to reverse the traditiomal order of the premises in all syllogisms,
because the traditional order of beginning With the major premise is in contradic-
tion with «the real conmexion of the premises in the living process of formulated
thought» (p. 614). The Indian inference when treated as a process of thought also
starts with the minor premise (anumeye sattzam lingasya) and proceeds to a gene-
ralization of similar cases (sapakse eva sattvam = anvaya = vy@pti). But when syl-
logism is regarded as a method of proving a thesis in a controversy, the exposition
begins with the universal proposition or major premise and the minor premise
occupies the second place.
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are called (respectively) direct concomitance® (or major premise
expressed positively), its contraposition (or the same prcmise expressed
negatively)? and (the minor premise or) the fact of the presense of the
mark in the subject (of the inference, i.e., the fact that the subject of
the inference is characterized by the logical mark).3 (41.4). The logical

1 gnvaya, e. g., «wherever there is smoke, there is firen, or « whatsoewer isa
product is nou-etermals, it corresponds to the major premise of the first figure of
Aristotle.

2 gyatireka, means that subject and predicate, or the middle and major terms,
exchange their places and change quality at the same time, it is a conversion of
the negations of both the subject aud predicate of the major premise, e. g, « where-
soever there is no fire, neither is there smoken, or «whatsoever is cternal, (i. e,
not non-eternal) is not a product». Although one of the premises, the judgments
«there i8 no smoke» and «it is not a product» are negative, the inference itself will
not, according to the Indian view, be a negative process of cognition, becanse the
conclugion is positive, e. g. —

Major premise. Wheresoever there is no fire, neither is there smoke.
Minor premise. But there is here smoke.
Conclusion. Hence there is here fire,

The conclusion, and therefore the inference, i. e., the inferred cognition of
some reality, is exactly the same as when the major premise was not contraposed.
Under a negative syllogism, or negative inferred cognition, something quite diffe~
rent is understood, as has been explained above, ch. II, p. 77 ff. and will be exem-
plified below, ch. III, p. sitra 9 ff

3 paksa-dharmatva does not correspond to Aristotle’s minor premise exactly,
for it not only ascertains the presence of the middle upon the minor, but it refers
to such a middle term whose invariable concomitance with the major Lus already
been ascertained iu the foregoing major premise, e. g., « there is here that very
smoke which is known to be invariably concomitant with firen. Therefore there is
practically no need of expressing the thesis and the conclusion in separate sentences,
they are both understood without being explicitely stated, cp. below, sitra II1. 36 £,
The syllogism of the Naiyfyikas counts five members, because both the thesis (pra-
tijfid = paksa) and the conclusion (rigamana = s@dlya), althongh they are equiva-
lents, appear as separate propositions, and the minor premise appears twice, once
in the ascending process of Induction and once in the descending process of De-
duction, e. g, 1) the mountain has fire, 2) because it has smoke, 8) just as in the
kitchen etc. smolke is always concomitant with fire, 4) this very smoke is present on
the mountain, 5) the mountain has fire. The Indian syllogism is thus the verbal
expression of the normal type of ratiocination which is always inductive and dedne-
tive, cp. J. 8. Mill, Logic® I 228 ff Digniga in bis reform has dropped thesis
conclusion and the double appegrance of the minor premise. Thas the Buddhist
syllogism reduces to two members sinee the major and its contraposition express
exactly the same thing. It consists of a general statement and of its application to a
given particular case. The general statement is always followed by examples, positive
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mark possesses these three aspects and they are being expressed, (i.e.,
communicated). Expression is (an expedient) through which some thing
is being expressed or communicated. (41. 5). And what is this (expedient)?
Propositions.? Indeed the three aspects of the logical mark are com-
municated to others by propositions. Therefore it is called «inference
for others».

(41.7). An objection is raised. Has not inference been defined as
(a variety) of knowledge, (viz. as indirect cognition)? How is it then
that it is now said to consist of propositions? The (author) answers,—
(propositions are given the name of an inference) —

2. Metaphorically, (by naming) the cause instead
of the effect.

(41.10). When the threefold logical mark has been expressed (in
propositions, the person to whom it has been communicated) retains
them in memory, and his memory produces an inference (in him). Of
this inference the propositions expressing the logical mark are the
indirect* cause (through his memory). Thus the propositions are the
cause and the inference the result, there is a metaphor, an imputation
of the latter upon the former. (41.12). By dint of such a metaphor
propositions are called inference, (whereas they really are its) caunse.
This means that they are an inference metaphorically, not in the
literal® application of the term. (41.13). Nor should it be supposed
that whatsoever is capable of being indirectly indicated by the word

and negative, which correspond to the part performed in modern European logic by
Induction. Thus the full form of the Buddhist syllogism will be represented in the
following example,

1) Major premise. Wheresoever there is smoke there is also fire, e. g., in the
kitchen where both are present, or in water where there is no smoke, becaus there
can be no fire.

2) Minor premise and conclusion combined. There is here such a smoke indi-
cating the presence of fire.

The ultimate result is an inferred judgment (niscaya = adhyavasiya), i. e.,
a reference of a mental comstructiou to a point-instant of external reality (svala-
ksana = paramartha-sat).

1 pacana. We see that the question which has been so long debated in Euro-
pean, especially in English, logic, viz. the question whether logic is concerned with
judgments or with propositions, is here clearly solved by a distinction between what
is the part of a thought-process and what the part of its verbal expression.

2 paramparayda.

3 mukhyo.
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inference will be here discussed. (41.14). On the contrary, the aim
being to explain what inference is, its essence should be elicited, and
its cause found out! This cause is the three - aspected logical mark,
(the middle term and its concomitance) which produce inference either
when cognized directly or when communicated by anotber (42.1).
Therefore both the essence of the logical mark and the words by which
it is communicated must be elucidated. The first has been done (in the
preceding chapter), the second will be done now. (42. 3). Hence, the full
meaning? is the following one. Qur Master (Digna g a) has given the
name of inference to propositions?® in order to suggest that (the
methods of) expressing inference must necessarily be discussed.

(42.5). The varieties of this kind of inference «for others»* are
now given.

3. It is twofold.

(42.7). «It» means syllogism.® It is «twofold», i. e, it has two
varieties.
(42. 8). Why has it two varieties?

4. Because it is differently formulated.

(42.10), Difference of formulation is difference in the expressive
force of words. Formulation® or expression, means (the capacity of
words) to express a meaning. (The verbal formulation) of an inference
is divided into two varieties according to a difference in the expressive
force of the words, (they can express the same meaning differently).

(42.12). In order to show this difference, produced by the method
of expression, the (author) says.

3 Lit. « Because the essence (stariipa) of inference must be explained, its cause
should be explained ».

2 paramartha.

8 $abda, it is reckonmed in the majority of schools as a separate source of
knowledge including Seripture.

41t would have been mo:e precise to call it an inference «in others», sc. in
the hearers, cp. text p. 41, 10.

3 parartha-anumana.

8 prayoge has the meaning of a formula, or mode of a certain syllogistic figure,
cp. p. 87. 16 (text); here and above, p. 30. 15, it is identified with abhidhd or §akii,
i. e., the divect expressive force of words is compared with their capacity of indirect
suggestions (laksand, vyakti). The two methods of inference are here ascribed to a

difference in the direct meaning (abhidh@na-vy@para) of the propositions composing
a syllogism,
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5, (Method) of Agreement and (method) of Dif-
ference.

(42.14). To agree means to possess the same attribute. The (cor-
responding) condition is agreement. To disagree means to possess a
different attribute. Difference is the condition of one who possesses attri-
butes which do not agree. (42. 15). When there is an agreement, produced
by (the common possession of) the logical reason (middle term), bet-
ween the subject® of the conclusion and the similar cases? (from
which the positive form of the general proposition is drawn by induc-
tion), we call it Agreement. But when there is a contrast, produced by
the logical mark, (between the subject and the examples, i. e, when
the examples are negative), we call it the method of Difference.

(42.16). Out of these two (methods, the method of Agreement)
consists in propositions proving? this agreement (directly), as e. g. —

(Major premise). (All) products* are impermanent.

(Example). Just as a jar (etc.).

(Minor premise). The sounds of speech are such
products.

(Conclusion. They are impermanent).

(42.18). The directly expressed meaning is here the agreesment
between the subject of the inference (or minor term) and the similar cases ®
(the jars etc.), an agreement on behalf of the fact that both are pro-
ducts.

(42. 19). But when the (prima facie) expressed meaning is disagree-
ment, we call it (the method) of Difference, as e. g. —

Y sadhya-dharmin.

2 drstinta-dharmin; the agreement is, more precisely, between two substratums
(dharmin) upon which concomitant qualities (@harma) have been superimposed by
constructive thonght.

8 sgdhana-vakya, or simply va@kya, is the term more closely corresponding to
our syllogism, as a complex of propositions proving something; when the method of
agreement is used, the analogy, between the given case and those cases from which
generalization is drawn, is expressed directly (abhidheya), the prima-facie meaning
is agreement. When the method of difference is resorted to, the prima facte meaning
is divergence, the examples are negative, but the result is the same.

4 krtaka corresponds to what in Hinayina is called samskria or samskara,
e. g., in anityah sarve samskarah.

5 Lit, «between the two possessors (dharminoh) of the similar and of the
inferred qualities»,
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(Major premise). Eternal entities are known not to be
products.

(Example). As e. g., Spacel
(Minor premise). But the sounds of speech are a product.
(Conclusion. They are impermanent).

(42.20). These (propositions) express (prima facie) a divergence
between the sounds of speech, the subject of the conclusion, and Space,
the example. The divergence is produced by the fact that the one is
and the other is not a product.

(42.22). If the (prima facic) meaning expressed in both these
syllogisms is different, how are we to understand that (the conclusion
is not different, i e., that) they express the same logical (connection)
in its threefold aspect?

1 Space (Gkd@sa) is a reality (vastu or dharma) only in Hinayina where
it is entered into the catalogue of Entia as asamskria-dharma Ne 1 along with
nirodha or Nirvana which in these Buddhistic schools represents a lifeless reality.
The Mahdyanistic schools and the intermediate school of the Sautr@ntikas did not
admit the reality of eternal, unchanging (asamskrta) clements, becanse they did
not fit in their definition of reality. But although unreal, Space could be used as a
negative example to confirm a universal major premise. For negative examples the
rule is laid down that wusty avastu @ vaidharmya-drsitinte isyate, cp. text,
p- 87. 8. In the Brahmanical systems akase means Cosmical Ether, it is either one
and indivisible or atomic and entering in the composition of material bodies.

2 The Methods of Agreement and Difference have been established by J.8.Mill
in European Logic as methods of experimental inquiry. They are treated under the
same heading by Sigwart, op. eit. I 477 ff. Bot A. Bain, Logic?, IL 51, calls
the Method of Agreement — «the universal or fundamental mode of proof for all
connections whatever... for all kinds of conjunctions». The same, no doubt, applies
to its corollary, the Method of Difference. It is in this generalized function that we
meet both methods in Indian Logic. They are used not only for singling out the
cause of an event, but also for establishing the limits of every notion. Since those
methods are methods of Inductionm, it is clear that Indian Logic, especially its
Buddhist variety, considers every process by which'anything is inferred as consisting
of an Induction followed by a Deduction. This is, according to J. 8. Mill, op. cit.,
1.282, the «universal type of the reasoning process» which «is always snsceptible
of the form, and must be thrown into it when assurance of scientific accuracy is
needed and desired». The methods of Concomitant Variations (pratyeya-bheda-
bheditva or tad-vikara-vik@ritva) and of Residues (Ses@num@na) are very often
discussed in Indian Logic, in the Nyaya, the Vailesika and in Pr. samuccayas,
but they are not given the fundamental importance of the first two methods
and are not put on the same level. Both methods are already mentioned in the
Nyaya-sttras, L. 1. 8435, cp. below p. 126 n. 5.
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6. There is no virtual difference between the
two (meanings).

(43. 2). The meaning is the aim (of the syllogism), the real fact which
must be expressed by it, the fact concerning which both the syllogisms
are drawn. (43. 3). There is no difference whatsoever in the fact which
they aim at establishing! Indeed, (the aim) is to express a logical con-
nection * which (always has) a threefold aspect. For that purpose both
(methods) are used. (Although they represent)two (different methods),
they express (just the same fact of one) logical connection having
three aspects. The idea® which they should express is just the same.
From this side there is no difference whatsoever.

(43.6). But then, indeed, we would neither expect any difference
in expression? It is answered (that there is no difference) —

7. Except the difference of formulation.

(43. 8). Formulation is verbal expression. Except a difference
merely verbal, there is no other difference, no difference in the aim.®
(43.9). The meaning is the following one. The prima facie mea-
ning* is one thing, the aim for which it is used another one.
The expressions differ so far the prima fucie meaning is concerned,
but regarding the (aim) for which they are used there is no diffe-
rence. (43.10). Indeed, when the (direct or positive) concomitance has
been expressed (in the major premise), its contraposition follows
by implication. The method (of this contraposition) will be explained
later on.® And likewise, when the converted (i. e., contraposed) con-
comitance has been expressed, its positive form follows by implication.
(43.11). Thus it is that the threefold logical reason which should be
expressed remains unchanged. Indeed the implied meaning does not
always change when the words expressing it are different. (43.12).
For if we have two propositions: «the fut Devadatta does not eat at
day-time» and «the fat Devadatta eats at night»® although the direct

1 Lit. « Between both no difference whatsoever from the aim (prayojanat)o.

2 linga.

3 prayojana.

4 abhidheya. 5 Cp. sutra II1. 28 £,

8 This is the usual example of the method of Necessary Implication (artha-
patti), a method of proof very much in vogue in the school of Mimamsakas. They
applied it wherever the consequence seemed to them immediate and quite unavoi-
dable (anyath@nupapatti), the contrary being simply impossible (sambhava-abhava).
The Naiyayikas reduced all such cases to simple inferences in which one proposi-



116 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

meaning is different, the intention is quite the same. Just so is it in
the present case. Although the words are different, the conveyed real
fact is quite the same.

§ 2. THE METHOD OF AGREEMENT.

8 Among these two (methods, the method) of
Agreement (is now illustrated by examples)

(48.16). The first to be exemplified among the two (methods) of
Agreement and of Difference is the method of Agreement. The author
gives an example of a negative deduction® (in the formulation of
agreement).

tion is deduced from another, Lecause it is virtually comtained in the latter
(samudayena itarasya grahanam), cp. N. bh,, II. 2. 2 ff. European logic treats these
deductions mostly under the head of immediate or apparent inferences. How diffi-
cult it is to draw a line of demarcation between immediate and mediate inference
is proved by the fact that in modern times some logicians are trying to reduce all
inference and even the whole field of logical relations to Implication (Bradley,
Bosanquet, and New Realism, p. 82). The Buddhists make a distinction between
propositions which are virtually synmonymous and those which contain real dedue-
tions. The criterium is the fact of external reality about which the proposition
contains a communication. Speech is at once a result of external reality and of the
intention of the speaker, cp. below text p. 60. 11 f. If the fact communicated is abso-
lutely the same as, e. g., the fact that Devadatta eats at night, in the above example,
the propositions are logically synonymous. The major premise i8 synonymous with
its contraposition. But if the facts are however slightly different, it is a deduc-
tion, e. g, when the part as contained in the whole is dcduced from it, or even
when absence or negation is deduced from non-perception.

1 The «three-aspected mark» (trirfipa-linga) is but an other word for conco-
mitance (vyapti). Three kinds of such logical connection have been established
which are respectively called Negation (a@nupalabdhi), Identity (tadatmya) and
Causation (tadutpatti, more precisely, the fact of being necessarily caused by
something). Thus the middle term, or logical reason, i.e., the fact used as a logi-
cal reason, may be either 1) the fact of non-perception of something that conld be
visible (drsya-anupalabdli); all negative deductions are reduced to this simple
fact as has been explained above; 2) or the fact of greater comprehension and lesser
extension from which a fact of lesser comprehension and greater extension can be
deduced; the reason is called Identity, becaunse it is inherent in the same entity
ag the deduced term; all analytical processes of thought are reduced to this type,
(vyapya-vydpaka-bhava) and 8) the fact that every event has necessarily a cause or
causes; all synthetic or causal cognitionitions are rednced to this type (k@rya-karana-
bhava). Each of them can be expressed according to the method of Agreementor
the method of Difference. We will thus have six principal types of reasoning which
the author is now going to illustrate.
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9. Major premise) Wheresoever we do not
perceive the presence of a representable
thing, we exhibit corresponding behaviour
towards it

(Example). Just as when we fail to per-
ceive another thing known from experience
to be quite unexisting, though representable,
e. g, the horns on the head of a hare etc

(Minor premise). On a certain place we do
not perceive the presence of a jar which is

representable.
(Conclusion. We behave without expecting

to find it there)!

(48.21). «A thing (known) to be essentially perceptible»? i e, a
thing which can be imagined as perceived, and «is not perceived» —
these words represent the subject® (of the major premise), it is the
fact of the absence of a cognition of something representable. (43.22).
This is a case when we are justified to behave in accordance with its non-
existence,’ i. e., we can take action knowing thatitis absent. (44. 1). Thus
it is stated that the fact of not perceiving (the presence) of a represen-~
table object is necessarily associated with the possibility of negative
purposive action towards it. This means that a representable object
not being perceived affords an opportunity for a corresponding nega-
tive action.® (44.2). Now, the statement that the logical reason is
necessarily associated with its consequence is a statement of invariable
concomitance; this is according to the definition — invariable conco-
mitance (between a subject and its predicate or a reason and its

1 Lit, p. 438.18—20. « What, being contained in the essence of perception, is
not perceived, it is established as an object of non-Ens-dealing; just as some other
established hare-horn etc.; and on some special place a jar contained in the es-
sence of perception is not perceived».

2 The word laksana is here rendered in Tib. by rig-bya — jfleya = visaya, and
prapta by gyur-pa=bhuta, thus wupalabdhi-laksana-praple = jfana-visaya~-
bhiita, i. e., an object which does not transcend the limits of our knowledge, which
is representable, is not something transcendental, cp. above, transl. p. 107 ff.

3 anitdyate.

4 dréya.

5 Lit., p. 48.22. «This ig the established object of (our) dealing (vyavak@ra)
with non-Ens, it means we can behave with the thought (iti) ,,it is not*».

¢ Lit., p. 44.1. «Through this predication iz made of the fitness (yogyatva) of
the (object) for non-Ens-dealing ».
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consequence) consists in 1) the necessary presence (mever absence
of the predicate upon the subject, and 2) in the presence of the subject
exclusively in the sphere of the predicate, (never beyond it).*

(44.4). The example (points to induction), to the evidence by which
the invariable concomitance has been established.? In order to indi
cate it, it is said «just as (when we fail to perceive) another object,
ete. This means that the example is some other object, different from
the subject of the conclusion (or minor term). (44. 5). «Known from expe
rience» (to be quite unexisting) means ascertained by evidence. The
horns (on the head) of a hare have indeed never been perceived by vision
nevertheless they are imaginable, and this is the evidence owing to whict
we conclude that we will never have an opportunity of experiencing (then
as efficient). These (utterly unexisting) horns are indeed an evidenct
proving that the idea of a non-Ens has a practical value (for ow
purposive actions) and it is exclusively founded on our capacity t
imagine their existence and then to repudiate that suggestion. Thi

1 Lit., p. 44.8—4. «Concomitance is necessary presence (bhava eva) of the
embracer (vy@paka) there and the presence of the embraced (ryadpya) necessaril:
there (tatra eva)», e. g., in the judgment, or the deduction, «the ASoka ig a tree>
concomitance requires the necessary presence of the term of greater cxtension, the
«embracer », « the tree», with the subaltern, or embraced ASoka, but it may be als
found ontside the ASokas, in other trees, whereas Asoka, the term of greater com
prehension and lesser extension, is necessarily present among trees only, not amony
non-trees. Reduced to Aristotle’s phrasing this rule means that a universal affirma
tive judgment is not convertible otherwise than per accidens. Now, the negativ
judgment, or negative deduction, in its basic form, is not a tautology of the forn
«there is no jar because there is none», but it is a deduction of the form «there i
no jar because there is a bare placer. It ig a cognition of an underlying point
instant of reality and this makes it a true cognition or judgment (niScaya). Th
term «a bare place» (drsya-anupalabdli) is greater in comprehension and less i
extension than the affirmation of non-Ens which is deduced from it, since there ar
other non-Ens’es which are not associated with a bare place (adriya-anupalabdh.
transcendental objects, nnimaginahle coneretely, cp. stutra II. 48-—49. Cp. H. Berg
som, op. ¢it., p. 819— «De I'abolition (= driya-anupalabdhi) & la négatio
(= masti iti), qui est une opération plus générale, il n’y a qu’un pas».

2 Lit., p. 44. 4. « The example is the sphere (visaya) of proof (pramana)estab
lishing concomitancen. It i clear that the example performs the part of Inductio
from paricular instances; pram@na thus has the meaning of evidence, of an agcertai
ned fact, pramana-siddham trairpyam means concomitance established upon ascer
tained facts or upon experience (avisame@da); drsta, darsana corresponds to ou
experience, praminena nifeita, or sometimes pramapa simply, means an establi
shed fact, induction from particular facts, cp. the meaning of this term in p. 45.
61. 10, 80. 21, 81. 1—2, 81. 20, 86. 11 cte., cp. below p. 147 n. 7.
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alone is the evidence. (44.8). By this proposition (containing a refe-
rence to the evidence proving the general law), we must be satisfied
that the invariable concomitance is (fully) expressed.

(44.9) After having established the general concomitance (in the
major premise), the (author) now proceeds to state its application?
to the subject (in the minor premise). He says «and we do not
perceive (the presence of a jar somewhere on 2 definite place)». A place
is one (definite) place on earth. It is «just this place» because it
is distinguished from other places.? One definite place means the
place upon which (there is po jar). «Somewhere» means a place

1 Lit., p. 44. 6—8. « But by evidence (pramanena), by non-perception of the ima«~
gined, it is known to be fit for non-Ens-dealing. The hare-horn is the first (example)
of an object of a non-Ens-dealing, it is so expressed. On the hare-horn etc., indeed,
the non-Ens-dealing is proved by evidence to depend on nothing but non-perception
of the imagined. Just from this evidence». tata eva pramandt —is a separate sen-
tence.—The horns of a hare or of a donkey, the son of a barren woman, & lotos flo-
wer in the sky are the usual examples of absolute nnrealities. They differ from the
absent jar which is a contingent unreality, The author lays stress on the fact that
even absolute unrealities are representable and have some negative importance in
guiding our purposive actions, this being the test of reality. It is real absence, it
is not nothing (¢tuccha), because nothing could not guide our actions even negatively.
Bnt it is not a reality sui gemeris {vastvantaram), as the realists maintain, it is
imagining (dr$ya). Unimaginable are metapbysical entities, e. g., Buddha or
Nirvana in their MahZyanistic conception (sarvajatvam hy adrdyam, p. 71.8).
Mallavadi, fol. 75—77, expatiates on this example as proving that negative behavi-
our (asad-vyavahdra) has no other logical reason, i. e., no other necessary reason
than imagination of a thing absent or unreal. Others, says he, have maintained that
the absence of a perception (ghata-jiana-abhava), the fact that we do not name it
(ghata-sSabda-abhava), the fact that we do not use the jar for fetching water (jala~
aharanddi-kriya-abhava) are the reasons for availing oneself of the idea of a non-~
Ens in practical life. But these facts of non-existence are either simple nothings (tuc-
cha), they are then unreal (asiddha) and can have no influence on our actions; or
they are meant for their positive connterparts (pratiyogin = paryud@sa) which is
cognized, as stated above, p. 30.8, by semse-perception, when the perceptual jud-
gment «there is here no jar» is the outcome. But when the facts of speaking of
other things, not of the absent jar, and the fact of doing something else than fet-
ching water in a jar (paryud@sa) are the outcome, this is already a practical con-
sequence of the idea of the absent jar, and it thus, being itself purposive action,
cannot be the reason of that very purpesive action (na hi sadhyam eva sadhanam
bhavati). Therefore the only reason of our negative hehaviour is imagination.

2 paksa-dharmatya.

3 Cp. H. Bergson, op. cit., p. 30{— «quand je dis que 1’objet, une fois aboli,
laisse sa place inoccupée, il s'agit... d'une place, c’est & dire d’un vide limité par des
contours précis, c’est-a-dire d’une espéce de chosen.
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lying before the eyes of the observer. (44.12). Although it is «some»
place, but that place alone is the object of a negative purposive action
which is present to the observer, not any other place. (A jar) satisfyng
to the conditions of perceptibility * means a jar which can be imagined
as perceived.? (44.13). The manner in which a non-existing jar is placed
by imagination in all the necessary conditions of perceptibility has
been explained above.?

(44.15). In order to give the formula of an analytical reasoning*
according to the Method of Agreement® the (author) says —

10. The analytical reasoning can be expressed
according to the same (method).

(44.17). Just as the negative deduction has been formulated
according to (the method of) Argeement, just so will an analytical de-
duction now be formulated accordindg to this same (method).

11. (Major premise). Every thing that exists
is momentary.

(Example). Just as a jar (representing a
compact chain of momentary existences).

(Minor premise. The sound exists)

(Conclusion. It is a chain of momentary
existences).

This is the formula of a simple (unqualified)
analytical deduction.

(44.19). « What exists», i. ¢., existence, is the subject. « Every thing»
is momentary», i. e, momentariness is predicated. The words «every
thing» are inserted for emphasis. All is impermanent, there is nothing
which is not impermanent. What exists is necessarily impermanent. Over
and beyond impermanence, therc is only eternity and that is no existence.s
(44.21). Thaus it is declared that existence is necessarily dependent on

1 upalabdhi-laksana-prapta.

2 dréya.

¥ Cp. text p. 29, transl. p. 81 &

4 svabhava-hetu.

5 sadharmyavat.

» Different definitions of what is meant by existence, or reality, have been cur~
rent at different periods of Buddhist philosophy. In the Ilinayana the Sarvistividins
and other schools defined existemce as whatsoever has a character (dharma-sva-
bhdva) of its own (sra-svabhava-dharandd dharmal). ‘This involved a pluralistic
view of the Universe. The Madhyamikas defined existence as non-relative (anapeksa),
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the predicate of impermanence, (i. e., momentariness).* Consequently the
{(major) premise expresses their invariable concomitance. (45.1). The
words «just as a jar etc. is a statement concerning the evidence by
which the general law is established. This is the formula of a simple
analytical reason.? «3imple» means without qualifications.

(45.3). In order to give the formula of a qualified analytical rea-
son, the (author) says —

absolute reality, this involved a monistic view of the Universe, Op. my Nirvana,
p-40 . The Santrntikas and the later Yogacaras, the Bnddhist Logicians, de-
fined reality as efficiency (artha-kriy@-karitva) cp. above, sutra I 12—14. This
involved the theory that ultimate reality is represented by the focus of effici-
ency, the point-instant (ksena). Thus every existence without exception is split
in discrete moments. Every stability, every duration is, on the contrary, a con-
struction, an integration of moments (ksapa-santina). Impermanence (anityaiva)
is here an equivalent of momentariness (tsanikatva). There is nothing between
eternity and momentariness, nityam=apracyuta-anuipanna-sthira-cka~-svabhvam,
amtyam = prakrtya eka-ksana-sthiti-dharmakam, see Haribhadra Anekanta-
Jjaya-pataks, f. 2. a. 31 (Ahmedabad City Printing Press), ep. Jayanta, p. 115. 8.

1 That jars etc. are suitable examples where universal momentariness is
established by Induction may seem strange to us, but this is proved by a very subtle
argument which is reproduced by Madhavicarya in Sarvadar§ p. 20 . (Poona
1925) where it is borrowed from Dbharmakirti’s Pramanavini§caya. It has been
translated by Cowell and by Deussen (in his History of Philesophy), but I doubt
whether these literal translations can affor d much help in understanding the real ar-
gument of Dharmakirti. Virtually his argument is very similar to the one stated
by B. Russel, Mysticism, p. 184 £, in the following words—«if the cause is purely
static... then, in the first place, no such cause is to be found in nature, and in the
second place, it seems strange — too strange to be accepted, in spite of bare logical
possibility, that the cause after ecxisting placidly for some time, should suddenly
explode into the effect, when it might just as well have done go at any carlier time,
or have gone on unchanged without producing its effect», ¢p. = bad@pi na luryat,
op cit., p. 21. The conclusion is drawn that there is an imperceptible change going
on in the jar at every moment of its cxistence, the supposed duration of the jar,
assumed by the realists, from the moment of its production by the potter up to the
moment of its destruction by a stroke of a hammer, is an illusion. Rgyal-thsab, fol.
34, translates sarvam sat in this passage very claracteristically by diios-par-yod-
pa = gastutah sat, thereby indicating that the absolutely real, the point-instants
(svalaksapn = ksana) are hcere taken as the sulject of the gencral proposition.
The example in Sarvad, p. 20. is a cloud (jaladkarae-patala), but this makes no
difference. Since it is established that there can be no other causation but between
moments, hence a jar is a series of momentary cxistences where every preceding
moment is the cause of the following one. This subtle theory is criticized at length
by VacagpatimiSra in Tatparyat. p. 379 £ and very often alluded to almost
in every Indian philosophical work.

2 This argument is directed against the Mimamsakas who assumed that the
sounds of speach are but a manifestation of eternal entities. The non-eternality of
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12. The formula of an analytical syllogism with
a middle term which is differentiated by a quali-
fication existentially identical with it, is the
following one —

Major premise). Whatsoever has an ori-
gination is impermanent.

Example). (Just as a jar etc.).

Minor premise). (The sounds of our
speech possess origination)

(Conclusion). (The sounds of our speech
are impermanent).

(45.5). «Origination» means assuming one’s own essence! The
words «what has an originationn express the subject (of the major pre-
mise). The words «is impermanent» express the predicate. Thus the
invariable concomitance of everything having an origination with imper-
manence is express~d.

(45.7). This is a formula whose raison d'étre? (as compared with
the preceding one) consists in a special qualification which (however)
is existentially identical,® essentially the same, (as the preceding one).
An entity is called «having an origination» when contrasted with
beginningless entities, (which is the same as permanent, eternal enti-
ties). When we wish to give expression to a contrast independent from

sound is deduced here out of & special conception of existence. This is a specific argu-
ment of the Buddhists, the advocates of Universal Momentariness or Continual Flow
of Existence. The realistic Naiyayikas and VaiSegikas, in combating the Mimamsaka
theory of eternal sounds of speech, deduce the non-eternity of words from the fact
that they are products and even wilful products of man. These arguments are also ad-
mitted by the Buddhists, but they begin by a deduction from their general idea of
existence as a flux and continue by deductions from its subaltern or narrower
characteristics, such as production, wilful production etc.

1 svar@ipa-lGbha = svabhava-labha = atma-bhavae, usually rendered in Tib. by
lus == Jarira (the sentence is here omitted, in the Tib. transl., ep. p. 101.18),

2 hetukrtya.

8 We have noticed above, transl. p. 70 n., the two different meanings of the
term svabhziva, in svabhd@va-pratibandha where it includes causation and svab-
hava-hetu, where it excludes causation and means «inherent property». In siitra
I 15 we had svabhava-viSesa meaning «an individualp. Here we have a further
differentiation of the second meaning. Inherent property is divided in svabhira
proper and upirdhi. The first is an inherent property which «seems to mean so-
mething» (vyatirekiniva), but means nothing additional, it is synonymous, Since
existence according to the Buddhist theory of Universal Momentariness is nothing
but permanent origination without any stability, origination and existence practi-
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any other (real) contrast, (a contrast limited to expression), it is called
apparent contrast® as e.g. «the beginning of existence», (existence is
nothing but permanent beginning). A (momentary) reality qualified by
a beginning which is only apparently different from the (reality itself)
is described as something having a beginning. (45.10). Thus the
analytical reason here formulated must be regarded as characterized
by an attribute which is included in the same thing itself and can be
distinguished only in abstraction (i. e. in imagination).2
13. The formula of an analytical syllogism
with a middle term containing an additional
(accidental) qualification is the following one —
(Major premise). Whatsoever is a product
is impermanent.
(Examples). (As a jar etec).
Minor premise) (The sounds of our
speech are products).
(Conclusion). (The sounds of our speech
are impermanent).

(45.13). The attribute of «being a product» is the subject, «imper-
manence» is the predicate (of the major premise). It expresses that the
fact of being a product always includes® in itself the motion of

cally become synonyms. The second is an inherent property which really means
something additional, something different (vyatérekin). The difference however is
only of the point of view, since both the attributes of «origination» and «produc-
tion from causes» are conterminous and coinherent in every existing thing. From
one point of view every thing appears as constantly changing and haviug no dura-
tion at all, but without any reference to causal laws. From the other point of view
every thing represents a constant change in coordination with antecedent moments
according to causal laws. For the Buddhists they are correct infercnces supported
by the totality of the similar cases and contrasted with the dissimilar, or eternal,
cases, since the latter have no existence. For the Realists who admit the existence
of both the eternal and non-eternal entities tbey will be logical fallacis (anupa-
samharin).

1 vyatirekiniva.

2 The difference between ASoka-tree and tree in general is also said to be produ-
ced by imagination (kalpita-bheda=vikalpa-visaya cp. above, text 26. 15, cp. 48.9), it
is logical, not real, since both these concepts are different, although they appear as
the characteristics of the same moment of reality (vastutah). Here, on the contrary,
the difference js produced not by different concepts, but only by two expressions
which, taking into account the theory of Universal Momentariness, are synonymous.

8 niyata = pratibaddha, lit., «the being a product is fastened to imperma~
nence», i. e., the notion of being a product is subaltern to the notion of imperma-
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impermanence. Therefore it shows that there is an invariable conco-
mitance between every product and impermanence. This is the formula
of the analytical reason with an additional (accidental) qualification.?
(45.15). «Qualification» means characteristic. An analytical reason
characterized by a difference of qualification, by an (accidental pro-
perty) which is different from it, is here formulated. (45.16). Now,
sometimes (in life) we name a thing simply, sometimes accompa-
nied by a characteristic whick ist not separate from the ohject itself,
sometimes accompanied by a characteristic which is separate. E. g.,
«Devadattan is a proper name, «long-eared» is a name by which he is
characterized through both his ears which are not beyond him. «The
owner of a brindled cow» is a name by which he is characterized by
(the accidental characteristic of the ownership) of a brindled cow which
exists beyond him. (45.18). Similarly the word «existence» is a simple
designation (of a fact). «Having origination» is (a designation of the
same fact) through a characteristic which does not differ from it. «A
product» is a characteristic (of the same fact) through something
(additional), that lies beyond it, (viz. through its causes).

(45.20). The following objection (will be perhaps made). In the
example of the «owner of a brindled cow» there are two words
expressing the qualification (of Devadatta), the word brindled and the
word cow. In the example («a product is impermanent») a single word
«product» is used without any qualifications. (How can it represent a
qualified reason?)».® The answer is as follows.

14. «A productr means an existence (viewed as
something) which for its own conecretisation is

nence, it i3 contained in the latter, it is greater in comprehension and less in exten-
sion (vydpya) than the latter (the vy@paka). This would mean that the proposition
«all products are impermanent» is convertible per accidens, that momentary entities
are assumed which are, not products, but from III. 128 it seems that both con-
ceptions are conterminous,

2 Lit., p.45. 14—15. « Throngh a difference of the condition (upadhs), the words
«formula of self-existence (svabhdva)» are connected (from the preceding sutra)e.

8 This introduction of Dharmottara does not refer to the fact that the quali-
fication is expressed by two words in citra-gu, this seems quite immaterial, it might
bave been expressed by one word as well. Important is only the fuct that the acci-
dental characteristic is expressed. VinTtadeva’s avatarana states that in the word
«prodnet» there is no gualification perceptible (mfion-pa = siksat), and explains
that it is not expressed but understood, p. 88, 1—2.
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dependent upon the efficiency (of entities) other
(than itself).

(46.2). The efficiency' of causes other (than the entity itself) is
needed for the appearance of a (concrete) entity.? This is the reason®
(why the word product contains this meaning). Since we call produced
(an entity) which depends on the efficiency of something else, there-
fore we say that the analytical reason* is qualified by something
(additional, something) lying beyond it.5 (46.4). There is here no word
corresponding to this additional characteristic, nevertheless it is implied
in the word «product» itself. That is why this word bas the shape
of a technical term, since grammar enjoins to build technical terms in
this way.” In those cases where the attribute is implied there is no
necessity of using a special word for it.

(46. 8). Sometimes the (accidental) attribute is understood (but not
expressed), as e.g., if we say «a product» we understand «produced
by causes». In such cases, the word «causes» is sometimes expressed
and sometimes not.

15, The (expression) «variable concomitantly
with a change in the causes» and other (similar
expressions) must be wunderstood in the same
way.? .

(46.11). (The accidental characteristic) is expressed by a correspon-~
ding word, e. g, in the expression (a function) «variable concomitantly

1 yyapara.

2 goabharae in the sense of svabh@va-visesa «an individual » cp. siitra L 15.

3 Lit., p. 46. 3. « The word indeed (k) in the sense of becausex.

+ gyabhava here in the sense of stabhava-hetu.

5 pyatiriktena videsena.

6 The term krtaka,as stated above, corresponds to the Hinayanist term samskrta=
ka@ranaih (== samskaraill) sambhiiya krtam. The connotation in Hinayina is diffe-
rent, since reality is there divided in samskrta and asamskrta elements, whereas in
the Mahdyana and in the Sautr@ntika school the definition of reality having been
changed, the asamskrias including Nirvina have no separate reality, cp. my Nir-
vana, p. 42.

7 Lit., p. 46. 6. «Because the suffix kan is prescribed for names», ¢cp. Panini
Iv.3.147.

8 This stitra, according to Vinitadeva, p. 88.9, included the word prayainana-
ntariyakatva also. This wounld make two further arguments for proving that the
sounds of our speech are not unchanging metaphysical eternal elements, a8 main-
tained by the ancient Mim&msakas, viz. 4) whatsoever exhibits concomitant
variations is impermanent, and 5) whatsoever is produced by a conscious effort is
impermanent.
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with a change in the causes». Here the words expressing it are «con-
comitantly with a change in the causes». This expression and other
similar ones, as e. g., the expression «invariably dependent on voli~
tionn! are instances of the analytical reason® where this reason is
accompanied by an indication of an additional (accidental) attribute®
just as in the word «a product». (46.13). The sounds of our
speech vary according as the causes (producing them) change. Their con-
ditions or causes* being different, being variable, they have thermselves
the nature of changing concomitantly, according as the conditions vary. s
(46.15). Thus from the fact that the sound is variable, dependent on a
change in its causes, it is deduced that it is a product. From the fact
that it «invariably depends on volition» its impermanence is deduced.
(46. 16). In the first instance the words «concomitantly with a change
in the causes» and in the second the word «volition» express such
qualifications which are additional (to the fact adduced as a reason).
(46.17). We have thus shown that there can be a threefold diffe-
rence in framing the analytical reason, it may be simple, essentially and
accidentally determined. This we have insisted upon in order that no one

1 prayatna-anatariyakatva. This attribute is introduced here by Dh. as an
instance alluded to by the word @di of the siitra, but in the text commented upon
by Vinitadeva it was included in the sfitra.

2 svabhava-hetoh prayogak.

3 bhinna-visesana-svabh@va-abhidhayin.

4 pratyaya condition and Ad&rana cause are Lere used synonymously.

5 We find the method of Concomitant Variations for the first time applied in
Indian Philosophy in the Abh-koZa, I. 45, (cp. V.S.IL 2. 29), where it appears under
the name of tad-vik@ra-vikaritra, i. e., «the fact of (this thing) nndergoing a change
when there is a change in that thing». It is there applied as a proof of the con-
nection between the senses and feeling, i.e., a8 we can put it, between the brain
and the mind. European logicans will be perhaps astonished to see that a similar
statement of Prof. A, Bain, Logic2, II 63, was anticipated by Vasubandhu.
They will perhaps be still more astonished when they have fully realized the
implications of the fact that the Buddhists were lead to this conclusion by their
conceptions of Causation (prafitya-samutpdda = asmin sati idam bhavati) of which
the psycho-physical parallelism is an illustration. Tndian philosophy has thus
abandoned the anthropomorphic view of Causality at a very early date, and repla-
ced it by the idea of what in mathematics is called a function, ¢p. my Nirvana,
p- 39 £, pratyaya-bheda-bheditva is of course just the same as tad-vikara-vi-
karitva and VicaspatimiXra thinks that we must interpret upacgra in N. S, IL
2.13 as Sabda-bheda-pratyaya. Of course the Method of Concomitant Variations is
not treated here as a separate methed, in coordination with the fundamental
methods of Agreement and Difference; it appears here as a method of proof
subordinate to the method of Agreement.
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should be misled by a difference in the wording when using the
analytical reason (i. e., a reason from which the predicate is analyti-
cally deduced).?

16. The sounds of speech are existent, they
have a (real) origin, they are produced —these
are the minor premises.?

1 Dh. warns ns against committing mistakes in using the term analytical or
essential reason (svabhava-hetu). The latter has been defined above, stitra IT. 16, as
a reason which alone by itself is a sufficient ground for deducing the consequence,
the consequence is contained in the reason, no other additional or accidental con-
dition is needed (na hetu-sattiya vyatiriktam kameid dhetum apeksate, p. 22.19).
We were, accordingly, justified in assigning to the major premises of Dharma-
kirti’s analytical syllogisms a place among the class of propositions in which the
predicate is of the essence of the subject. But now we are warned that if an acei-
dental or additional attribute (up@dhe) is contained in the reason (or subject), the
judgment will nevertheless remain analytical. The analytical reason can, in its turn
contain either an essential or an accidental attribute (ryatirikiena visesanena visis-
tak svabhavah, p. 46.4). The judgments «whatsoever changes concomitantly with
a change in its causes, is & product of these canses» and «whatsoever is consequent
on au effort is impermanent» are, according to Dharmakirti. analytical or essential
judgments, the predicate is included in the subject. Now what is contained in the
subject and what is not yet included in it is very often questionable, and acciden-
tal attributes may become essential when the observer has satisfied himself from
experience that the subject always possesses that attribute. The extension and in-
tension (vy@pya-ryapaka-bhava) of attributes, is determined by their definitions
founded on observation (cp. text, p. 39. 5 ff.). The subject is thus supposed to inclu-
de all those attributes, whether essential, previously known, or accidental, newly
added to it as a result of asscnt to a judgment, which are co-inherent in him. It
has been acknowledged in European philosephy that the line of demarcation be-
tween attributes essential and accidental is constantly shifting. In India all attribu-
tes known (siddha) to be coexistent are considered as constituting the essence of the
thing. The difference is between coexistance and succession.

2 The ancient Mimamsakas (jarad-mim@msake) in their speculations on the
nature of sound established a theory according to which the sounds of speech (ga-
karadi) were imagined as unchanging eternal appurtenances inherent in the cos-
mic aether (@k@Sa), their existence occasionally manifested itself when a concns-
sion of air was produced by the conjunction or digjunction of objects, cp.. Tatp.,
p.807. The Naiyayikas, N.S.II.2.18 ff, cp. V.8.1L.2.82, opposed this theory by
three arguments, 1) the sounds of speech have a real beginning or causes, 2) they are
perceived not in the place of their origin but when having reached the organ of audi-
tion, hence the existence of a series (santana) of momentary sounds must be assumed
in the interval, and 8) these sounds are variable in intensity and character, hence at
every moment we have a different sound (this is the meaning of krtakaved wpaca-
rd&t, according to commentators). The last argument, Uddyotakara remarks, is
Buddhistic, since it implies Universal Momentariness — sarta-anityatva-sidhana-
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§ 3. ANALYTICAL DEDUCTIONS ARE DEDUCTIONS OF
COEXISTENCE.

(46.21). Follows the question, can these analytical reasonings be
used when the connection of the reason (with the deduced property)
is already known or when it is not known? In order to show, that.
they must be used in such cases where the connection (of the subject.
and the predicate) is already known, (the author) says —

17. All these attributes (which are given as)
reasons* (for the deduction of corresponding
predicates) should be conceived (as logical rea-
sons) for deducing only such predicates? whose
necessary dependence on nothing but (the pre-
sence of) the reason is established by proofs,?
(whatsoever they may be) suiting every spe-
cial case.

(417.8). They are called reasons, since they prove (the presence of
something else), and they also are attributes, since they inhere in

dharmah, and Vacaspatimilra, loco. cit., p. 313, identifies it with a reference
to the Buddhist «law of otherness» (viruddha-dharma-samsarga) according to
which every variation in time, place and character makes the object «another»
object, ep. above note 2 on p. 8. The Buddhists start with a deduction of the
non-eternity of the sounds of speech from their conception of every existence
in general as a run of momentary events having only apparent stability, and then
proceed in order to refer to the 1) fact of having a beginning, 2) causality, 3) con-
comitant variability, 4) dependenee on a wilful effort. The first and 4th of these
arguments correspond to the 34 argument of the Naiyayikas, and the 24 and 84
are contained in their first one (@dir = karanam). There is more logic in the Bud-
dhist arrangement. The first argument contains in itself all the others, the second
directly (svabhdvena) the third and others — indirectly (up@dhing). All these con-
ceptions, existence, origination, causality, concomitant variation, dependence on the
will are analytically connected, in the Indjan sense of the term svabhava, the first
includes all the others, it is of greater extension and less intension than the others
which are its subalterns. The extension and intension of all these attributes are
determined, according to what has been stated above, p. 88—39 (text), transl,
p- 108 ff, on the basis of actual observation, on the basis of « perception and non-
perception». From this point of view all judgments of Coexistence, or co-inherent
attributes, are also founded on experience, just as those which are founded on uni-
formity of Succession or Causation.

1 s@dhana-dharmah. 2 sadhya-dharme.

3 pramana is here an equivalent of dystanta, cp. above p. 44. 8 (text) cp. below
p. 147 n. 7.
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something else! These attributes «alone»? i. e, nothing but their
mere (presence is sufficient for making the deduction of other co-
inherent attributes). By the words «nothing but»® every additional
circumstance which should be taken into account is excluded. (47.4).
Their «necessary dependence»* means their following, their flowing ®
(necessarily from the nature of the fact representing the reason).

(47.5). The necessary dependence upon nothing but the presence
of (the fact representing) the reason which is here mentioned is
«established»® By what is it established? By corresponding proofs.
Every predicate is established just by that proof which is the proper
proof (for the given generalization). (47.6). Since the reasons by the
analysis of which? (the predicate of impermanence) may be esta-
blished are many, the proofs establishing the (analytical) tie® are
likewise many, therefore they are mentioned in the plural.

(47.8). (The deduced or predicated attribute is characterized as)
«deduced» because it is made to follow (from the presence of the rea-
son), and it is also an attribute, because it is inherent in something
else, (it is co-inherent with the attribute representing the reason).

(47.8). What the (author) means is really® this. A logical reason
does not produce cognition (of some unobserved fact) accidentally, as
e.g., a lamp (producing knowledge of such unobserved objects which
it accidentally happens to illumine).l But it produces knowledge (by

1 dharma is here used in the ordinary (and original) sense of a guality belon-
ging to some substance. It does not follow that the objective reality of the categories
of substance and quality (dharma-dharmi-bha@va) is admitted, but the Hinayanistic
view that there are only dharmas and no dharming at all, that, a8 YaSomitra puts
it, vidyamanam dravyem (cp. my Central Conception, p. 26), this view is
forsaken, and replaced by the admittance of a logical connection between a sub-
stratum and all the variety of its possible attributes, this logical connection has
also an ontological meaning so far the ultimate substratum of all logical construc-
tions, the ultimate dharmin is the point-instant as the thing in itself (svalaksana).

2 eva.

8 mdtra.

4 gnubandha.

5 anvaya.

¢ siddha.

7 svabhava-hetu, as, e. g., the three conceptions of «existence», of «having an
origine and of «being produced from causes» through the analysis of which the
predicate non-eternal is deduced.

8 sambandha = pratibandha, cp. Jayanta, p.114. 9 — nanu cinyah samban-
dhah, anyasca pratibandhah.

9 paramartha. 10 Cp. text p. 19. 2 and 49. 15.
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logical necessity) as an ascertained case of invariable concomitance.
(47.9). The function of the logical reason is, indeed, to produce the
cognition of an unobserved fact, and this is just (what is meant by)
ascertainment of the reason’s invariable concomitance with the latter.
(47.10). First of all, (as a preliminary step), we must be certain that
the presence of our logical reason is necessarily dependent upon the
presence of the predicated consequence, (we must verify it by trying
to find) contradictory facts* We then can proceed to syllogize and
avail ourselves of the general proposition recorded in our memory,
(the proposition) intimating that its subject is invariably concomitant
with its predicate, e. g. —

Any object produced (according to causal laws) is non-eternal.

(47.12). After that we can connect this gemeral record with the
given particular case —

That causal origin which is a characteristic of the sounds of our
speech necessarily coexists with the attribute of non-eternity.

(47.13). Between these (two premises, the major) contains the mne-
monic record, it is a knowledge of the logical reason (and its concomi-
tance, acquircd by whatsoever evidence). The syllogism (proper is
contained in the next step, when we in the minor premise) assert? that

1 badhakena praminena. We take pram@na here as meaning drstanta as in
44.4, 61.10, 80.21, 81.1—2, 81.20—21, 86.11, 87.5. Rgyal-thsab, f. 35,
explaing it as meaning that the denial of an analytical judgment is impossible,
since it would be a contradiction, «eternal (i. e., immutable) substances cannot pro-
duce anything, since they cannot be efficient, neither graduslly, nor at once» cp.
Sarvad, p. 21—24. Another verification, according to the same author, would be
a reference to the Buddhist doctrine of Universal Momentarines — raf-yod-tsam-
nas hjtg-pa raii-gi fio-bo-fid-du rjes-su hbrel-te. The anthor of Pramana-vartika-
alamkira (Rgyan-mkhan-po), Prajiskaragupta, Bstan-hgyur, Mdo, vol.
99—100, thinks that this doctrine is an extraordinary intuition of great men
(an@srava-jidna of Mahatmas) which cannot be arrived at in the ordivary way.
According to Rgyal-thsab, sutra TII. 17 suggests (evidently in the words yatha-
svam-pramanail) that the usual methods of induction indicated in sfitra I 6ff.
{sapakse sattvam eva etc.) do not apply in these cases, that the reasoning starts
here with the general proposition — go-byed-du-hgyur-ba hbrel-ba thsad-mas khofi-
du-chud-pa-la bltos-pa = gamaka-bhita-sambandha-pramdna- pratiti-apeksa. Thus
we would have here, according to the author of the Alamkara, «rationcination
independent of any previous inducyion» (ep. J. 8. Mill, Logie, book II, ch, 2, § 4).
This however is not the general view. Mallavadi has here a lacuna.

2 Lit. «remember». Rgyal-thsab, f. 35, mentions that the interpretation
of the syllogism here as two acts of memory belongs to Dharmottara, (the minor
premise is usually represented as a judgment by analogy, ep. Titp., p. 40. 7).
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the causal origin which is inherent in the particular case of the sound
is necessarily coexistent with the attribute of non-eternity. (47.15). If
that is so, then cognition (or communication) of an unobserved fact is,
for sure, nothing but a cognition of invariable concomitance. It is
therefore stated that amalytical deductions (or deductions of coexi-
stence) can be resorted to when the deduced fact is known (by whatso-
ever evidence) necessarily to be present wheresoever the mere fact of
the presence of the reasom is ascertained, and not in any other
cases.!

(47.17). If that is so, (what we have to do in ratiocination) is to
ascertain the connection of the logical predicate with the logical reason.
But here the predicate (necessarily) follows on the mere fact of the
presence of the attribute representing the reason. Why is it then that
something already quite certain is being (here) sought-after? (An ana-
lytical deduction is it not a pefitio principii#).2 (No,—)

1 Lit., p. 47.9—16. «The reason is not like a lamp, producing cognition as a
possibility, but it is ascertained as ap invariable concomitance, for the function
{vy@para) of the reason to convey a cognition of the probandum consists just in an
ascertainment of (its) invariable concomitance with (this) probandum, it is nothing
else. At first through a contradicting proof the dependence of the reason on the
probandum must be ascertained, «the attribute (— tva) of being produced, namely,
‘possesses the essential attribute (sva-bhdva)of non-eternityn. Then, at the'time of syl-
logizing, he joins the meaning (artha) remembered in general with the particular case
«this attribute of being produced which is inherent in the sound possesses also the
essential attribute of non-eternity». Among them (fatra) the memory of the general
is cognition of the reason, and the memory of the particular, of production inhe-
rent in the sound as possessing the essential attribute of non-eternity, is cognition
of the syllogism (@numa@na = pardrth@numane). And if it is so, the fact of commu-
nicating an unobserved thing is just a cognition of invariable concomitance. There-
fore it is said that «own-existence» -reasons (or co-existence reasons) must be
applied for a probandum which follows the mere (presence) of the (probans), not
anywhere elsenr.

2 Dhs introduction to suitra III. 18 suggests that in this sttra we shall have
an answer to the objection very much urged in Europe by the assailants of the
syllogistic doctrine, namely that the syllogism contains in the conclusion nothing
that has not been stated in the premises, that it is therefore a petitio principit,
niscito mygyate — siddha-sadhanam. This is repeated by Rgyal-thsab, fol. 36—
fieg-par hbrel-ba bisal-bar-bya-ba yin-te. We would expect an answer somewhat
similar to that which has been given in Europesn logic, (cp. J. S. Mill, loco cit.
§ 5) namely, that the syllogism contains an extention of the general proposition to
unobserved and new individual cases (paroks@rtha, p. 47.15). But we then find in
the siitra IIL. 18 only a restatement of the doctrine that (in apalytical judgments)
the sabject by itself is a sufficient reason for deducing the predicate, This is by no
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18—20. Because (what we call an analytical
reason) is just the fact that the predicate is a
natural outflow of the reason, (not a fact out-
side it), it is contained in the essence of the
latter. The underlying reality is the same for
both (the reason and the fact deduced from it)
If the reason could exist without the predicate,
the latter would not be contained in the essence
of the former.?

(47.19). Such connection alone represents its, (the analytical
reason’s), essence.’ «Such (connection) alone» means the established
fact of a necessary concomitance (of the logical predicate) with every
case where the property representing the reason is present. «Repre-
sents its essence» means, belongs to the essence of the attribute
representing the reason. Indeed, wherever a fact is deduced which is
necessarily inherent in every instance of the reason, it is necessarily
(comprehended) in the essence of the latter. No other (property can
be so deduced).

means & satisfactory answer to the accusation of begging the question. Vinita-
deva’s introduction. p. 90.14 ff, is much more reasonable. According to him siitra
III. 18 answers the question why is it that the deduced property here follows (on the
mere fact of the presence of) the attribute representing the logical reason? And
the answer is then quite natural, viz. because in reality (V. adds d7ios-su-na =
vastutas, as in sitra IIL. 20 which he omits) the dednced property is already
contained in the reason.

1 Lit., p. 47.17—18. «If thus the tie of the deduced (sadhya) with the rea-
son (s@dhena) must be ascertained, why is it that the following, which is certain,
of the deduced from the fact (dharma) (representing) the reason, is sought for?
He says . ..» ’

2 Lit., sttras III. 18—22. «Because just this (following npon the mere reason)
is its (the reason’s) essence. (19) And because this essence (of the reason) is the
reason. (20) Because in reality they are identical. (21) Because the non-appearing
when this appears is not its essence. (22) And because of the possibility of diver-
gence ».—Sutra III. 20 is omitted by Vinitadeva, but the word vastutas is added
in sutra IIL. 18.

8 svabhare here in the semse of essential property as indicated above. This
means that the proposition « Afoka is a treen is susceptible only of a conversio per
accidens, the §imdapd is vrksa-stabhand, but vrksal) is not Simsapa-svabhavah, the-
refore the siitra emphazises tasyaiva; tat-svabhdva is here felt as a tat-purusa,
sadhyam (= vrksatvam) tasya (= sadhonasya = Simdapatrasya) svabhdvah, we can
change the expression and say s@dhanam sadhya-svabh@ram, then the last word
will be a bahurrihe as in 47.12 — krtokatvam anityatva-svabhivam. cp. N. Kan-
dali, p. 207, 20, Jayanta, p. 114, 10.
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(47.238). All right! Let this be just the essence (of an analytical
deduction)! Why should we then deduce this essence? Why should we
have recourse to logical reasoning for deducing from the reason what
is already given in the reason??

(48.2). Because the essence is the reason, (i.e., we deduce out of
the reason its inherent property).

(48.2). We are dealing here just with (the analytical reason which
is a reason in whose) essence (the deduced property is included).
Therefore we can deduce merely such facts which are included in the
essence of the fact (serving as a reason). Now, this essential property
can be nothing else but a fact present wheresoever (the other fact
representing) the reason is also present.?

(48.4). But if the deduced fact is included in the reason (the
deduction will be a tautology), the argument will be included in the
thesis?® (Yes), because in reality they are one. (48.6). «In reality»
means from the standpoint of the ultimately real* (Viewed as pro-
perties of an underlying reality, both) the deduced property and the
property from which it is being deduced are identical. They are diffe-
rent by imputation.’

(48.7). The logical reason and the logical predicate are (here),
indeed, two aspects (of the same underlying reality). (These two aspects)
have been constructed in our judgments.® But a logically constructed
aspect is (always relative). By such an imputed differentiation (reality)
becomes split (in two parts seemingly) exclusive of one another. Thus
the attribute representing the reason is one thing, and the attribute
representing the consequence is another one, (but in reality the one

1 Lit., 47. 28. « Why the application of a reason for deducing (s@dhya) of just
one’s own essence?».

2 Lit., 48.3. «And essence (svabh@va) is following upon the mere fact
(dharma) of the reason».

8 pratiyjild, e.g., «thisis a tree», hetu «because it is an ASoka-tree». In the
adopted phrasing the «thing to be deduced» (s@dhya) means predicate, conclusion,
major term and thesis a» well, whereas hetu means reason, middle term, subject
{(anuvida in the major premise) and argument also.

4 paramarthatah.

5 gamiropita.

6 Or, as J. 8. Mil], in discussing a problem somewhat analogous, expresses it,
according to his ideas on propositions and names, op. ¢it., § 6, «have been added
a8 a result of assent to a proposition». To the Indian realists both conceptions are
realities, there is no existential identity between them, an identity would have been
between synonyms vrksa and taru, not vrksa and §imsapd, cp. Tatp., p. 809. 5,
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is wrapt up in the other). (48.8). Indeed when we at a distance
observe an object having twigs and (leaves), we assert «itis a tree», we can-
not assert «it is an A§oka tree». Next to that, (when we are near the
object, we assert) «just the same thing is a tree and an ASoka». The
(underlying) reality is thus quite the same, but our judgment imposes
upon it a construction which makes it appear as divided (between two
notions) different only by the contrasts (implied in them)! (48.10).
Therefore reason and consequence are here different (not as realities),
but on account of those conceptions which have been superimposed
upon reality by constructive judgments.?

(48.11). In this sense (analytical) reasoning (is not a tautology),
the argument is not a portion of the thesis. But the (underlying) rea-
lity is identical.

(48.12). Further, why is it that the deduced essential attribute is
necessarily coexistent in every particular instance where the attribute
representing the reason is found? It is said,

21. (If it were not co-existent, if the conse-
quence) could have appeared without the reason
having also appeared, it could not represent an
inherent property of the latter.

(48.14). If one thing is not necessarily implied in the other, it
can be absent when the other is present. Such an attribute which can

1 wydvriti-bhedena «through a difference of contrasts», e. g., when we charac-
terize an object as «Afoka» we have in mind its contrast with birches, pines and
other trees, but when we characterize the same object as a «tree», we have in our
mind its contrast with houses, mountains, rivers etc. The reality is the same, only
it is put in a different light by a difference of those objects with which it is being
contrasted, cp. Tatp, p. 340.19 £ A similar difference mnst be assumed between
the notions of «being produced» and «beind ixapermanent», the first means pro-
duced from causes and conditions (hetu-prafyayaih kytam), it is contrasted with
space or a motionless cosmical Aether (Gk@s@); the second means inherent evanes-
cence, every moment a new thing (hjig-pai rasi-thsul-can-gys ran~bzhin —=sva-rasa~
vin@$a-stabh@iva), it implies a denial of the ordinary view of a limited duration of
empirical objects, ¢p. Vinitadeva, p. 90. 17 ff.

2 Lit., p. 48.7—10. «Indeed the relation of deduced and deducer are two
forms (ritpe) which are lifted up upon certainty (i. e., superimposed upon reality by
constructive thought, niscaya = vikalpa = kalpand). And a form which is imputed
certainty by an imputed division produced by mntual exclusion of one another
becomes divided, thus the deducer (reason) is one thing, the deduced part another
thing . . . Therefore certainty (i. e., constructive thought) points out to us as divided
in a division of mutual exclusion a reality (vastu), although it is not divided ».



SYLLOGISM 135

be absent at the time when the reason is present cannot be its inhe-
rent property. (48.15). Indeed, presence and absence is the same as
existence and its denial. Existence and non-existence (are correlative),
they have their stand in mutual exclusion. (48.16). If there could be
a unity betveen what has already appeared and what has not yet ap-
peared, then the same thing could be at once existent and non-exi-
stent. (48. 17). However existence and non-existence, being contradictory
of one another, can impossibly be united. Becanse absence of unity
(or «otherness») consists in assuming attributes exclusive (of one
another). (48.18). Moreover, a thing appearing after another one (not
only possesses a different time attribute, but) is produced by other
causes, since every difference of the effect presupposes a difference in
the causes. (48.19). Therefore a thing which has already appeared and
a thing which has not yet appeared represent a difference consisting
in having attributes exclusive of one another,and a difference of causes
which produce the difference of these attributes. How is identity then
possible? Consequently an (analytically) deduced inherent property?
is (coexistent with the reason), it necessarily is present wheresoever
the fact constituting the reason is present.

(48.21). All right! We admit that the subsequent fact cannot be
an inherent property of a foregoing fact. However why should (the
subsequent fact) not be deducible (from the foregoing fact)?

22, DBecause they can exist separately.

(49.2). A thing appearing later can exist separately, quite distinctly,?
from a thing appearing before. Because of such a possibility the later
fact (the effect) is not (analytically) deducible from the former one®

1 sadhyal svabhaval.

2 parity@ge = paraspara-parthira = virodha. Between every two moments in
the existence of a thing there is thus divergence (vyabhicara), incompatibility
(parity@ga), mntual exclusion (paraspara-parihira), eontradiction (virodha) «other-
ness» (viruddha-dhorma-samsarga). It will be noted that the terms wopposite»,
«contrary» and «contradictory» cannot be used strictly in the Aristotelian sense
since tbese conceptions are here applied not to terms and propositions, but to
cognitions of the type «this is blue», blue and not-blue are opposed directly, blue
and yellow also opposed, because yellow is only part of the «not-blue». A tree and
an ASoka-tree, although identical for the underlying reality, are opposed (vya-
vrita, cp. p. 48. 8) logieally, they are mutually «other». On the «law of Otherness»
cp. above p. 8 1. 2, on the law of Contradiction cp. below, text p. 69 ff.

8 Vinitadeva, p. 91.12 ff,, gives the folloving example, «if a product did
exist (==lkrtakatve siddhe) and afterwards by a cause like a stick impermanence
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(49. 3). Therefore (analytically) deducible is only such an inherent pro-
perty which is always coexistent with the (fact representing the) reason.

(49. 4). And thus it is fundamental that analytical reasoning
should be applied only to such cases where an inherent property is
already known to be always coexistent with the fact from which it
is deduced.

§ 4. Syrrocisy oF CavsariTy IN THE METHOD OF
AGREEMENT.

(Next comes the reasoning from causality, where the logical
reason corresponds to the result and the logical predicate to the
cause).

{anttyatva) would be produced, then divergence would be possible, since sticks and
similar objects are likewise produced from their own causes. Thus it necessarily
(must be admitted that) if something is not a product it cannot be annihilated ».
Thus existence and evanescence are coinherent and the latter comception can be
analytically deduced from the former. But in order to make this deduction we
must previouly know by appropriate arguiments (yathasvam-pramanash) the exact
meaning of both conceptions. How the Buddhist theorem of existence is proved has
been hinted above, p. 121 n.

1 The argument in sutras III. 17-—22, expressed freeely in terms of modern
philosophy, seems to be the following one. There are analytical judgments, they are
concerned with co-inherent or coexistent attributes. Whea the snbject of a general
proposition contains in itself a «sufficient reason» for an affirmation of the predi-
cate, when the mere presence of the thing denoted by the reason necessarily
implies the presence of the connoted consequence, then wheresoever the first is
found, the second is necessarily present. The connotation of the subject can be
established by whatsoever methods, by definitions founded on observation, by an
extraordinary intuition (an@srava jfigna), testimony, Scripture or some complicated
analysis (as the ome by which Dharmakirti has established the theory of Uni-
versal Momentariness). Whatsoever its origin the gencral proposition establishes
that the reason A contains in itself the predicate B, because (18) B is the inherent
property (svabhiva) of A. But (19) A, the reason, is also the essence (8vabhiva) of
the consequence B. Docs that wean that the analytical judgment is a tautology?
No, because (20) the identity is of the underlying fact of existence, the logical
superstructure is mapifold but coinherent in this underlying reality. (21) If it were
not coexistent, the consequence would not be the inherent property and (21) it
would then be a separate existcnce. — Some difficulty of interpretation arises from
the double meaning of svabh@va, in sutra IIL 19 svabhd@val = hetul, in p. 48. 4 it
is = s@dhya-dharnah, in p. 28. 20 we have hetuh = svabh@vah s@dhyasya and in
p- 47. 21—28 sadlya-dharmall = svabhavah, svabhave = s@dhye. The solution can
be found in the fact that as sadhya, svabhdve means essential property and as hetu
it means identity of that reality in which both the hetu and the s@dhya coinhere.
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23. (The deduction by causality, where) the
reason represents the effect, has the following
formula, also (expressed by the method of Agree-
ment) —

Major premise). Wherever there is smoke
there is fire,

(Example). As e.g, in the kitchen, etc,

(Minor premise). Here there is smoke,

(Conclusion). (Hexre there is fire).

(49.8). This is a formula where an effect (takes the place of) the
reason. It follows from the context that this formula is expressed
according to (the method of) Agreement. « Wherever there is smoke»
means that smoke is the subject (of the general proposition). «There
is fire» means that fire is its predicate. Their connection should be con-
ceived as a necessary one? (not an accidental one), just as in the pre-
ceding case (of the analytical tie). (49.9). Consequently this (proposi-
tion) represents an invariable concomitance based upon the law of
causality? (49.10). Pointing to the sphere of observation from which
this concomitance is established ® (by Induction), it is said, «just as in
the kitchen etc.». In the kitchen and similar cases it is established
by positive and negative experience,* that there is between smoke
and fire an invariable connection representing a causal relation. The
words «here there is (smoke)» wind up?® (the syllogism by applying)
to the subject of the inference ° its deduced characteristic? (i. e., they
contain the minor premise).

24. Here also, we can asscrt that an effect is
the logical reason for deducing from it the
cause, only when the fact of their causal rela-
tion is already known (in general).

(49.14). The words «here also» mean that not only in the case of
analytical deductions, but also here, when the syllogism is founded

1 ngyamartha.

2 Larya-karana-bhava-nimitia.

3 wyapti-sadhana-pramana-visaya.

4 pratyaksa - anupalambh@bhyidm, cp. above p. 38.13, 89.7 (text), trausl.
p. 103—105.

5 upasamharah.

6 sadhya-dharmin.

7 paksa-dharma = sadhya-drarma.
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on causation. The words «is already known» mean that the existence
of a causal relation (must) be ascertained® (by induction from particular.
cases).

This certainty must necessarilly be established, because, as we
have said? the logical reason conveys a deduction not accidentally,
but on the Dbasis of an invariable concomitance.

§ 5. DepvucrioN BY THE METHOD OF DIFFERENCE.

(49.17). The analytical, causal and negative syllogism according
to the method of Agreement have been thus exhibited. The author pro-
ceeds to exhibit the (method) of Difference.

25. The method of Difference® (will be now
exhibited) Negation represents then the follo-
wing formula —

(Major premise). What exists, all condi-
tions of perceptibility* being fulfilled, is
necessarily perceived

(Example). As, e g, the particular case
of a patch of blue colour® etec

(Minor premise). But on this (spot) we do
not perceive any existing jar, although all
conditions of perception are fulfilled.

(Conclusion). (Therefore there is here no
jar).

(50. 4). The method of Difference (will now be demonstrated). «What
exists, all conditions of perceptibility being fulfilled», means what
exists and is perceptible; (hence) existence is taken as the subject of
(the general proposition). «Is perceived», i. e., perception is predicated.

1 nicita, characterized by necessity, ¢. e., the major premise must be shown
by an induction from particular instances, no counter-instance being producible, ep.
above, p. 19 ff. (text). The necessity consists in the fact there is no effect without a
preceding cause. Therefore, strictly speaking, permissible are only the deductions
of causes from effects, not wice versa, of future effects from causes, cp. above text
p. 31. 10, transl. p, 88,

2 Cp. text, p. 19.1 f. and p. 47.9.

3 Read vaidharmya-, instead of vaidharma.

4 upalabni misprint in stead of upalabdhi

5 miladi-viSesa = nilzdi-svalaksana, the latter in the third sense indicated
transl. p. 34 n. 4.
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(50.5). Thus this (proposition) expresses that the existence of some-
thing perceivable, (the totality of the conditions being fulfilled), is
invariably followed® by perception. Existence is-the negation of non-
existence,® and cognition the negation of non-cognition. Hence (we
have a contraposition), the negation of the predicate is made the
subject, and the negation of the subject is made the predicate® (50.7).
Thus the (general proposition) expresses that the negation of the con-
sequence is invariably concomitant* with the negation of the reason,
because it is necessarily dependent® upon the latter (i. e., wheresover
there is some sense-perception, there necessarily is some existence).
(50. 8). If the deduced fact (the consequence or major term) were not to be
found with the subject of the inference (minor term), neither would
the reason (middle term) be there present, because the absence of the
latter necessarily involves the absence of the former. But the reason
is present, (hence its consequence must also be present).® (50.9). Con-
sequently the negation of the reason is the term of greater exten-
sion to which the negation of the consequence, being the term of
lesser extension, is subordinate.” When (the first) is absent, it follows

1 pyapta. Lit., «is embraced in the fact of being and object of perception».

2 P. 50. 6 read — kathitam, asattva-nivrttis ca sattvam, anupalambha . .,

3 i. e. the contraposition of the same major premise as formulated according to
the method of agreement in sitra IIL 9, transl. p. 117. There it was said, «the possi-
bly visible, if not perceived, is absent», here it is expressed by contraposition « the
possibly visible, if it is present, is necessarily perceived». Both these formula-
tions represent expressions of the principle underlying every negative deduction.
Howsoever complicated, the negative deduction can be reduced to it. The method
of this reduction has been explained in sftra II. 43—46, p. 116 ff., and a classifi-
cation of all negative deductions has been given there, II. 31—42. The Naiyayikas
have remained faithfull to their theory of the perception of non-existence, or
absence, by the senses. They accordingly reject the Buddhist theory of negation.
But this does no prevent Vacaspatimiira very often to formulate complicated
negative deductions according to one of the formulae prescribed by Buddhist logie,
ep., e g.. Tatp., p. 88. 12, 88.17 etc.

4 vyipta.

b niyata = pratibaddha.

6 This conclusion that right cognition (pramana) is a proof of existence has
been already mentioned above, text p. 40.7. Cognition is conceived as an effect
of an objective reality and the principle is laid down that we always conclude from
the existence of an effect to the necessary existence of its cause, but not vice versa.
Since a possible ecause does not necessarily produce its effeet, the conclusion about
a future effect is always wore or less problematic for a non-omniscient being.

7 Lit., 50. 9-—10. « Therefore, since the embracing non-existence of the reason
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that the (second) is also absent, hence (we arrive at the absence of the
absence of the consequence, i.e.), at its affirmation.

(50.10). The following rule is therefore established, — when a
deduction is made according to the method of Difference it always
must be shown that the negation of the deduced consequence neces-
sarily involves the negation of the reason?

(50.12) The formula of an analytical deduction according to the
method of Difference is next given.

26. (Major premises). What is changeless is nei-
ther existent nor has it an origin nor can it be
a product.

(Example). (As e g, the Cosmic Ether etc).

(Minor premises). But the sounds of
speech exist, have origination, are a pro-
duct (of causes).

(Conclusion). (Hence they are imperma-
nent).

(50.15). The consequence to be deduced (i e., the major term), is
here the impermanence (or non-eternity of the sounds of speech).® Its
negation necessarily involves* the absence of the logical reason. By this
(proposition) it is expressed that the negation of the consequence
necessarily involves® the negation of the reason, in all the three cases

is absent, the embraced non-existence of the conseguence is non existent, thus
there is ascertainment of the consequence (sidhya)».

1 s@dhya-niscaya = sadhya-vidhi.

2 Thus the major premige in a negative deduction, i. e., the fundamental for-
mula of it, is always an affirmation. The fact that subject and predicate have been
substituted by their negations and have changed places does not aflect the gnality
of the judgment, it remains affirmative. But the minor premise, as well as the
conclusion, are negative.

3 As against the view of the Mimamsakas, cp. above, p. 127 n. 2.

4 niyata = pratibaddha = vyapya, e. g., «wheresoever there is no fire, as in
water, there necessarily is no smoken, or « wheresoever there are no trees, there
necessarily are no Afoka-trees».

$ vyapta, lit., p. 50. 16, «the absence of the consequence is embraced by the
absence of the reason». In the major premise, as in every judgment, the predicate
or major term is greater in extension (vy@paka), it «embraces» or contains the
subject or middle term. But it is also «bound upn (pratibaddha) fo the latter,
because the presence of the latter involves necessarily the presence of the major
term, which becomes «necessarily following» (niyata, anubaddha, pratibaddha,
anvita). In a contraposed major premige the same relations obtain between the ne-
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of analytical deduction.? (50.16). «The sounds of speech exist, have
origination, are a product» — these words refer to the presence of the
reason in the subject of the conclusion, (i.e., to the minor premise),
equally in all three cases. (50. 17). Here again it is (thus) stated thatin the
present case the absence of the reason is missing, (i e, it is stated
that the reason is present). And since the absence of the reason con-
tains in itself the absence of the consequence, (this latter absence
being subordinate to the former), it follows by implication that the
absence of the consequence must also be missing. The absence of the
absence of the consequence (i. e., its double negation) is equivalent to
its affirmation. (Hence the presence of the consequence is proved).?

(50.19). The formula of a causal deduction according to the method
of Difference is next given.

gation of the predicate and the negation of the subject. Expressed as a Mized

Hypothetical Syllogism modo tollente the present example must be thrown in the
following form —

If a thing has an origin, it is non-eternal,
Non-eternity is absent, e. g., in the Cosmic Ether.
Hence origin is also absent.

But this is equivalent merely to the contraposed major premise of the Indian syllo~
gism, which gives rise to a new mixed hypothetical syllogism, —

If a thing is non-non-eternal (i. e., permanent), it has no origin,

The attribute of having no origin is absent in the sound,

Hence the attribute of non-non-eternity is also ebsent, (i. e., sound is
impermanent).

‘When all double negations are stripped off, the conclusion is affirmative, «sound is
impermanent». But in its negative form —

Sound is not non-non-eternal,
Because it has not the quality of non-origin,

it is a negative syllogism according to the third figure (vy@pakanupalabdhi, cps
sutra IL 84, because s@dhan@bhave is vydpaka in regard of s@dhy@bhara).

L A full cheda is needed after hetusu and the one after ukteh must be dropped.

2 Lit., p. 50. 16—18. «Non-eternity being absent etc. Here it is expressed that
the non-existence of the comsequence, of non-eternity, is necessarily dependent
(nfyata) on the absence of the reason. By this it i3 said that the absence of the cons
sequence is embraced by (or contained in) the absence of the reason, in the three
«own-existence» reasons also. The sound is existent, has an origine, is a product—
thus the presence (— fva) of (these) attributes in the subject (paksa) is indicated.
Here also the non existence of the non-existence of the reason, (which non-existence
of the reason) is the container (vy@paka), is stated. Hence also the contained
(vy@pya), the non-existence of the consequence, is precluded. Thus the existence
of the consequence (is proved)».
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27. The formula of a reason representing an
effect is as follows —

Major premise). Where there is no fire,
there neither is smolke.
(Example). (As e. g, on the water of a lake,

ete.).
)(Minor premise). But there is here some
smoke.
(Conclusion). (Hence there must be some
fire)

(50.21). Here also it is stated that the absence of fire involves?
the absence of smoke? The words «but therc is here some smoke»
express that the involving® part, the negation of smoke, is absent.
Hence the involved* part, the negation of fire, is likewise absent. And
when (the negation of fire is denied, its affirmation, i. e., the presence)
of the consequence becomes established.®

§ 6. EquipoLLENCY OF THE METHODS OF AGREEMENT AND
DIFFERENCE.

(51.1). The following question is now answercd. How is it that in
the formulae expressed accordimg to the method of Agreement, the
contraposition of the general proposition is not expressed, and in those
which are expressed according to the method of Difference the original
form ¢ of it is not stated? How can it then (be maintained that syllo-
gism) is an expression (in propositions of all) the three aspects of a
logical relation, (concomitance, contraposition and minor premise)?

28. From a formula of agreement the corres-
ponding formula of difference follows by impli-
cation.

1 Lit., vyapta «is Jembraced», is included, is involved, is subaltern, ig less in
extension, i. e, there can be no smoke without fire, but fire may be present where
there is no smoke, as e. g., in a hot iron-ball.

2 Hence the absence of fire involves the absence of smoke, but not vice versa.

8 yyapaka, embracing, including, containing, pervading.

4 vy@ipya, embraced, included, contained, pervaded.

5 sadhya-gati.

6 anvaya.
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(51.4). When a formula directly! expresses agreement (i.e., the
positive concomitance of the reason with its consequence), their diffe-
rence, i.e., the contraposition (of the general proposition) follows virtu-
ally,? i.e., by implication. Therefore (each formula) is a verbal expres-
sion of the three aspects of the logical mark? (51.6). Although the
contraposition of the general proposition is not directly expressed
when the concomitance is expressed in the original form, it neverthe-
less is understood 4 as implied in the latter.

Why?

29. Because if that were not so, the reason
could not be invariably concomitant with the
consequence.

(51.8). If the contraposition of the general proposition were not
ascertained in thought neither could the positive concomitance of
the reason with the consequence be so ascertained. (51.9). When the
original general proposition® testifies that the reason is invariably
concomitant? with its consequence, no doubt is possible as to the pre-
sence of the reason where the consequence could be absent, otherwise
it could never be invariably concomitant with the latter® (51.10).
The contraposition is realized when it is realized that in the absence
of the consequence the reason is likewise absent. Thus when stating
in the original general proposition that the reason is invariably con-
comitant with its consequence, it is also implied® that their contrapo-
sition holds good.*

1 abhidheyena.

2 arthat.

8 The three-aspected logical mark (irirfipa-linga), as explained above,
gutra II, 5 ff, is equivalent to an induction from particular instances, no counter-
ingtance being producible.

4 avasiyate = nisciyate = gamyate = jligyate.

S buddhy-avasita is here an eguivalent of niScaya-avasita, niScaya-@riigha,
niSeaya-apeksa, cp. p. 26. 16.; the term buddhi thns refers to savikalpaka~jfiana,
buddhy-aridha = niscoya-aridha (p. 48.7) = vikalpita. But in other cases bud-
dhi = samvrd especially in karikids, may refer to nirvikalpake-pratyaksa, cp. Tipp.,
p. 81.6.

¢ anvaya-vakya.

7 niyata.

8 Lit., p. 51.10. «Otherwise (the reason) would not be conceived (prattia) as
1necessarily tied up to its consequence».

9 samarthyat.

10 gvasita.
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30. Similarly (when the deduction is expres-
gsed) by the method of Difference, the original
(positive) concomitance follows (by implication).

(51.13). If we apply the method of Difference, the direct concomi-
tance (of the reason with its consequence), although not prima facie®
expressed, follows simply by implication, just as in the case when direct
concomitance is expressed, (its contraposition follows also by impli-
cation).

(51.14). Why?

31. Because otherwise the absence of the res-
son in cases where the? consequence is absent
would not be established

(51.16). If the general proposition, in its original form, would not
be present to the mind® the absence of the reason when the conse-
quence is absent could not be established, i.e., could not be ascertai-
ned. (51.17). If it is realized, through the contraposition of the gene-
ral proposition, that the absence of the consequence is invariably con-
comitant* with the absence of the reason, it cannot be expected that
the consequence will be absent where the reason is present. Because
otherwise it could not be known,’ that the absence of the consequence
is invariably concomitant with the absence of the reason. (51.18).
The concomitance is realized® when it is realized that in the presence
of the reason its consequence is invariably present. (51.19). Therefore
when in a contraposed general proposition it is directly expressed that
the absence of the consequence is invariably concomitant with the
absence of the reason, the positive (original) form of the concomitance
is also conveyed? by implication.

(51.21). (When constant change is being deduced from the notion
of existence), space and other (immutable substances are adduced as
negative examples proving) the absence of the reason wherever the

1 gnabhidhiyamana.

2 {asmit misprinted for tasmin.

8 buddhi-grhita is here the same as above, p. 51.8, buddhy-avasite, but in
other cases grahana is the opposite of adhyavas@ya, both are contrasted, cp. the
explanations of sutra I. 12.

4 niyata.

5 pratite = nidcita = adhyavasita = buddhi-grhita.

8 gati.

7 anvaya-gati.
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consequence is absent. Does it follow that (these examples) can like-

wise prove the presence of the consequence when the reason is pre-
gent??

32. (Nol) If their concomitance? is not (ascer-
tained), then the absence of one term cannot
necessarily follow from the absence of the
other.

(52.2). (Concomitance is based upon) an essential dependence (of
one thing upon another). If there is no such dependence (between two
things), the negation of one of them, of the logical consequence, does
not necessarily imply the negation of the other one, of the reason (or
niddle term).

33. It has been stated above® that there
are only* two kinds of dependent existence, what-
soever the case may be. (The dependent part re-
presents either existentially) the same thing or
the effect of (another existent).

(52.5). Whatsoever (be the content) of the dependent part, (the
form of the dependence is of (one of) two kinds. The essence or the
cause (of one form of dependence) is Identity (of existence). The essence
or the cause (of the other one) is the fact of being an Effect (produced
by causes). If one (existence) is dependent upon some other (existence),
the thing upon which it is dependent represents either (essentially)
the same fact of existence or a cause. (52.7). To be dependent upon
something else is impossible. Therefore has it been stated (above)
that there are (only) two kinds of dependence.® (52.8). And we have

1 Vinitadeva’s introduction to the next sttra is much simpler. He says «if
it be asked why is it that when there is no concomitance the contraposition is not
valid, (the following s@itra gives the answer)». (anvayabhave vyatireko’ siddha tty
etat kutah) Dharmottara’s avaferane means lit., p. 51.21—22: «If really in
space etc. in the absence of the predicate (major term) there is absence of the
reason (middle term), nevertheless for sure (does it follow) that in the presence of
the reason the predicate is present? To this he answersn.

2 svabhiva-pratibandha = vyapti.

8 stitra IL. 25. Lit. «consisting in identity-with-that and conyisting in origina-
tion-from-that».

4 cah (p. 52.4) punar-arthe, evdrthe va, tema dvi-prakare eveti yojaniyam
Mallavady, f. 85).

5 Cp. B. Russel, Mysticism, p. 152— «the only way... in which the exis-
tence of A can be logically dependent upon the existence of B is when B is part
of A». This is the same as the Indian view, The notion of a tree (B) is an inherent
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on that occassion also stated? that the dependent (part is the fact
represented by) the reason, (it is dependent upon the fact correspond-
ing to) the deduced consequence.?

34. It follows therefore that if the (concer-
ted) absence (of two terms) is expressed, their
interdependence must reveal itself Therefore the
contraposed general proposition always contains
an indication of their interdependence. This
indication is nothing but the general proposi-
tion (in its positive form). Thus it is that one
single general proposition, either directly or
in its contraposed form, declares that the logi-
cal mark is present in similar and absent in
dissimilar cases. Therefore it is not indispen-
sable to express both these propositions.?®

part of the notion of a §imsap@ (A) and it is the latter that is logically dependent
on, i. e., subordinated to, the former. The foundation of this dependence is Identity
of the underlying reality But, according to the Indian view, it is not the
«only way». There is & dependence of Coexistence and a dependence of Suc-
cession. Kvery thing is the result of some causes, it is therefore logically, or
necessarily, dependent on its causes. But a cause does not mecessarily produce
its effect. Therefore there is never logical necessity (nifcaya) in the predication
of a future result, cp. traosl. p. 108.

1 sutrs II. 22.

2 It is here again pressed with emphasis that there iz mno other logical
dependence than the dependence founded either upon what is here termed Identity
{tadatmya) and explained as coexistence of coinherent attributes, or on
Causation which is explained as a logical necessity for every entity to have a cause
(tadutpatti). Every fact is thus either coexistent and coinherent with another fact, or
it is its product. Thus the general proposition either expresses a Uniformity of
Coexistence or a Uniformity of Succession. It follows that whatever be the method
applied, whether it be the method of Agreement, or the method of Difference, a
logical deduction or logical thought in general cammot possibly express something
else than what either directly represents or finally reduces to these two kinds of
logical relations. Contraposition is therefore equipollent with the original propoesition.

8 Lit., p- 2. 9—18. «8ince (it is s0), therefore who speaks abolition must show
connection. Therefore the proposition of abolition (the negative proposition) is just
an indirect showing of suggested connection. And what is suggestion of connection,
that is just expression of concomitance. Thus by one proposition formnlated with 2
concomitance-face or with a contraposition-face the presence-absence of the mark
in the similar-dissimilar cases is declared Thus the formulation of two propositions
is not necessary. ki in the sence of ,,because».
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(52.13). When (two facts) are essentially interdependent,! the ab-
sence of the one conveys the absence of the other. Therefore, if it is
shown that the reason is absent wherever the consequence is also
absent, the interdependence of both these absences? will be shown.
(52.14). If the reason is dependent upon its consequence, then it will
necessarily be absent wheresoever the consequence is absent.® (52.15).
And since it is (impossible not to) indicate the dependent (character
of the reason), therefore the proposition indicating the absence of the
reason, if its comsequence is absent, contains* an implied indica-
tion® of its dependence. (52.16). This indication is nothing but the
general proposition (or major premise) itself.® The interdependence (of
reason and consequence) must necessarily be stated, but (this does not
mean that it should always) be made in the positive form, because the
example will always establish the interdependence by induction,’ and
this will represent nothing else but the general proposition in its posi-
tive form. (52.18). Therefore when the negation of something depends
upon the negation of something else, the interdependence of both these
terms must reveal itself, and this becomes simply a cognition of their
positive concomitance.? (52. 20). Since the positive concomitance implies its
contraposition and (vice versa) the contraposition implies the original
proposition, therefore one® of them is (sufficient) to declare the pre-

1i. e., when one fact represents either the identity of the underlying reality or
its production from another reality.

2 nivartya-nivartakayoh pratibandhah, lit., «the dependence of the stopped
and the stopper».

3 as e. g., smoke being dependent upon fire, is not to be found in places where
there is uo fire.

4 aksipta = samgrhita.

5 ypa-darsana.

8 Lit, p. 52.15—17. «And because ijts dependence must be shown, therefore
the proposition about the non-existence (névrtti) of the reason when the predicate
is absent, by this (proposition) an indirect indication (upa-darana) of the depen-
dence is suggested (@ksipta). And what (represents) the indirect indication of the
dependence suggested by that, just this is the concomitance-proposition».

7 pramanena. Concomitance must be shown by an induction from particular
instances, no counter-instance being producible, these particular instances are
termed drstdnta or pramana, cp. the use of this term in the ff. passages, 44. 5,
45.1, 58.1, 61. 10, 64. 1, 80.21, 81, 1, 81. 2, 81. 20, 81. 21 (apraména).

8 Lit., 52. 19— 20. « Therefore the connection (interdependence) of an abolished
and the abolisher must be known, and thus just (eva) concomitance is known, The
word iti in the sense of ,,because*n,

9 The word vakyena must be inserted after ekendpi, cp. Tib. p. 119.9, thsig
geig-gis kyan.
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sence of the mark in similar cases and its absence in dissimilar cases.!
(53. 1). The positive concomitance may be prima facie expressed. It is
one method of expressing it. Similarly the contraposition may be prima
facie expressed? But since a single proposition conveys both (these
meanings), there is no strict necessity for the formulation of both in
every single syllogism.® (53.4). Words are used to convey a meaning,
when the meaning is conveyed, what is the use of (superfluous) words?

(53. 4). Thus it is that either the original form of the general pro-
position must alone be used or its contraposition, (but not both together).

35. (This rule applies) also to (Negation,ie,to
a deduction of absence whose reason is) non-per-
ception. When we state (the contraposed formula*
of negation, viz) —

«Whatsoever exists, all conditions of per-
ceptibility being fulfilled, is necessarily per-
ceivedy,

the original concomitance —

«If such an object is not perceived, it is
absentn,

is established by implication.

(53.8). Even® in a (proposition expressing Negation founded
on) non-perception, the original positive concomitance follows when
the contraposition is expressed. «Whatsoever exists all conditions of
perceptibility being fulfilled » — these words express that the predicate
(in the formula of simple negation) is cancelled, i. e., the possibility
of such behaviour (which follows upon a perception) of absence (is

114, e. the induction from particular instances, no counter-instance being pro-
ducible.

2 Lit., p. 58.1—2. «Positive concomitance is the face, the means, because it is
directly expressed, this is a proposition whose face is positive concomitance. Thus
(also the proposition) whose face is contraposition. The word iti in the sense of
» because®»,

3 sadhana-vakya.

4 anvaya, the positive or original concomitance. Negation in contraposition
will be double negation, i. e., affirmation. The formula of negation expressed as di-
rect concomitance in a general proposition will be «non-perception is concomitant
with absence», its contraposition will be «non-absence is concomitant with non-
non-perceptionn or «presence is followed by perception».

5 na kevalam karya-svabhava ity arthah (Mallavadi, f. 86).
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denied). It means essentially the same as the existence of something per-
ceivable. «Is necessarily perceivedn—these words express the absence
of non-perception. It means essentially the same as perception.! (53.10).
Thus it is shown that the absence of the consequence (or predicate)
is invariably comcomitant with the absence of the reason? Supposing
the consequence could be absent even if the reason were present, then
the absence of the consequence would not be invariably concomitant
with the absence of the reason.® (53.11). Indeed, when we realize the
(contraposed) concomitance, we must (also) realize that the presence of
the reason is invariably concomitant with the presence of its conse-
quence. (53.12). Therefore (the negative conclusion) is drawn in
the words «if such an object, i. ¢., a representable object, is not perceived,
it is absent». Since this (conclusion) is cognized, since it is simulta-
neously present to the mind,* the original concomitance (of the formula
of negation) is thus ascertained.®

§ 7. Is THE CONCLUSION A NECESSARY MEMBER OF THE
SYLLOGISM ?

36. When either of these two (methods) is ap-
plied, it is not always mnecessary explicitly to
mention the thesis (or the conclusion)®

1 ypalambha-ritpa.

21i. e, we cannot deny the existence of something when it is present in the
ken of our sense-faculties.

3 The absence of the consequence means here the presence of the object in the
range of our senses, the absence of the reason —its perception. Jf the object could be
present without being perceived, then we could not maintain that its presence
(accompanied by all other factors of perception) is invariably followed by its per-
ception.

4 sam-pratyayat.

5 anvaya-siddhi.

6 The term pakse means here the standpoint of the disputant, it includes both
the thesis and the conclusion. In siitra IIL. 41 it is identified with s@dhya which is
also a8 sddhya-dharma the name of the major term. In the five membered syllogism
of the Naiyayikas both the thesis (prat{jfiz) and the conclusion (nigamana) are ad-
mitted as separate members, beside the reason, the major and the minor premises.
The Mimamsakas and the later Naiyiyikas were inclined to reduse the members of
their syllogism to three, roughly corresponding to the three members of Aristotle.
But Di gnaga makes a distinction between inference as a process of thought (svidrtha)
and syllogism as a method of proof in a controversy, and points to the fact that very
often when the point under discussion is evident out of some former argumentation,
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(53.15). (The core of a syllogism is) the logical reason (or middle
term), its invariable concomitance with the deduced property must be
expressed, and this again, (as we have shown), is based either upon ne-
cessary co-existence or necessary succession between the facts corres-
ponding to the reason and the deduced property. Whether we apply
the method (of Agreement or the method of Difference), in both cases
the fact to be deduced is the same. Therefore there is no absolute
necessity of expressing separately (the thesis or) the conclusion. (Sup-
posing) the reason has been cognized as invariably concomitant with
the deduced property, (we then know the major premise). If we then
perceive the presence of that very reason on some definite place, (i.e.,
if we know the minor premise), we already know the conclusion. (What
is then the use of mentioning this fact once more?) The repetition of
the deduced conclusion is of no use!?

(53.18). That just this? (principle) applies to the formula of a nega~
tive deduction (as founded on a repelled suggestion), will be next
shown.

37. In our® formula of Negation, expressed ac-
cording to the method of Agreement, it is like-
wise (superfluous to mention the conclusion se-
parately). When it is stated that —

(Major premise) Whatsoever is not per-
ceived, although being in conditions of per
ceptibility, is practically non-existent.

suffices it to state the major and minor premises, the conclusion or thesis being
then implicitly contained in the minor premise. Mallavadi, f. 87, introduces this
section with the words, atha matantaravad bhavan-mate’pi paksah kimiti na nirdi-
Syate? — an allusion to N. 8, 1. 1. 33.

1 Lit,, p. 538.15—17. «And because in both formulations the probans (s@dh-
ana) must be understood as tied up to the probandum (s@dhye) from «identity with it»
and «production by it», therefore the stand point (paksa) must not be just necessa-
rily specified. What prabans is cognized a3 confined to the proban dum, justfrom it
when it is perceived upon the substratum (dharmin) of the probandum, the proban~
dum is cognized. Therefore nothing is (achieved) by the specification of the pro-
bandum».—According to the Tib. pratiteh is perhaps to be read instead of pra-
ttih in p. 53. 17. sadhya-nirdeSena = paksa-nirdedena. If we have ascertained by
induction the invariable concomitance of the smoke with its cause the fire, and then
perceive smoke upon some remote hill, we then have present to our mind the judg-
ment «there it is, this very smoke which is invariably concomitant with fire». It
becomes quite superfluous to repeat the conclusion, cp. p. 152, n. 6.

2 Read etam eva.

8 Read atra in stead of yasm@t, cp. Tib. transl.
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(Minor premise). On this place no jar is
perceived, although all other conditions for
its perceptibility are fulfilled.

(The Conclusion) «There is here no jar»
follows entirely by implication.

(53. 22). In (negation) expressed according to the method of Agree-
ment (the conclusion) «there is no jar on this place» follows entirely
by implication.? The (author) shows the process of implication. (53. 23).
The words «whatsoever is not perceived, although being in conditions
of perceptibility», refer to a negative experience as a subject. The
words «it is an object practically non-existent» refer te the possibility
of our behaviour towards it as non-existent. (54.1). Thus it is shown
that the non-perception of something imagined (as present) is invariably
concomitant with corresponding purposive actions.? (54.2). The words
(«a jar) is not perceived» prove that the logical mark is present
upon the subject of the conclusion (on the minor term).3 If the deduced
fact would not have been present upon that substratum, neither
could the logical reason be there present, because the latter is inva-
riably concomitant with the former.* This is how the (conclusion) is
implied.

38. The same refers also (to this formula ex-
pressed according to the method) of Difference—

(Major premise)l. Whatsoever is present
(as an object of our purposive actions) and is
in conditions of perceptibility, is necessarily
perceived.

(Minor premise). But on this place no such
jar is being perceived.

Through mere implication (the conclu-
sion) follows that as an object of our purpo-
sive actions this thing is absent?

1 s@marthyad eva.

2 Lit., p. 54.1—2. «If it is 80, the non-cognition of the visible is shown to be
contained in the fact of being fit for & non-Ens deal».

3 sadhya-dharmin.

4 sadhya-niyatatvat tasya.

5 Lit., p.54. 6—7. «Just by connotation (s@marthyad) it becomes , there is
here no object of dealing as existent with¢»,
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(54. 8). In the formulation according to the method of Difference, the
conclusion «there is here no jar as an object for our purposive action» fol-
lows by mere implication. It is the same conclusion as in the formula
(expressed according to the method) of Agreement. The (author) then
proceeds to indicate the pocess of implication. (54. 9). A thing which can be
an object of purposive action means a thing which is present.! An object
being in the conditions of perceivability meansan object imagined as pre-
sent. This represents the negation of the deduced consequence? (54. 10).
The words «is necessarily perceived» express the negation of the logi-
cal reason?® Thus it is shown that the absence of the consequence is
invariably concomitant with the absence of the reason. (54.11). The
words «no such (jar)» etc. mean that on this place the possible percep-
tion of a jar has not happened in the manner in which other perceivable
objects (usually) are perceived. Thus it is proved that upon the sub-
ject of the conclusion, (i. e., on a definite place) there is absence of the
reason (i e., of perception) which invariably involves the absence of the
deduced consequence (i. e., of the jar). (54.13). Supposing the con-
sequence would not be present upon the subject of the conclusion,
neither could the reason be there present. But the fact* representing
the reason is present, (hence the consequence must also be present).
This is (how the conclusion) is implied. (54.14). Therefore, since it is
implied, there is no need of explicitly stating it, because we understand
(without such a statement) that «there is here no jars.

(54.15). Similarly in the formulae of an analytical or causal de-
duction (the conclusion) becomes simultaneously present to the mind 3
by implication. There is, consequently, no necessity of stating it
explicitly.

1 gidyamana.

2 The deduced consequence is the absence of the jar.

8 The logical reason is nom-cognition, its reverse (nivrtti) is cognition.

4 dharma. 5 sam-pratyaya = sama-kiling-pratyaya.

¢ Parthasirathimidraremarks, $3stra-dipika, p. 239 (Benares, 1908) that
the Buddhists, thinking that the Naiy&yikas bave introduced superfluous details in
their 5-membered syllogism, have reduced it to two members, major and minor pre-
mises (which he calls ud@harana-upanaya), After having remembered the major
premise «what has a cause is non-etermal», aud then having merely mentioned
«the sounds have a causcy, it is quite superfluous to repeat the conclusion that
«the sound is non-eternaln, because this is implied in the minor premise. Cp. Sig-
wart, op. ¢it. I, p. 478 n. — «Ebenso setzt... der Untersatz die Conclusion voraus;
denn wo bliebe die Wahrheit des Untersatzes, dass Socrates ein Mensch ist, wenn
es noch zweifelbaft wire, ol er... die Sterblichkeit hat die der Obersatz als allge-
meines Merkmal jedes Menschen auffihrt».
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§ 8. DEFINITION OF A THESIS.

39. Nevertheless what is it that we can call
a (sound) «thesisn?

(54.18). It must be nevertheless explained what is the meaning atta-
ched to the word thesis.

40. A (sound) thesis is (@ proposition to be
maintained by the disputant, ie, a proposition)
which he himself accepts «just as suchy, (. e,
just as the point he Jlona fide intends to main-
tain, if from the start) it is not discredited (by
self-contradietion).t!

(54.20). «Just as such» means just as (the proposition) to be
maintained. « Himself» means the disputant. «Accepted» means that
(the proposition) is not only expressed in words, but also (bona fide)
accepted (to be true). Such a topic, if it is not invalidated (from the
start) by perception or other proofs, is called a thesis.

(54.21). But if the thesis is not to be explicitly mentioned (in the
conclusion or at the beginning of a syllogism), why do we give the
definition of such a (member) which cau be dispensed with? We
give the definition not because it should be a (necessary) member of the
syllogism,? but because there are (logicians) who mistake a wrong
thesis for a right one and vice versa.® Therefore, in order to set aside
misconceptions about what can and what cannot be a (sound) thesis,*
the definition of a proposition to be maintained is given.

(55.4). The words «as such» are next explained.

4l. «As such» means accepted as (the proposi-
tion) to be maintained.

1Lit, p. 54.19. «What is accepted just ag the proper form and not repudia-
ted, is a thesisn.

2 sadhana-vakya-avayava.

8 This remark is directed against N. 8, I 1. 33 and possibly also hints at both the
schools of the Madhyamikas. The Prasangika school was prepared to defend any
amount of theses, bnt not bona fide, its aim being to undermine logical methods alto-
gether and to demonstrate the hopeless contradictions of the principles npon which
logic is built. The other Madhyamika school,the Svatantrikas, the followers of Bhava-
viveka, although admitting logic, have established a series of quite incredible theses
in contradiction to common sense, cp. my Nirvana, p. 115,

4 sadhya = palsa.
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(55. 6). Since the thesis represents (the proposition) which must be
deduced, there is nothing else? (to which we could give that name).
Therefore its essence? consists in its being deduced.

(55.8). In order to explain the meaning of the word «just»? it
is said —

42, «Just as such» means accepted as the fact
which must be deduced, in contradistinction) from
the reason from which it is deduced.

(55.10). It might perhaps be asked why do we not take* the word
«just» separately? Why do we repeat it in the combination «just as
such»? We answer. The word «just» is a particle of emphasis. It empha-
sizes the quality contained in another word. Therefore it is repeated
together with the word which points to the emphasized part. (55.12).
(The thesis is the fact which it is intended to deduce), not also the
fact which is admitted to represent the reason. What is expressed as
being the reason, is also accepted as being the reason. (55.13). When
the reason is not accepted (by the opponent), he may also regard it as
something that requires a proof, (as a fact which must be deduced).
But this is excluded. The word «just» is an indication (that not every
unproved thing is a thesis).®

(55.15). An example —

43. Supposing the non-eternal character of
the sounds of speech must be established
(as against the Mimamsaka), and the reason would
be, (say), its visibility. Since the visibility of
sounds does not exist, it might be regarded as

1 aparam ripam.

2 svo-rigpam.

3 eva.

* praty-ava-mr$, «to reconsider singly ».

5 The definition of the Naiyayikas «a thesis is a statement of what wants to
be proved», N. 8. L. 1. 83, was assailed by Dignaga on the ground of his theory
of the purely relative character of the meaning of all words (apoha). If the
expression «wanting a proof» only excludes the things proved or real (siddha), then
every reason aud every example, especially if they are quite absurd (anupapa-
dyamana-sadhana) can be characterized as being in want of a proof and would be
included in the definition, as e. g., «sounds are eternal because visible», — sd@d-
hyayor hetu-drsi@ntayor api prasango, yath@ nityah Sabdah c@ksusatvdt, cp.
N.bhagya, p. 40, N. vart., p. 118 and Tatp., p. 183 f.
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a fact which is in need of proof But it is expres-
sed as the reason, therefore it is not here in-
tended to be proved, (albeit it is unproved).

(55.18). Supposing the non-eternal character of the sounds of
speech is to be proved, and (someone would point to their) visibility as
a (possible) reason. Since the existence (of visible words) is not estab-
lished, one (could be misled to suppose) that it is just the thing which
(the disputant) wishes to establish. (55.19). Therefore it is said that
«this», i e., visibility, «heren», i. e., in regard of the sounds of speech,
is not admitted as just the point to be established. It is said that there
is no necessity (to envisage it here) as something that is intended to
be established, since it is expressed as the reason. Whatsoever is
expressed in the form of a reason is also admitted to represent the
reason, but not the consequencer

(55.22). The word «himself» is next pointed to and explained.

44. «Himself» means the Disputant.

(56.3). «Himself» is a pronoun? «Disputant» is the proximate
(subject to which it refers).?

(56. 6). Who is this Disputant?

45. That one who at this occasion sets forth
an argument.

(56.8). «At this occasion» means at the time of some philosophi-
cal disputation. He sets forth an argument. As there can be many
disputants, this is a specification of the disputant, denoted above by
the word «himselfn.

1 Therefore the Naiyayiks definition in N. D. I 1. 883, sadkhya-nirdesah prati-
Jfa, bas been corrected by Dignaga in adding eva.

2 nipata = thsig-phrad-kyt sgra, «a particle meaning some relation»,

8 Lit., p. 56.2—5. «The word «himself» is a particle which is used for the
(refiexive pronoun) «gelf» in the Genitive and in the Instrumental cases. Now, here
the word svayam is used in the sense of the word self in the Instrumental case.
Moreover the word self is a pronoun (sambandhi-Sabda). And the disputant is
near. Therefore of whose disputant the self is endowed with the sense of the In-
strumental case, just that one is specified as endowed with the sense of the Instru-
mental case: «by the disputant». But «by the dispntant» is not here the syno-
nym of «himself». — This perfectly useless explanation is characteristic for Dhar-
mottara’s scholasticism. Vinitadeva (p. 102) links this sGitra with the following
and simply says, «a fhesis is only that topic which (the author) proves himself, but
not the one that is established by the originator of the system (3astra-kara)n.
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(56.9). If that is the case, the meaning is (simply) that the thesis
is what the disputant wishes to prove. What is the use of such a
statement? This means that only that fact is a (real) thesis which a
definite disputant, at the occasion of a (definite) disputation, intends
to prove, and not any other fact. It is equivalent to saying that we
cannot force anybody to defend a cause which he himself does not
care to defend.!

(56.12). But at what juncture could it occur that (the disputant
would be expected) to prove (not the thing he would himself care to
prove, but) something else ? To guard against what has it been neces-
sary to make this specification?

46. The following is meant. Supposing some-
one takes his stand on a definite system and
quotes arguments accordingly. Supposing the fra-
mer of the system has admitted several facts
characterizing the same subject. Nevertheless
the thesis will be represented by that fact
alone which at a given occasion, a definite dis-
putant himself chooses to argue, not by any other
one.?

1 Lit,, p. 56. 11. «The result of these words (means) so much as a repu-
diation (nivartana) of the advocation (s@dhyatva) of an undesirable feature (anista~
dharma)».

2 Since in the laconic style of the sutras every superfluous syllable must be
avoided, Uddyotakara declares that the word «himself» is quite useless. He
exclaims «there you are! so keen upon finding the fault of superfluous syllables
in others, you make this mistake in your own proposition... no reasonable man
will say «I am myself going to wash», cp. N.vart. p.120. According to Digndga
emyself» in this case means «not another one». His principle is that every word
includes a negation (apoha), the disputant e¢himself» means «not the initiator of
the system to which the disputant adheres». The point of Dign&ga is apparently
directed against dogmatism, he wishes to vindicate the freedom of the philosopher
to choose his arguments, he is not bound to quote only the arguments accepted in
the school to which he belongs (abhyupagama-siddhania). This is denied by the
Naiydyikas. If, says Vacaspatimiira, someone known to be an adherent of the
Vaidesika system would appear in & learned society (parisad) and advance the
tenet that the sounds of speech are eternal entities, which is a tenet of the Mi-
mimsaka school against which the Vailesikas always protested, neither the society
nor the official opponent would care to listen. He would not even be allowed to
state his argument, he would be declared beaten as soon as he had pronounced the
thesis, ap T#atp., p. 187. 5 ff.
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(56.16). The possibility of some other fact! being deduced in
regard of the same subject arises when the author of a system, accep-
ted by the disputant, has admitted several facts characterizing the
same subjeet (about which a variety of discordant views are current).?

(56.17). It is indeed quite wrong to suppose that if somebody
ranges himself at the side of a definite system,he is obliged to advo-
cate every doctrine which is there admitted. This (wrong view is here)
cleared away. Many doctrines may be accepted, nevertheless that topic
alone which the dispuntant (at a given occasion) chooses himself to argue
will represent the thesis, but not any other one.

(56.19). The following question might be asked. Should not a
logical argument® disregard all established doctrines and be gunided
(exclusively) by the weight of real facts?4 Therefore a philosopher
should mnever take his stand on a body of established doctrines, since
they must be left out of account? (56.20). Quite right! But, as a mat-
ter of fact, even in those cases when (a philosopher) selfreliently
takes his stand on a body of established doctrines, i. e, if he is an
adherent of a definite system (and) quotes arguments (in accordance
with that system), nevertheless only that proposition will represent his
thesis which he himself chooses to advocate (at a given occasion). In
order to declare this, it is stated that (the thesis is a proposition
which the philosopher «himself» chooses to advocate at a cerfain
occasion).®

(56.23). The word «accepts» is next taken (separately) and ex-
plained.

47. The word «accepts» (in the above defini-
tion of a sound thesis) means (that there is so-
metimes no necessity of expressing the thesis
in words). When an argument is adduced in an-
swer to an objection on a subject which one

1 dharma.

2 tasmin dharmini= vipratipatti-visaya-dharmini, cp. Vinitadeva, p.102.13.
Probably an allusion to the great variety of views on the same subjects advocated
in the different Buddhist scheols.

3 linga.

4 vastu-bala~pravrita.

5 Lit., p. 56. 21—22. «But although, as a consequence of infatuation, he takes
his stand upon some teaching (§@stra), admits some teaching (and) says the reason,
nevertheless just what for him is desirable, just that is his thesis (s@dhya). In order
to declare that, thus has it been told».
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wishes to establish, the thesis, even if it is not
expressly specified, is (understood from the con-
text).

(56.3). «On a subject», e. g., on the existence of the Soul. (Sup-
posing) a doctrine opposed to the existence of the Soul is being
discussed, a doctrine denying the existence of the Soul, (a doctrine
maintaining that) there is no Soul. Since affirmation and negation are
contradictories, this doctrine contradicts the view that the Soul exists.
(Supposing) that in answer to this contrary tenet an argument is
adduced by someone who wishes to establish, i. e., to prove® the existence
of this object, of the Soul. The word w«accepts» intimates that this fact
(the existence of the Soul) wil be his thesis (even if it is not explicitly
stated).? (57.6). This is the meaning suggested by the word «ac-
cepts»® Although in a verbal inferemce, (in a syllogism), we would
expect that the thesis to be deduced should be expressed (in a sepa-
rate proposition), nevertheless, even if it is not expressed, (it is clear)
what the thesis really is, because it is expressed by implication.

(57.8). Why is that?

48. Because it represents the point against
which the opposite view is directed.

(57.10). «It» means that topic which is the subject (of the
discussion), the subject matter against which the opposed view is
directed. Because of this circumstance (the real intention of the spea-
ker becomes evident from the context).

(57.11). The following is meant. The disputant adduces a proof in
order to confute the opposed view. Therefore the tenet which the op-
ponent aims at disproving is eo ipso the topic he himself wishes to

1 nidcaya is here a synomym of séddhi, meaning something «logically proved
to be realn.

2 0r even if the thesis explicitly proved is different from what is really the
intention of the speaker. The real thesis is the intention of the speaker. A thesis
can be clearly understood out of both premises without expressing the conclusion
separately. But even if it is expressed separately, it may sometimes represent the
real intention of the speaker only half-way, indirectly. This happens when the
speaker intends to prove his tenet surreptitiously, through an indirect suggestion,
a8 is illnstrated by the following example.

8 Lit., p. 7. 6. « What is mentioning at the end (suitra 49, p. 57. 17) of ity uktam
bhavati, with regard to this place the sentence must be closed». Instead of repea-

ting these words twice, at the end of sutra 47 and 49, they have beeu taken only
once at the end of sttra 49.
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prove. (57.12). His argument has just the aim to confute the opposed
view. If this were not his thesis, where on earth could you find some-
thing as definitely representing a thesis, as this one!?

(57.15). This case is exemplified. When an argument is advan-
ced against an opponent, something may be understood to represent
the deduced thesis without being expressly stated.

49. An example? —

(Thesis). The sense of vision and other
senses (are organs) to be used by someone
else.

(Reason). Because they are composite
(substances)

(Example). Just as beds, chairs and other
implements (composed for the use of man).

(Major premise. Whatsoever is a compo-
site substance is not an independent exis-
tence)

The aim is to prove that (the senses) are the
organs of the Soul (which is a simple and inde-
pendent substance), although this is not express-
ly stated. Thus the thesis is not always that
alone which is expressed. That is the meaning
(of the word «acceptsn»).

(57.18). «The sense of vision, the sense of audition etc.» are the
subject, (the minor term). They exist for the sake of someone else, i. e.,
they have dependent existence, this is the predicate, (the major term).
« Because they are composite (substances)», that is the reason, (the middle
term). (57.20). The words «just as beds, chairs and other implements»

1 Here again, according to Dignaga’s method, the word «accepts» includes
a negation, «accepted» means « non-expressed», as illustrated by the next follow-
ing example «the senses are the organs of some one elsen. The Naiyiyikas an-
swer that this qualification is superfluous. « No one will establish what he does not
accept«, says Uddyotakara, N. vart., p. 118 and Vacaspati comments, «if the
aim of the word «accepted» is to include an unexpressed intention, this cannot be
done in the syllogism which would then be wrong (anenvayo hetuh). But words
have always beside their direct expressive power (vdcyam) a power of indirect
suggestion (lakgyam). Tf the words are not suggestive, they cannot point to an un-
expressed intention, cp. Tapt., p. 186.

2 Cp. Sankhya-karika, 17.
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refer to the facts on which that generalization is established? Beds,
chairs ete. are requisites serviceable to man? and they are composite
substances.

(58.1). Thus, although this example® does not (by itself) mean
that the organs of sense are employed by the Soul, nevertheless,
although unexpressed, this is the thesis. (58. 2). Indeed, the Sankhya
philosopher maintains that the Soul exists. The Buddhist maintains, on
the contrary, that the Soul does not exist. Thereupon the Sankhya philo-
sopher, starting from 4 the Buddhist view which is opposed to his own,
brings forward an argument, with the aim of confuting the opposed
view and of establishing his own. (58.4). Therefore, the fact that (the
senses) are in the service of the Soul represents the (real), although
unexpressed, thesis (which the disputant bhas at heart), since the op-
posed view is directed against it.

(58.5). It is mot proved that beds, chairs and other requisites
uged by men are in the service of the Soul. The major premise?
(«whatsoever is composite is controlled by the Soul» is not proved at
all). Established is only the simple fact that these composite things
are made for the use of somebody, in this sense they are called objects
«for use» by somebody. (58.6). The (real) intention is to prove that
the Intellect is also an organ of something else. This is suggested by
the words «and other senses». This «something else» in regard of the
Intellect can be only the Soul. (58.7). Thus it would be proved that
consciousness® is in the service of another (higher principle). The

1 yyapti-visaya-pradariana, «pointing to the scope of the concomitance ».

2 purusa-upabhoga-anga has here probably a double sense, with regard to
beds, chairs etc. it means the requisites serviceable to man, with regard to the Soul
(purusa) of the Sankhyas it means the experiences imputed to the Soul during
its state of bondage in some particular existence, 25 conditioned by the deeds (karma)
in former existences.

3 atra pramiane = thsad-ma hdir; pramane is here used in the sense of
drstanta, cp. 52.18 and 7 note to transl. p. 147.

4 hetw-krtya.

S anvaya.

8 vyiftana = vijflana-skandha. For the Sankhya undifferentiated «conscious-
ness», pure changeless consciousness, is an eternal substance, the Soul (purusa).
For the Buddhist this same undifferentiated consciousness is pure sensation, consi-
sting of momentary, ever changing fiashes. There is thus in the argument of the
Sankhya a quaternio termimorum, since he understands under vyjfiana, manas,
antakkarana unconscious, physical principles! consisting predomineutly of a spe-
cial intellect-stuff (sattva) or nervous matter capable only to be reflected in con-
sciousness which, in the shape of a Soul, is a quite different principle. For the Bud-~
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words «for the use of someone else» have been inserted in the hope
that one could surreptitiously ! prove the Intellect to work in the service
of the Soul.

(58.9). Consequently the statement that the thesis is something
«accepted» (by the disputant) bas the following meaning. The thesis
is not always (a proposition) expressly mentioned. It might be expres-
sed and it might be merely understood from the context, (especially)
when it is something the disputant wishes to prove (surreptitiously),
in answer to a contrary opinion advanced by an opponent.?

(568.13). The words «not discredited (from the start by self-con-
tradiction)» must be now explained.?

50. The words «not discredited (from the start
by self-contradiction)» are an indication of the
fact that according to this definition a (proposi-
tion) can be accepted (by the disputant as expres-
sing) the fact to be established and nevertheless
not represemnt a thesis, if it is in contradiction
with perception, with inference, with (the iden-
tity) of a conception or with the very words (in
which it is expressed).

(58.13). «This (definition)» means the definition explained above,
namely, «the thesis is a proposition which the disputant himself

dhists it is consciousness itself. The argument from the analogy of composite things,
and the induction from chairs, beds etc. is of course very feeble, but it was admit-
ted in the Sankhya-school, ¢p. Sankhya-karika, 17. Since the thesis, or conclusion,
is not an indispensable member of the Buddhist syllogism, its definition may have
been omitted. Nevetheless Dignaga and Dharmakirti expatiate on it in order to
show 1) that the definition of the Naiyayikas in N.S. I. 1. 33 lacks precision and 2) to
give them a lesson on the precise meaning of words, since all words according
to the apoha-theory of the Buddhists imply negations or contrasts, — atra anya-
vyacchedam (== apoham) v@kyartham manca@no bhadantah pratijfia-laksanam ati-
vyapty-avydptibhyam aksipati, cp. Tatp., p. 182.84. The Naiydyika term pratijfic
«thesis, proposjtion» is here replaced by pakse «tenet». Dh. uses both terms indis-
criminately, cp. 26. 14, 48. 4, 58. 20, 59, 14, but the Naiyayikas make a difference,
ep. N. vart,, p. 117.14 ff. and Tatp., p. 165.7 f. Vasubandhu in his Vada-
vidh3na avails himsalf of the term pratijfi@, cp. N. vart, p. 121. 2.

1 samarthyat.

2 It is evident from this example as well as from the addition of the words
«accepts himself» in the definition that the term pakga refers bere to the real tenet of
the disputant, not to its formulation in speech alone. Cp. N. kandali, p. 234, 13—
vacanasya pratjfidtvam, tadarthasya ca paksaia.

8 This sentence must precede the sutra IIL 50.
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accepts just as such etc.n The words «not discredited (from the start)»
are added in order to declare that a proposition may conform to
(this part of) the definition and nevertheless not represent a thesis.
(58.15). What is the fact that cannot be a (sound) thesis, although
(the disputant) may be willing to defend it? The (author) answers.
Supposing (the disputant) intends to prove a topic which is discredited,
i.e., its contrary is proved, either by perception or inference or (the
identity) of a conception or his own words, this will not be a thesis

51. Among them, contradicted by perception
is, e. g, (the following proposition)

The sound is not perceived by hearing.

(58.18). There are four kinds (of contradiction), viz. by perception
ete. Among them what is a proposition contradicted by perception?
The following is an example. It is an example because there are other
cases of contradiction with perception, which must be understood just
as this onme. Perceptible by bearing means perceptible with the ear,
«Not so perceptible» is not to be heard, not to be apprehended by
the sense of audition — this is the (intended) meaning of the thesis.?
(58. 20). The non-perceptibility of the sound by hearing is contradicted
by its perceptibility which is established by direct perception.3

1 These words (i.e., the four syllables, aksara-catustayam, 'ni-rg-kr-ta, for
every syllable counts) are redundant, says Uddyotakara, p. 119, because if the
word «accepts» is inserted in order to exclnde unacceptable and unaccepted (anista,
anipsita) theses, the contradictory theses are already excluded by it. Moreover
Vasubandhu has also omitted them in his defiuition — s@dhyabhidhanam pra-
tynd@, cp. N.vart, p. 121, and T&tp., p. 186. 67. Dh. thinks that a thesis may
satisfy to all conditions already mentioned and nevertheless be unaceptable, not to the
disputant himself, but to the audience. The judge (madhyastha) will then declare
the diseomfiture of the disputant without allowing him to continue, cp. T@tp.,
p. 187. 5 ff.

2 Such a thesis as «the active sense of vision does not perceive the visible»
has been advanced with a special intention by the celebrated «sophist» Bhava-
viveka, cp. Madhy. vrtti, p. 32.9 (B. B.), cp. my Nirvana, p. 115,

8 The full inference according to Digniga is, asr@vanah Sabhah krtakatvad
ghat@divat. His idea is that this inference cannot even be admitted to discussion,
because of its glaring contradiction to fact. Uddyotakara proposes another
example, «the fire is not hot», cp. N. vart., 116.21. He thinks that «audibility»
cannot be perceived directly, because the process of the operation of the sense-
faculties is imperceptible, tndriyavritin@m atindriyatv@t. According to the Buddhist
theory of Negation (anupalabdhi), if a sound is not heard it does not exist as an
object infiuencing behaviour (vyavahara), But for the Naiyayiks the denial of audibi-
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52. A thesis contradicted by inference is, e g,
{when anadherent of the VaiSegika system affirms),

The sounds of speech are eternal entities.

(59.2). Contradicted by inference is, e. g., (in the mouth of an
adherent of the Vaifesika system the proposition) «the sounds of speech
are eternal entities». The intended thesis, the proposition that the
sounds of speech are eternal, is contradicted by their non-eternity
which (the VaiSesika) proves by inference.?

53. A thesis contradicted by the (identity) of
a conception is as follows,

The word «hare-markedr» does not mean
the moon

(59.5). The following is an example of a proposition standing in
contradiction to the (identity of the corresponding) conception. The
word «hare-marked» does not mean the moon, i.e., cannot be denoted by
the word moon. This is disproved by (the identity of) the conception

lity does not mean denial of existence, na Sabdabhave tan-(Sravanatva)-nisedho
‘vakalpate, cp. Tatp., p. 31.12; and even the non-existence of a sound is for them
something real, na c@bhavas tucchal, thid; hence even this non-existence is appre-
hended by the sense of audition. For the Buddhist, on the contrary, non-existence
of the sound is not a reality (abhZvas tucchab), but its substratum is a reality,
therefore it only can be inferred on this substratum by karyanupalabdhi, cp.
Tattvas, kar. 1689 and Kamala$ila’s Comment. According to the VaiSegikas
sound is directly perceived, ep. V. §,, IL. 2. 21.

1 The text commented upon by Dharmottara has nityah Sabdak and this is
supported by the Tibetan translation. But Vinitadeva reads ghato nityah == bum-
pa ni rtag-pao, and this probably has been one of the current readings
Dignaga originally has characterized this class of wrong theses as contrary &
the accepted doctrine (Ggama-viruddha). Owing to the ambiguity of the tern
agame this could also mean «contrary to Scripture». Uddyotakara, p. 117.5
then objected that the Vaifegikas prove the nou-eternality of the sounds of speec
not from Seripture, but by argument, cp. V. 8. IL 2.28 ff This criticism has appa
rently been accepted by Dharmakirti, he then has changed dgama-viruddh
into anumana-viruddha. The reading ghato nityah seems also to have found it
way into some Mss. for similar reasons, cp. N. vart, p. 117. 8. Since Dharma
kirti enumerstes in this place such theses which are not worth the while of bein,
disproved, the example of Vinitadeva seems mnch more natural than the Mimam
saka thesis round which war has been waged during centuries. Otherwise ever
thesis opposed by the Buddhists would fall into the category of impossible theses
The text is either to be corrected accordingly or it must be understood as referrin
only to a VaiSesika-philosopher to whom the audience will refuse to listen. Thi
is another instance of very old text corruptions, cp. above stitra IIL 18—20,
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(corresponding to both these words). (59.6). A thing is said to be
distinetly conceived! when it is an object (apprehended by a synthe-
tic) mental construction.? To be a concept or to be conceived means to
be an object of a mental construction. (59.7). Owing to the circum-
stance that the thing «bearing the image of a hare» corresponds (in
our speech) to a mental construction which has the form of a concept,
(of a distinet image), it is established beyond douybt® that it can be
given the name of the moon. (59.8). Indeed, what corresponds to a
constructed image* is capable of coalescing with a word? and
what is capable of coalescing with a word can be designated by
aname chosen (arbitrarily) by convention. (59.9). Conseqnently the pos-
sibility of giving it the name of the moon, and the contradiction® of de-
nying it, are established by (the identity) of the object of mental con-
struction, i. e., by the (identical) form of the (corresponding) image.’

1 Digniga called this case loka-prasiddhi-viruddha «contrary to what is ge-
nerally known». VinItadeva and the Tibetan translators interpret prafiti as me-
aning the same as prasiddht = grags-pe. Uddyotakara thinks that this cannot be
3 separate class and must be included in the preceding ones, ep. N. vart., p. 117. 9 ff.
The change of prasiddhe into pratiti by Dbarmakirti nevertheless seems inten-
tional, cp. Tatp, p. 185.4. Db. tbinks that this must be considered as a case of
an analytical syllogism, it can then be thrown into the following form,

Major premise. Whatsoever appears as the distinet image of the moon
can be given the name of the moon.

Minor premise. The «hare-marked» object appears as the distinct
image of the moon.

Conclusion or Thesis. It can be given the name of the moon.

Both names represent two coexisting possibilities, the presence of the one is by
itself a sufficient reasen for inferring the necessary presence of the other, the de-
nial of this wonld be a contradiction (badhita). Vicaspati thinks that the Bud-
dhists ought to have considered this wrong proposition as repndiated by introspection
(stasamvedana), and the Naiyayiks as a case repudiated by internal evidence
(manasa-pratyaksa). The difference between these two views is that tbe first implies
simultaneous self-cognition as inherent in every moment of consciousness, cp. above
sttra, I. 10, the second considers it as a subsequent moment, cp. T@tp., p. 185. 4~ 5.
3 yikalpa-vijfiana = Tib. rnam-par-rtog-pai rnam-par-es-pa; p. 69. 8 our text
has vikalpa-jiiana, probably a mistake for vijfiana, because the Tib. has, p. 184.11,
rnam~par-§es-pa. Cp. Tatp., 185. 4. where we nevertheless have vikalpa-jiana-
gocaratva. All difference between ¢ijfiana and jflana is here obliterated.

3 eva.
+ vikalpa-jaiana-grahye = vikalpa-vijiana-visaya.
5 $abda-akdra. 8 badhaka.

7 The interpretation of Vinitadeva is much more simple and natural. He
takes pratifi not in its technical sense of a mental construction, but in its general
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(59.11). The existence of a distinct image is here an analytical
reason, because the possibility of giving some name, arbitrarily chosen,
flows naturally just out of the circumstance that it is a mental con-
struction. (59.12). Thus the possibility of giving the name of the
moon, and the contradiction of denying this possibility must be conside-
red as established by analytical reasoning.

54. A proposition contradicted by the words
in which it is itself expressed, is as follows,

Inference is not a source of knowledge.

(59.14). When the intended thesis? is contradicted by the proper

words of the proposition which expresses it, it cannot be deduced, as
e. g., «inference is not a source of knowledge». This proposition

sense of something being known to everybody. A thesis is inadmissible when it
runs against the generally accepted meaning of the words. Everybody knows that
the moon is called (in sanscrit) the thing « marked by a spot in the form of a bare»,
therefore it is impossible to deny it. He adds the very characteristic remark that
this wrong thesis is also overthrown by the fact that «every word can bave any
meaning » (sarvasya Sabdasya sarvirtha-vacyatvam), since the meaning of a word is
a matter of conventional agreement (sanketa). This reminds us of a saying current
among pandits sarve $abdah sarv@rtha-vacakah, an allusion to the exceedingly
developed metaphorical use of sanscrit words. Vinitadeva adds (p. 106.7) « you
may (if you like) call the jar a moon!».

1 The comment of Vinitadeva on this sutra, p. 109. 17, runs thus. « There
are some who maintain the thesis that the thing having the mark of a hare is not
«called the moon. This (thesis) is repudiated on the ground of universal consent
(pratiti = prasiddhi) that the c«hare-marked» is a name of the moon. It is more-
over repudiated by the fact that every objeet can receive any name, because the con-
nection between a thing and its name is arbitrary (read brdar-blags-pa), e. g., we
can give to a jar the name of a woon». — Thus, according to V., the meaning of
words is founded on convention (prasiddhi = sanketa). This, of course, is not denied
by Dh. But he calls attention tothe fact that the possibility of giving a name is
founded upon the existence of a concept (or distinct image = pratibhasa-pratiti)
constructed by the synthesis of our thought (vikalpa-vijfiana = kalpand). Such 2
concept contains in itself the possibility of being designated by a conventional name
{abkildpa-samsarga-yogya, cp. sutra L. 5). Therefore the judgment expressed in the
proposition «every distinct conception can be given a conventional name» is an
analytical judgment, since the predicate, the possibility of giving a name fized by
convention, is contained in the subject, in every distinct conception. Thus Dignaga,
the Tibetans and Vinitadeva are satisfied with a reference to the conventional
meaning of words (prasiddhi = sanketa), but Dharmakirti and Dharmottara
make the addition that this is founded on the existence of constructed concepts
{prasiddhs is founded upon pratts).

2 pratijid-artha = paksa. This indeed has been a thesis of the Carvakas.
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means that the character of being a source of right knowledge is de-
nied of inference (or judgment)! But this is contradicted by the
proper words in which it is expressed, i e, by the words «infe-
rence is not knowledge». (59.16). The fact that the speaker resorts to
such a proposition is an indication that he admits the idea produced
by its expression? to be a true one. (59.17). Indeed if the speaker
intended to convey the following meaning «the idea which will be
produced® in you by my words is a false one», he never would have
pronounced them. Supposing the idea to be communicated (to my
hearer) is that my words have a wrong meaning, well, my words wiil
then (really) have a wrong meaning* (59.19). Supposing somebody
says «whatsoever I speak is wrong»,even then the speaker pronounces
this proposition in order to convey® that these his words (at least)
have a true meaning. If this proposition is shown to be true, then
his other propositions will (eo #pso) be shown to be false. (60.1). If
this proposition were not true, his other propositions would not be
declared to be false. There would then be no use of pronouncing them.
He would have never pronounced them. (60.2). Consequently when a
speaker pronounces a proposition he (eo ipso) really declares that
the idea® produced by his words, the idea corresponding to the
meaning of the proposition is a true one, (i. e., reflects reality).
(60. 8). If this be the case, (the speaker) can show that the
meaning of his words is truth only in showing (eo ipso) that there
is an invariable concomitance? between speech and external reality.
It is a relation of an effect to its cause (60.4). Thus our words
(can be regarded) as an effect of those objects of the external world
which they denote. By using them we wish to show that the ideas
communicated by them represent truth, (i e., they express external
reality, their cause). We thus clearly show that the process of under-
standing the meaning of a word is nothing but an inference from an
effect of external reality to its cause, reality itself. (60. 6). Therefore

LTt has been indicated above, passim, that the svdrth@num@na is in many
cases equivalent to our judgment. Here the proposition «inference is not a source
of knowledge» virtually means «a judgment is not a judgment .

2 sa@bda-pratyaya. 8 yo 'rtha-sampratyayah.

4 gparthaka.

5 adarsayan «clearly showing».

& vijiana is here, as wellas in 60, 4 and 60. 5, in the sense of the old samsad,
but Tib. has in all the three cases, p. 186. 5, 186.9 and 136. 12, ses-pa = jfidna.

7 nantariyaka.
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if someone says «inference is not a source of knowledge», what he
really says is this: «knowledge communicated by words does not
apprehend reality», because not to be a source of knowledge is nothing
else than not to apprehend reality.! (60.7). However, the fact that
we have recourse to words proves by implication that our words
are mnecessarily connected with reality, and thus the reality of their
corresponding objects is (also) proved. (60.8). Consequently, since
we conceive (i. e, imagine)® the words as a product of reality, we
then infer the existence of this reality, (the reality) which corresponds
to the idea produced by our words. This reality contradicts the
unreality which is expressed in the (intended) thesis. (60.9). The
meaning is thus the following one. From the proper words of the
speaker the existence of a corresponding reality is inferred. Thus the
unreality which is prima facie expressed?® is contradicted by those
very words in which it is expressed.!

(60.11). Others uphold (the following theory). Words are the
result of the intention (with which they are pronounced). They pro-
duce (in the hearer) a knowledge of the speaker’s intention. It is his
intention (to communicate) truth. He avails himself of language (only
to communicate this intention). The proposition that «inference is

1 Lit., p. 60.4—7. «And it being so, who shows that the word is invariably
concomitant with external reality must show that the idea produced from the word
possesses a true object. Therefore that one who shows that the idea produced from
the word which is an effect of the external object (that this idea) possesses a real
object, has shown that verbal cognition (pramana) is an inference produced by the
mark of an effect. Therefore that ome who says «inference is not cognition» has
said that verbal cognition does not apprehend a real object; indeed we call «non-
coguition» (apramanya) just the absence of a real object».

2 kalpita.

8 v@cyamana.

4 The interpretation of Vinitadeva is virtually the same, but simpler. He
says that since knowledge communicated by speech is a kind of internal inference,
it follows that if there were no inference the words would never have been pro-
nounced. The words thus appear not as a product of external reality, but as a conse-
quence of the intention with which they are spoken. Vinitadeva says «if these
your words do not communicate knowledge, why do you pronounce them?» It means
that the words are the product of the intention of the speaker to communicate
truth. This simple interpretation Dharmottara has again complicated by intro-
ducing the difference between the real canse of speech, which is the intention to
communicate truth, and the imagined, or indirect one, which is the truth itseif, or
external reality.
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not knowledge» is contradicted by this (intentiom of the speaker to
communicate something).

(60.12). This is wrong! That our words are really the result of
the intention with which they are spoken (we do not deny). But we
do not allude here to the real (immediate) cause (which produces lan-
guage)? We have just mentioned that the identity of a conception is
a sufficient reason (for inferring the identity of the meaning of two
different words), and (we now contend) that our language is a suffi-
cient reason for inferring the existence of some real facts of which it
is an expression® But we take these relations in their logical* not in
their real (or psychological aspect).

(60.14). And further, (we admit) that if someone denies inference,
he will have no right to infer the presence of fire from the presence
of smoke, be likewise will have no right to infer the intention of the
speaker from his words. Nevertheless we avail ourselves of speech
in order to make a communication about something really existing in
the external world. Therefore language is not caused by a conviction
that it is an expression of our intentions.

(60.17). And then, we do not pronmounce words in order to inti-
mate that we have the intention (of doing so), but we do it in order
to make a communication about the existence of some external reality.
Therefore language is caused by our conviction that it is an expres-
sion of real facts existing in the external world.® Thus our interpre-
tation as given above is the only right one’

! Except when he is mistsken himself or wishes to deceive others, cp. Tatp.,
p. 185.10.

2 The real cause is here evidently conceived as the last moment of the prece-
ding series of efficient moments, all other moments can be only logically or indie
rectly constructed as causes, cp. above, text p. 81.11—12,

3 In the first case we imagine coexistence between two attributes of the same
reality or an analytical relation founded on identity of the underlying reality. In
the second an indirect succession of two facts.

4 Lalpita.

5 Intention is viewed as the psychological cause of pronouncing words. Truth
may be regarded as its Jogical foundation, or reason. Vinitadeva is thus guilty of
not having sufficiently distinguished these two relations.

8 The existence of real objects in the external world (b@hya-vastu-satéra) must
be understood as explajned above in the notes to ch. I, s@tras 20—21.

7 Lit., p. 60.11—19. «But others have said, knowledge produced from a word
which is the result of intention has (this) intention for its object, the nse of words
belongs to & man who wishes a real meaning, by this the thesis, the fact of not
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55. The four kinds of an inadmissible thesis
are thus rejected

(60.21). The words «not discredited (beforehand)» are intended to
reject four impossible points.

(60.22). Next it will be shown what meaning results if the nega-
tive counter-part of every word is taken and all the negations collec-
ted together?

56. Thus (a sound thesis should not be) 1) a fact
already proved, 2) a fact, although not yet pro-
ved, but adduced as a reason, (mot as a conse-
quence), 3) a fact which the disputant himself
does not intend to prove at that occasion, 4) it
must not necessarily be a fact explicitly stated,
5) it must not be a fact impossible (by self-
contradiction). (All this is excluded), and just
this contrast will show that our definition (of a
sound thesis) is unimpeachable, namely, 1) it is a
point which the disputant himself has chosen to
establish, 2) which he himself admits and 3) which
is not (internally) imposible.

(61.5). «Thus» means in the manner just exposed. A thesis to be
proved? is contrasted with a point already proved. A point which

being a source of knowledge, is contradicted. This is wrong, because here we ad-
mit the distinct idea (prafiti) as an imagined own-existence-reason, and one’s own
words as an (imagined) effect-reason, not ag real. And the fact of being an effect of
intention is quite real for the word. Therefore it is not taken here. Morcover, just
as the one who does not admit inference does not understand the non-discrepancy
(avyabhic@ritva) of smoke with fire, just so will he not understand the noa-disere-
pancy of the word with intention. And the word is used for communication of exter-
nal reality. Therefore the use of words is not preceded by admitting an invariable
connection between words and intention. And again, words are pronounced not in
order to make known an intention, but to communicate the existence of external
reality. Therefore the use of words is preceded by admitting (their) invariable con-
nection with external reality. Therefore just the preceding interpretation is
faultless».

11In order to wind up this lesson on the theory of the relative or negative
meaning of words (apoha) the author now repeats the whole definition from the
negative side by collecting together all megations implied in the positive formu-
lation.

2 sadhya = paksa, a thesis and a predicate.
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must be argued in a controversy is the opposite of a point already
previously established. The thing proved is contrasted with the thing
unproved. Therefore a thesis to be proved cannot be something
already proved! (61.7). But not every unproved point (makes a the-
sis). It is further contrasted 2) with the fact adduced as the proof,
3) with the fact which the disputant himself does not intend to prove
on that occasion, 4) with the necessity to give it expression in words,
(it can be understood without being expressed), 5) with a fact which
although unproved it is imposible to prove.

(61.9). The point which is free from these five negative characte-
ristics (with which it is contrasted), a point which is 1) not yet pro-
ved, 2) not a reason, 3) intended to be proved by the disputant,
4) which may be either expressed or understood, 5) which is not inva-
lidated (from the start by counter) proofs — such is the point whick
has been defined by the words «is intended as such by the disputant
himself and not discredited».2

1 Lit., 61.5—7. «The predicate (sadhyah) must be envisaged by opposition,
by the reason of its being the opposite to the proved. This means that to what
object the proved object is opposed, this is the predicate, the proved is the oppo-
site of the non-proved. Therefore the unproved is (the predicate) to be proved».

2 Thus the inadmissible theses are, 1) according to Dignaga pratyaksa—,
anumana~, Ggama-, prasiddhi- and svatacana-nir@kria; 2) according to Pradasta,
pada who borrows from Digniga, pratyaksa-, anumana-, abhyupagata-(= dgama-),
svasastra- and svavacana-virodhin; 8) according to Dharmakirti — pratyaksa-,
anum@na- (= stai@stra), pratuts (= prasiddhi) and sravacana-nirakrta. Samkara-
svamin in his Nyaya-prave§a has added four further varieties of an impossible
thesis, thus increasing their number to nine, The Naiyayikas and the united Nyaya-
VaiBesika school reject the wrong theses, on the score that a thesis is never right or
wrong by itself, but only on account of the reason, cp. N. vart,, p. 116 ff. and T@tp.,
p. 32.2—8. They accordingly reckon two additions] wrong reasons, or logical fallacies,
the counterbalanced (safpratipaksa) and the self-contradicting (badhita), and like-
wise two additional aspects of a valid reason (asat-pratipaksatvam and abadhite-
visayatvam), since they have borrowed from Digniga the view that the classification
of wrong reasons must correspond to the number of the aspects of a valid reason,
¢p. my Théorie bouddhique de !a Connaissance in the Muséon, V p. 42
(reprint). The asat-pratipaksa- form of the reason corresponds to what in the defi-
nition of the thesis is hinted at by the words s@dhyatvens istah, cp. N. Kandalj,
p- 208. 10 — pakso ndma sidhya-pary@yah, sadhyam ca tad bhavati yat sadhanam
arhati, sambhavyamana-pratipaksad ca artho na sadhanam arheti, vastuno dvai-
ripya-abhavat. The abddhita-visayatva- form of a valid reason corresponds to the
four inadmissible (nérdkrta) theses, op. sbid. — pratyaksidi-viruddho'pi pakso na
bhavati. Therefore these both additional aspects of a valid reason are to be included
in the first one (enumeye sattvam), ibid. — In the final form of the Nyaya-system
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(61.12). What must thus be proved is called the thesis. The de-
finition is thus® shown to be unimpeachable. There is nothing incon-
sistent in it.

§ 9. Loeioan Farracres.?

(61.14). Having concluded the examination (of the syllogism which
is) the verbal expression of the three aspects of the logical mark (or
reason), and having incidentally dealt with the (correct) definition of
the thesis, the author now proceeds to examine the logical fallacies.
By way of introduction it is stated —

57. We have defined the syllogism as the ver-
bal expression of the three aspects of the rea-
son. Now, if even one of the three aspects is

not (correctly) expressed, (the result) is a fal-
lacy.

(61.18). The following is meant. If someone wishes to give verbal
expression to the three aspects of the logical reason, he should do it
with precision® and precision is attained when the negative counter-
part* of (every aspect) is likewise stated. When we know what is
to be excluded, we then have a better knowledge of the other part, of
what is to be accepted. (61.20). The definition of a syllogism has been
given above, it is «the verbal expression of the three aspects of the
Jogical mark». Now, i. e, in the light of this definition® if even one
of the aspects is not (correctly) expressed — the word «even» irplies
that the same consequence will follow, if two of them are not (cor-
rectly) expressed ¢ — a fallacy will ensue. A fallacy is what resembles

as settled by Gangefa in his Tattva-cintimani the impossible theses of Dig-
niga appear as impossible reasons (badhita-hetvabhasa) and ten varieties of them
are established. 1 Lit., p. 61. 12. « The word ¢ in the sense of , thusn.

2 All the implications, the originality and the importance of the Buddhist
theory of Logical Fallacies will be elicited only when Digniga’s Table of
Reasons (hetu-cakra) will be analysed and translated. An edition of it with a
commentary by Bstan-dar Lha-rampa and an english translation by M-r
A. Vostrikoff will shortly appear in the Biblioteca Buddhica series.

8 sphuta. 4 prati-rapaka = prati-yogin. 5 Lit,, «if this exists»,

8 No fallacy of omission of one of the aspects of the logical reason is mention-
ed in the sequel. But some examples will be given of syllogisms which although
valid by themseives are not correctly formulated, cp. below text, p. 88—89. The
three aspects of the logical mark are those mentioned under I1I 1, but not those
mentioned in II. 5—7.
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a syllogism, but does not represent a (valid) syllogism. It is a fault
consisting in some one of the three aspects being deficient.

58. And also (there will be a fallacy) if they
are, although expressed, but either unreal or
uncertain, either for the opponent or for the
speaker himself

(62.4). Fallacy is produced mot omly by deficient expression, but
also through unreality or uncertainty of the reason, either to the
hearer, i. e., the opponent or the speaker, i. e., the respondent.

§ 10. UNREAL REASON.

(62.6). Now, what is the name of the fallacy corresponding to
each unreal or uncertain form of the reason?

59, If one aspect of the reason, namely, its
first aspect), its presence upon the subject of
the conclusion, is either non-existent or uncer-
tain, the reason is called unreal.

(62.8). If obe of the aspects (of the middle term), its necessary
sonnection with the subject of the conclusion, i, e., its presence upon
that subject, is either non-existent or uncertain, the fallacy is called
«unreal? reason». Just because it is «unreal», it conveys no knowledge
about the subject. It neither conveys cognition of the predicate nor
of the reverse of it nor of something uncertain, it is a reason of
cognizing nothing. Such cognition would never convince anyone® This
meaning is clearly implied just in the name «unreal».

(62.12). An example is given.

1 This is the celebrated rule of DignAga which lays down the fundamental
principle that a philosophic debate must have some common ground to start with.
Neither the speaker mor his oppoment has the right of quoting facts or reasons
that are not admitted as real by the other party. This rule proved very embarras-
siug to such philosophers as the Madhyamikas who denied altogether that the
Absolute, the «thing in itself» (svalaksana), could be cognized by logical methods.
They nevertheless produced arguments, but only with the aim to show that all
argaments were mutually destructive of one another. They pointed to the fact that
Dignaga himself was obliged to admit that in religious matters (@gama) it was
impossible to find a common ground between two opposed religions, cp. my
Nirvagpa p. 119. 2 asiddha.

8 This remark refers only to the first example in IIT. 60.
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60. E. g, when it must be proved that the
sounds of speech are not an eternal entity, the
reason «because they are visiblen—is unreal for
both parties.

(62.14). This reason is wrong for both sides, the respondent, (the
Mimamsaka who maintains the eternity of the sounds of speech),*
and the opponent, (the Buddhist who denies it).

61. «Trees are animate beings»— this shonld
be deduced from the fact that «they die when
the entire bark is taken offs. It is not accepted
by the opponent. He defines death as an extine-
tion of sensations, sense-organs and life. Such
a death does not occur in trees.

(62.18). The Digambaras maintain that trees are sentient
beings? They point to the fact that they die as soom as they are
entirely stripped of their bark. (The reason) is unreal in the eyes of
their opponent, the Buddhist. Why? Because (a Buddhist understands
by death the cessation or extinction of semsations, of sense organs
and of life).?

(63.1). Sensations — means here visual and other sensational con-
sciousness.* Under sense organs we understand some special (subtle)
matter> in a (living) body, located on the ball of the eye and in

1 Cp. above, p. 137 n. 2.

2 The Jainas assume that plants are animate beings possessing only one sense-
taculty, viz. the tactile sense, cp. v. Glasenapp, Jainismus, p. 172,

3 Lit., 63. 1. «Sensation and organ and life is a dvandva-compound».

4 pijfidna or vijfigna-skandhe means in Hinayina exclusively undifferentiated
pure sensation, the mere sensation of the presence of something indefinite in the
ken of our sense-faculties (prati-vijapti). It is one element (dharma), has by
itself no varieties, but distinguished into visual, auditional and other sensations
according to the cause which evoked it. Cp. my Central Conception, pp. 16 and
63. In the Mah3yanistic abhidharma anotber v{jidna has been imagined, the
dlaya-vijiana which is the store house for the germs of all future ideas and
for the traces Jeft by all the former ones, but the sehool to which Dharmakirti
belonged seems to have rejected this theory.

S riipa or ripa-skandha mesns every element of matter as characterized by
resistance or impenmetrability, it must be distinguished from riipa-Gyatana which
means only colour and lines, i. e., visual matter, ¢cp. Central Conception, p. 11.
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other parts of the body. Its existence is inferred from the fact of the
production of visual and other sensations. Under «life», in common par-
lance, breath is understood. The meaning attached to this term in (Bud-
dhist) science ? is (that of a special transcendental force determining
priori the term of an existence), it is here out of place® Therefore
life as manifested in breath is here meant. The extinction or cessation
(of these phenomena) is the mark or the essence of death. This death
is meant by the Buddhist when he contends (something about this
subject).

(63.5). However, why i3 (this reason which is advanced by the
Digambaras) unreal? Because there is no such death consisting
in the extinction of sensation ete. in the trees. Extinction presuppo-
ses previous existence. If someone admits the extinction of conscious-
ness in trees, he cannot but admit its (previous) existence. There-
fore, since no consciousness in trees is admitted, neither can its extine-
tion be maintained. (63.7). It might be objected that exsiccation is
death, and this really ocecurs in trees. This is trune. But the reason
adduced (by the Digambara) is a death which is conditioned* by
the (previous) existence of consciousness, not mere exsiccation. Hence
that death which is taken as a reason is unreal, and that death which
is real, consisting in exsiccation, is not the reason.

(63.10). The Digambara takes as reason death in general,
without making a difference between a death concomitant with the
predicate (sentient being) or not so concomitant. Hence the respon-
dent is here mistaken (about the connotation of the word) death
which he adduces as a reason. Consequently he thinks that exsiccation
is a real (reason), because experience teaches® that trees are subject
to death from exsiccation. The opponent, on the other hand, has the
right conception, therefore the reason is for him unreal

L According to the abhidharma an organ of semse (indriya) consists of an
imperceptible (atindriya) subtle kind of matter different in every organ, it has been
compared with the nerves, cp. my Central Conception, p. 12 ff.

4 @gama-siddha, Ggama inclndes all Buddhist literature, religious or revea-
led {suttra) as well as scientifical (§@stra). But when dogmatical knowledge is con-
trasted with empirical (vastu-darSana-bala-pravrita), Ggame refers to the former,
¢p. below, sutra IIL 116.

3 ayuh-samskdra or jivita, one of the non-mental torces, citta-viprayukia-
samskara, cp. Central Conception, p. 105,

4 vyapta, concomitant.

5 darjanat.
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(63.13). But if someone produces an argument which he himself
also acknowledges (to be wrong), the rule is that the argument
remains unreal for him, (e. g.),

62. Supposing a supporter of the Sankhya
system wishes to prove that the emotions, plea-
sure eftc, are uncomnscious, and refers to the
faect that they have a beginning or that they
are impermanent. This argument is «unreal» for
the disputant himself

(68.16). «Pleasure etc.» means (emotions) like pleasure, pain etc.
Their unconscious character it is intended to prove by pointing to
the fact that they have a beginning or that they are impermanent.
What has a beginning or what is inpermanent is unconscious, as for
instance, the elements of Matter are (in Buddhist philosophy).! Plea-
sure ete. indeed have a (perpetual) beginning and are impermanent,
therefore they (must be) unconscious. Consciousness, on the other
hand, is the essential attribute of Soul (which according to the San~
khya system has no emotions).? In this instance beginning and imper-
manence are to be taken separately (as reasons), not simultaneously.’
Both these attributes are not real from the standpoint of the disput-
ant, of the Sankhya. (63.20). Now, a logical reason is advanced for

1 Here evidently the riip@di-@yatana are meant, i. e., the sense-data, Gyatana
NeNe 7—11, cp. my Central Conception, p. 7. It cannot be riipadi-skandha,
because although they are also impermanent and momentary, but only the first of
them is unconscious, all the others are intent (s@lambana) upon an object.

2 Consciousness (purusa) in the Sankhya system is imagined as an etermal,
changeless, motionless substance, as the pure light of consciousness which is being
reflected in the mental phenomena. The latter are imagined as being by themselves
mere collocations of material particles (yunas), unconscious (jede) in themselves.
For the adept of this system whatsoever is impermanent (parinamin) is unconscious.
But from another point of view the Sankhya declares all phenomena to be eternal
(sarvam netyam), since they are only modifications of one Matter (prakyti) with which
they are identical according to the principle of identity between cause and effect (sat-
kirya-v@da). The Buddhist, on the other hand, denies the existence of a substan-
tial Matter, and replaces it by momentary fhashes of special elements (dharma), or
forces (samskara). In the present case the Sankhya apparently wishes to deduce
his idea of unconscious mental phenomena out of the Buddhist idea of imperma-
nent elements, agsuming evidently that whatsoever is a momentary flash cannot be
conscious, since consciousness includes memory.

3 This remark probably hints at the Sarvastiv@din theory that all elements
{dharma) appear and disappear in the same moment, cp. my Central Concep-
tion, p. 40.
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the sake of convincing the opponent, (the Buddhist). Therefore such a
reason must be given which is valid for him? The opponent admits
as true that (elements) which never have existed are produced (out of
nothing), and that the existent is impermanent, i. e., vanishes without
leaving anything behind, (reverts to nothing).? Both these tenets are
wrong in the eyes of the Sankhya. (63.22). In such a case the reason
is fallacious for the respondent (who brings it forth), because he has
no knowledge of the manner in which both the (absolute) beginning
and the (absolute) extinction are argued.® (64.1). If he did possess a
knowledge of the arguments by which these (theories) are supported
(and if he did believe in them), they would be real reasons for him,
but since he has no proper knowledge of them, they are unreal from
his own point of view.

(64.3). Next comes the unreal, because uncertain, reason.

63. If doubt prevails regarding the very (fact
adduced as a reason) or regarding its locali-
zation, the reason is unreal

(64.5). If the reason itself is subject to doubt or its localization
uncertain, it is unreal (as a reason). The localization of a reason is
something different from the reason itself, it is a place where it is
found, a place corresponding to the subject of the conclusion. The rea-
son must be present upon it in order to comvey (the predicate).*
When its localization is uncertain, (the fact itself) becomes uncertain.

1 This point is especially controverted by Candrakirti, cp. my Nirvana,
p. 118 ff.

2 This is one of the methods of expressing the theory of Universal Momen-
tariness or constant change. Every moment in the existence of a thing is regarded
a8 a separate existence detached from the preceding and following moments (piErva-
apara-kala-kal@-vikalah ksanah); it then appears that at every momeut the thing is
produced out of nothing and reverts again to nothing.

3 Cp. above text, p. 33.10 fl. and 44. 20 f. Transl. p. 9.1 ff. and 120 f.

4 Lit., p. 64.5—6. «And its localization, i. e., the localization of this reason;
localization means that the reason is lodged in it, a substratum of the predicate
(sadhya-dharmin) is indicated which constitutes the locus, wbich is different from
the reason».— Unreal is not the fact corresponding to the reason, but the fact cor-
responding to the minor term (dkarmin). All fallacies of an « Unreal» (asiddha) rea-
son are what we would call fallacies of the minor premise, they refer to the ab-
sence or doubtful presence of the middle term upon the minor, i. e., to whatishere
called, cp. IL 5, the first aspect of a logical mark.
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(64.8). (The author) proceeds to give an example (of an unreal
reason represented by a fact which is) uncertain in itself

64. If something is suspected to represent
(not smoke, but) vapour etc, and if it is addu-
ced as a proof for the presence of fire it will
be an unreal, because uncertain, reason.

(64.11). Vapour etc. means either vapour (or smoke or fog or
dust) ete. When something is suspected to represent either vapour or
(smoke), it is an assemblage of material elements, an assemblage of
the solid (the liquid, the hot and the gazeous atoms)? When (some-
times) one is uncertain whether something represents vapour (or smoke),
and when it is adduced as proving the presence of fire? it becomes an
unreal reason.

(64.13). The following is meant. (Supposing we think that we per-
ceive) smoke, but we are not sure whether it may not perhaps be vapour.
Then it is unreal (as a reason), since it lacks the proving force of
certainty. “vunat is ascertained as being smoke, since smoke is produ-
ced by fire, proves the presence of the latter. But if this is uncertain,
then it proves nothing, Thus it falls under the head of logical fal-
lacies, called (here) unreal reasons.

(64.16). An example of an unreal (fact, becanse of the uncertainty
of its) localization, is the following one—

65. There is a peacock in this cave, because
we hear its cries.

(64.18). «This cave» is the subject (or minor term of the dedue-
tion). A cave is a place covered by a rock which streches out horizon-
tally and conceals it. The presence of the peacock is the fact to be

1 Matter (r#pa == ripa-skandha) iz imagined in the abkidharma as consisting
out of four kinds of atoms, the solid (prthiti), the liquid (ap), the hot (tejas) and
the levitant (z@yu). They are conceived as focuses of energies producing resistance,
cobesion, heat and motion, the Iatter conceived as contiguous appearance of a geries
of discrete moments (nérantara-utp@da). The body is then either solid or liquid ox
gazeous (ever moving == satata-gati) or hot according to the intensity of the force
(utkarsa), since the proportion of different atoms is constant, always the same, in
every bit of matter, whether it be solid or liquid or gazeous, hot or cold. Thus
bhiata-samgh@ta or maha-bhitta-samghdta simply means some material phenomenon,
or something physical. Cp. my Central Conception, p. 11.

2 agni-siddhau is corrected by Dh. into agni-siddhy-artham.
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proved. «Because we hear its cries» is the reason. Why is it unreal
by localization?

66. There can be a mistake as regards the
direction from which the cry comes.

(65.2). That place wherefrom the peacock’s cry comes is called the
place of its origin, the place wherefrom it reaches us. When there is
a mistake, or confusion, regarding the place from which it reaches us,
the basis of the reason is unreal. Supposing we have a number of
caves contiguous with one another, we might be mistaken whether
the cry comes from this cave or from that one. This is called unreal
by localization.

(65.6). When the subject (minor term) is a non-entity, the reason
is likewise unreal. An example is given.

67. And when the subject is not a reality, the
reason will likewise be upreal. E g. when the
omnipresence of the Soul (of an individual) is
deduced from the fact that its attributes may be
apprehended anywhere, this reason is unreal

(65.9). Soul, (i.e., an individual Soul), is omnipresent, to be found
in apy place, i e., ubiquitous. When this is to be proved, the reason
adduced is the fact than its attributes can manifest themselves in any
place. Its attributes such as pleasure, pain, desire, hatred ete. ean ma-
nifest themselves in whatsoever a place (the corresponding living
body be transferred to). For this reason (it must be ubiquitous, be-
cause a Soul cannot displace itself)? (65.11). Attributes cannot exist
without the substance to which they belong, because they are inhercut
in the latter. But Soul is motionless. Therefore if it were not ubiqui-
tous, how could it be possible that the feelings of pleasure ete. which
we experience while living in the Dekkhan should be also experienced
when we move to the Midlands? Consequently, (our) Soul must be

1 The VaiSegika system jmagines the Soul of every individual as an omnipre-
gent substance, conterminous with Space, motionless and unconscious by itself «as
a stone», but capable of producing consciousness in the corresponding individual
through a special contact with its internal organ. When the body of the individual
moves from one place to another its Soul remains motionless, but the thonghts
and feelings are then produced in that part of the omnipresent Soul which corres-
ponds to the place which the body has newly occupicd, cp. my Nirvapa, p. 57 ff.

2 madhyae-desa.
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ubiquitous. (65.13). Now, for the Buddhists, Soul itself (as a separate
substance) does not exist, still less does the fact of its attributes being
perceived anywhere exist. Thus the reason is unreal?

(65.15). The difference between the two last cases is that in the
former one the existence of the subject was doubtful, because its places
was unknown; in the latter case the subject of the conclusion itself is
a non-entity.

(65.16). Thus it is, that when one form of the reason, the form
concerning its presence upon the subject of the conclusion (i. e, the
minor premise), is not real, we have the (material) fallacy of an un-
real reason.?

1 According to the Tib. the cheda before tasya, p. 65. 14, must be dropped, it
then refers not to bauddhasya, but to Gtmd; asiddhau must be then corrected
into astddho.

2 Lit. «substratum», dharmin = @sraya. The ultimate substratum in every
cognition (¢p. comment on sitra I. 12) is the «thing in itself» (svalaksana), the effici-
ent (artha-kriy@-karin), the point-instant (ksana), it is the pure substratom (dharmin)
with all its attributes (dharma) stripped off, not the empirical thing (samudiye =
dharmi-dharma-samudaya, cp, comment on sitra IL. 8). This underlyng point-instant
of reality is problematic in the first case, it is quite absent in the second, i. e.,
when the attributes of sensation, feelings, ideas etc. are taken away there remains
no point of something real to which the designation of a Soul could be applied.
The construction of an ubiquitous Soul-substance, the substratum of all mental
phenomena, by the VaiSegikas is therefore pure imagination.

3 The division of logical fallacies (hetv@bhasa) which we find in the original
sutrag of the Nydya and of the VaiBegika systems, as well, as in the Bhagya of
Vitsyayana, is substantially different from the Buddhist classification which was
first established in strict conformity with his theory of the three aspects of a logical
reason, by DignZga in his celebrated little work «An Elucidation of a Table
of possible Reasons» — Hetu-cakra-samarthana. The Bbagya of Pra3as-
tapada has then adopted the main lines of Dignaga’s classification and all the
subsequent evolution of this part of the science of Indian logic is infiuenced by it,
cp. my article «Rapports entre la Théorie Bouddhique dela Connais-
gsance et ’enseignement des autres écoles», in the Muséon, V, cp. also
Randle’s article in the Mind, 1924, p. 405 ff. Since all objects in the whole uni-
verse are interconnected and logically dependent upon one another, either as unifor-
mities of Coexistence or as uniformities of Succession, every object is o ¢pso a
logical reason and the possibilities of logical fallacies are infinite. Those that are
not worth considering have been set aside, as we have seen, as impossible theses.
After that come the fallacies of the reason properly speaking which are fallacies
of one or of more than one of its three aspects. The cases where the first aspect
alone is ejther wrong or uncertain are all fallacies of the minor premise. The cases
when the second and third aspect of the logical reason are either wrong or uncertain
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§ 11. UNCERTAIN REASON.

68, When another aspect of the reason —its
absence in counter-instances—taken singly—is un-
real the fallacy is called uncertainty.

(65.18). When another® single aspect of the reason, namely its
absence in counter-instances, is (not supported) by reality, we have the
fallacy of an uncertain reason. Certainty means one issue. It is the
aim of (the syllogism), it becomes then conclusive. Inconclusive is
uncertain. It is a case when neither the conclusion nor its negation
can be ascertained, but, on the contrary, there remains only a doubt.

are fallacies of concomitance, or of the major premise. All the cases where the mi-
nor premise is wrong, i. e., where the reason is either totally or partly absent on
the subject of the conclusion, or where its presence there is uncertain, are called
«unreal» (asiddha) reasons. These are material fallacies or fallacies of fact, fallacic
extra dictione. Fallacia in dictione, in the strict sense of the term, sc. fallacies of
expression, where the thought is all right, but wrongly expressed, are treated
ag wrong examples, cp. below, text 89. 8 — na dugtam vastu tathapi vakiré dustam
dargitam. All other fallacies are also, strictly speaking, fallacies of fact, material
fallacies, since they are fallacies of a wrongly established concomitance, and con-
comitance is always a generalization from facts. When the presence of the middle
term upon the whole compass of the minor term is an ascertained fact, comes the
next step of ascertaining its position between the similar and dissimilar cases. It
must be present in similar cases only and absent from every dissimilar case, cp.
gutra II. 6—7. The counclusion is right ubi non reperitur instantia contradictoria.
This again must be ascertained by facts. But these latter fallacies correspond more
closely to our fallacies of undistributed middle and of illicit major and can be
termed logical fallacies in the stricter sense. We thus have two main groups of
fallacies which we can call fallacies of the minor premise and fallacies of the major
premise. In the monastic schools of Tibet and Mongolia pupils are trained to dis-
tinguish among these two groups at once, without delay, when a series of quite
fantastic combinations are proposed to them. If the minor premise is not supported
by the facts, the answer must be «the reason is unreal» (rtags ma grub = asiddho
hetul). When the concomitance between the middle and the major terms is not
warranted, the answer must be «concomitance is not producedn (khyab-pa ma
hbyun = vydptir na bhavati). Dignaga distinguished 4 varieties of asiddha-hetu.
The number is here increased to six. GangeSa and the logic of the united Nydya-
VaiSegika system have retained the class of unreal (astddha) fallacies, but the clear
cut principle of Digniga’s division has been obliterated by useless details and the
desire to compromise with the fivefold division of fallacies in Gotama’s shtras,
¢p. Suali, Introduzione, pp. 393—394.
1 Read aparasya.
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We call uncertain a reason which makes us fluctuate between a con-
clusion and its denial. Examples are now given.t

69. Supposing we must prove the eternal cha-
racter of the sounds of speech or some other
(property to be mentioned presently). If the
faet of its being cogrizable and other pro-
perties are quoted as their (respective) reasouns,
they—being present, either partly or completely,
in dissimilar cases also? — (are uncertain rea-
sons).

(66. 3). «The eternal® character or some other property». By
«some other property» (the following three predicates) are alluded to,
1) the fact of not being produced by a voluntary effort, 2) the fact of
being so produced, and 3) eternality (once more).

(66.4). «The fact of being cognizable and other properties». By
«other properties» (the corresponding three following reasons) are
meant, 1) impermanence, 2) (once more) impermanence, and 3) (pene-
trability or) the fact of not being an extended body.* When eternality
or the other (three) attributes are predicated, cognizability and the
other three properties (in the order stated) are uncertain reasoms,
since the absence of all the four facts in counter instances is subject
to doubt. (We thus obtain the four following patterns of uncertain
reasoning). '

(66. 7). Indeed, (first syllogism).

(Thesis). The sounds of speech are eternal.

(Reason). Because they are cognizable.

(Major premise). (Whatsoever is cognizable is eternal).

(Example). Just as Space, (cognizable and eternal).

(Counter instance). And (not) as a jar, (non-eternal, but not
incognizable).

1 The aspects of the logical reason referred to in this section where the logi-
cal fallacies are examined are always those which are established for internal infe-
rence, cp. shitras II. 5—7, not those mentioned under sutra IIL. 1. The latter are
again taken into account when examining the wrongly expressed examples, cp.
below, text p.88—89.

2 Lit. «in both the similar and dissimilar cases».

3 Read nétya instead of anitye in 66. 1, 66. 3 (bis), 66.6 and 66. 7.

4 amitrta = lus-can-ma-yin-pa, «not possessing a body», mitrta means posses-
sing a definite limited dimension, = paricchinna-parinamaval,
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The reason «cognizability» covers similar as well as contrary
cages, (eternal objects, like Space and impermanent onmes, like jars
ete. It is inconclusive).

(66. 8). (Second syllogism).

(Thesis). The sounds of speech are not produced by an
effort.

{(Reason). Because they are impermanent.

(Major premise). (Whatsoever is impermanent is not pro-
duced by an effort).

(Examples). Just as lightning and as Space, (both not pro-
duced by an effort, but the one impermanent, the other eternal).

(Counter-instance). And (not) as jars ete. (which are so pro-
duced and hence ought to have been permanent, but are imper-
manent).

Impermanence is present in one part of the similar cases (i e,
in objects not produced by an effort). It is present in lightning etc,
but it is absent (in the other part of them), in Space ete. And it
includes all the contrary cases, since it is present wheresoever there
is production by an effort.?

(66.10). (Third syllogism).

(Thesis). The sounds of speech are produced by an effort.

(Reason). Because they are impermanent.

(Major premise). (Whatsoever is impermanent is produced
by an effort).

(Example). Just as a jar (which is so produced).

(Counter-instances). And (not) as lightning and Space (which
both are not so produced, but the one is impermanent and the
other eternal, whereas if the reason were right they ought to
have been both eternal entities).

1 No such gyllogism, of course, has ever been advanced bona fide, but the idea
of the Mimamsakas about eternal unmanifested sounds is twisted in every possible
way for exemplification of logical rules. The Indian and Tibetan logicians think
that in order to get the real force of the syllogistic formulae, it is much better to
practise on propositions which are quite wrong, so strikingly wrong that they never
have oceurred to anybody.

2 The dissimilar or contrary cases are objects produced by an effort, as jars
etc. The contraposition of the major premise gives the proposition — «whatsoever
is produced by a conscious effort is eternal».
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Impermanence is present in one part of the contrary cases! it is
present in lightning etc., but absent in Space. It is moreover present
in all simijlar cases, since everything produced by a conscious effort is
impermanent.

(66.12). (Fourth syllogism).

(Thesis). The sounds of speech are eternal.

(Reason). Because they are not limitedly extended bodies.

(Major premise). (Whatsoever is not an extended body of
limited dimensions is eternal).

(Example). Like Space and like atoms (which both are
eternal).

(Counter-instances). Contrary? to motion and to a jar (both
of which are impermanent, but the first is non-extended).

The attribute of «not being a limitedly extended body» is partly
found both in similar and contrary cases. It is present partly in both, in
(eternal) Space and in (impermanent) motion, (both are not bodies of
limited dimensions). But in atoms which represent one part of the simi-
lar (eternal) cases, and in jars etc. which represent one part of the con-
trary (non-eternal) cases, it is absent. Jars as well as atoms have
limited dimensions. That atoms are eternal is a tenet admitted by
the VaiSesika school, therefore they are included in the similar cases.
(66.15). In these four examples, the (condition of) the absence of the
reason in contrary cases is not realized, therefore they produce falla-
cies of uncertainty.?

1 i e, in some of the objects which, although impermanent, are not produced
by any couscious effort, like lightning.

2 Lit. «likex.

8 These are in Dign3ga’s system the four varieties of an overwide, or not
exclusive enongh (avyatirekin) logical mark. They have all that feature in commeon
that the mark is not excluded from every dissimilar case, While being present, either
partly or totally, in similar cases—thisis only as it should be in a correct reason —
it is nevertheless present, either partly or totally, in the dissimilar cases also. The
third aspect of a logical reason, mentioned in sftra II. 7, is not realized. In order
clearly to show the position of the reason between the similar and the dissimilar
cases Digniga begins by giving an example where the reason pervades all things
coguizable, i. e., all similar and all dissimilar cases together. This is toe absolutely
overwide reason (s@dhdrama-hetu). This would correspond to an inference of the
form «Socrates is immortal because he is a cognizable object», au inference which
by itself would not be worth considering, but it is introduced in ocrder better to
show the full score of the possible situation of a reason between similar and dissi-
milar instances. The second variety will be when the reason pervades the totality
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70. When this aspect of the reason is dubious,
the fallacy is likewise ome of uncertainty.

(66.17). When this aspect of the reason, its absence in contrary
cases, is unreal, the fallacy is one of uncertainty. And similarly, when
this aspect is dubious, the (resulting) fallacy is likewise one of uncer-
tainty.

An example —

71. Supposing we wish to prove that a certain
person is mnon-omniscient, or that he is subject
to passions. If the fact that he is endowed with
the faculty of speech (and other attributes of a
man) is quoted as a reason, its absence in con-
trary cases (i.e, with omniscient beings) becomes
problematic?

of the similar cases and moreover trespasses partly upon the domain of the dissi-
milar ones. This would give us an inference of the form «Socrates is a man because
he is mortaln. The reason mortality not only pervades the whole domain of men,
but trespasses moreover upon the forbidden ground of the dissimilar cases, i. e., of
non-men. It is the Hote00v mowregov of Aristoteles. In Digniiga’s Table it occu-
pies the place of the second uncertain reason,’(the place at the right corner of the
Table). Here and in the Ny@ya-pravesa it is given the third place, but below,
text p. 76.13—14 (sandigdha-tipoksa-vyavrittka) it is rightly placed as the se-
cond. The third variety (here placed as the second) will be when the reason perva-
des the totality of the dissimilar cases and only one part of the similar ones. This
would give us an inference of the form «Socrates is not a man, (is a non-man),
becanse he is mortal ». Here the similar cases, the non-men, are partly mortal, and
the dissimilar ones, sc. men, which should be all immortal, are, on the contrary, all
mortal. Finally the last combination will be when the reason is partly present on
both sides. This would give us an inference of the form «Socrates is immortal,
because he is an idea». Excluding all ambiguity in the terms and agsuming that
Socrates is taken in the sense of a man, we will have an uncertain reason, hecause
there are ideas on both sides, mortal and immortal ones. All this schema is devised
only in order to show the exact position of the right reason between the similar and
dissimilar instances, as in the inference «Socrates is mortal, because he is a manx».
1 Thus an uncertain or problematic judgment iz always a case of incomplete
induction from particular cases, counter-instances being producible.
2 The syllogisms would have the following forms,
1. Whosoever is a man i8 non-omniscient.
This oue is a man.
He is non-omniscient.
2. Whosoever is a man is non-passionless.
This one is a man.
He is non-passionless.
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(66.21). The predicate to be deduced is «non-omniscience» (i. e.,
limited knowledge). «A certain person», is a person whom the spea~
ker has in view. This is the subject of the conclusion. A second pre-
dicate is the fact that he is subject to passions. When the fact of
limited knowledge or the presence of passions are asserted, such attri-
butes as the faculty of speech, (or such animal functions as) the opening
and closing of the eyes ete. are inconclusive. Their absence in contrary
cases (i. e, in omniscient beings) it is impossible to prove. (67.3).
The contrary case is omniscience. Whether omniscient beings possess
that faculty of speech (and other attributes of men), or whether they
do not possess them, it is impossible for us to decide. Consequently it
is never known whether a speaker is omniscient or not. Speech is an
uncertain mark?!

(67.6). But (it might be objected) that there are altogether no
omniscient speakers in existence, why then should we entertain doubts
regarding their faculty of speech?

72, A negative judgment of the form «there
are no omniscient speakers in existence» con-
cerns a fact which is essentially beyond any
possible experience. Therefore the absence of
speech and (human attributes in omniscient
beings, i.e) in cases contrary to non-omniscience,
cannot be warranted?!

(67.9). For this very reason the negative judgment «there are no
omniscient speakers in existence» produces uncertainty. For what
reason? Because it refers to an object whose essence is to be beyond
any possible experience, and this (always) leads to uncertainty. (67.11).
When a negative judgment refers to an object unaccessible to expe-
rience, negation then does not produce a necessary conclusion? but
a problematic argument.® The absence of the faculty of speech in omnis-
cient beings is therefore uncertain. Omniscience is the counter-instance

1 About the origin of this example see above, p. 56. The idea that an omnis-
cient being should necessarily remain silent, since humsn speech is incompatible
with omniscience, because it is adapted to express relative, but not illimited know-
ledge, this idea is now being pressed in different combinations merely in order to
exemplify logical rules; cp. N. Kanikd p. 111 ff. and the concluding part of
Tattvas.

2 niseaya-hetuh.

8 Cp, above, ch. 1, sutra 48—49.
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in regard of limited knowledge, (a case where the absence of the mark
is ascertained).}

(67.15). (The opponent may rejoin? that) it is not (experience, be
it) negative experience, which induces (him) to maintain that omni-
scient beings do not speak, but (he maintains it) because (human)
speech is incompatible with omniscience ??

(We answer: No, because —)

738. The contraposed proposition, viz,«an omnis-
cient being does not resort to speech» canmot
be proved by negative experience, neither (can
it be deduced from incompatibility with speech),
because there is no contradiction between om-
niscience and the faculty of speech, (omnisci-
ence) being problematict

(67.16). There is no incompatibility between omniscience and the
faculty of speech, and for this reason the contraposed proposition can-
not be established. (67.17). The contraposed concomitance® is (now)
quoted. «One who is omniscient (does not speak)». The subject is the
negation of the predicate, i. e., omniscience. The predicate is the nega-
tion of the subject, i. e., «the absence of the faculty of speech». Thus
it is intimated that the negation of the predicate is invariably conco-
mitant with the negation of the subject, and the first is thus subal-
tern to the second.

(67.19). Such an inverted concomitance (of the form «whosoever
is omniscient is not a man») could be accepted as established, if omni-

1 Lit, p. 67. 11—12. «Since non-cognition whose object is irrepresentable
{adrdya) is a cause of doubt, not a cause of certainty, therefore is the exclusion of
speech etc. from omniscience, which is the contrary of non-omniscience, doubt-
ful».

2 Lit., p. 67.15. «Not because of non-cognition do we declare that speech is
absent in ommiscience, but because of the contradiction of speech with omnisci-
ence». This proposition must precede the sutra IIT. 73.

3 Cp. N. Kanikd, p. 111. 11 — sarva-jlatdya atyania-paroksiyah kena cid
api saha pratyaksa-pratitena virodh@navagaich.

4 Lit., p. 67.13—14. «And because there is no opposition (virodha) be-
tween the faculty of speech and omniscience, even if there is no experience (adar-
$ane’pi) of « whosoever is omnigcient does not speaks, the contraposition does not
really exist (ne sidhyati), because of doubt».

5 vyaptiman vyatirekah.
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science and human speech® were opposed (by Incompatibility or Con-
tradiction). But that is not the case. Therefore, the inverted conco-
mitance does not hold good. Why? Because it is uncertain. Since there
is no opposition, therefore the problem (cannot be solved). Aund when
uncertainty obtains the contraposed concomitance is not established.?

§ 12. TeE 1AW oF CONTRADICTION.
67.22). How is it that there is no opposition?®
PP

74. Opposition between objects is of a double
kind.

(68.2). There is no opposition between the faculty of omniscience
and human speech, because opposition can be only of two kinds, (Effi
cient Opposition and Contradiction) and no more. What is this double
aspect of opposition?

75—76. When (one fact) has duration (as long
as) the sum-total of its causes remains unim-
paired, and it (then) vanishes as soom as ano
ther, (the opposed), fact appears, it follows that
both are incompatible, (or efficiently opposed)
just as the sensations of heat and cold.

(68.5). Possessing unimpaired causes means having the totalit)
of its causes present. 1f something owing to deficient causes ceases t«
exist, it cannot (efficiently) be opposed by something else,* (since it doe:

1 The faculty of speech, as is clear from text, p. 67.2, is only quoted as th
main characteristic of a human being, all other characteristics are equally mean
we could therefore translate «if omniscience and man were opposed by contra
diction». .

2 Lit., p. 67.19—21. «Such contraposition implying concomitance (vyaptimar
would exist between omniscience and the faculty of speech, if they would be oppc
sed. But there is no opposition. Therefore it (the contraposition) does not reall
exist. Why ? He says, because of doubt. Since there is no opposition, therefore thex
is doubt. Because of doubt contraposition is not real (esiddia)».

8 In the following exposition we will translate virodha when it refers to bot
its varieties by «opposition», its first variety by «efficient oppositions or Incompe
tibility, its second variety by «logical opposition» or Comtradiction, resp. law ¢
Contradiction.

4 Lit., 68. 4—6. «Because of the non-existence, in cage another exists, of
lasting possessor of non-deficient causes, there is a conception (gats) of oppositio:
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not exist). This is (the idea) carried by the expression «unimpaired
causesn»,

(68.7). But is it not evident that as long as the totality of the
causes of something remains intact, nothing (in the world) will be
able to interfere with it? How can it then be (efficiently) opposed (by
anything else?)

(68.8). This is however (possible) in the following way. Let the
sum total of its causes be present, the fact is nevertheless (efficiently)
opposed by that other fact which, producing a breach in this totality,
thus removes it If a fact is opposed to another one in this sense, it
always affects it in some way or other. (68.10). Indeed if (an agency)
producing cold curtails its efficiency to produce further moments of
cold, it removes cold and (in this sense) is opposed to it. (68.11).
Therefore to be (efficiently) opposed means just to prodace a disappear-
ing (phenomenon) by producing a breach in its causes? This kind
of opposition means (Incompatibility), or impossibility of contiguous
coexistence. (68.12). Consequently contiguous coexistence of such
mutually opposed facts in the same moment must be impossible. Such
mutual exclusion obtains between two opposed (phenomena) when they

«Of a possessor of non-deficient causes» — thus that one is called whose causes
are non-deficient, are intact. Of whom there is non-existence, through deficiency
of causes, to him there is no opposition even from whatsoever ».

1 Lit., 68.8—9. «However thus. Even the possessor of undeficient causes is
known (gat) to be in opposition to that one through the canse-deficiency-made-
by-whom there is non-existencen. Cp.Jayanta, Nyiyamaijari, p. 55 — akim-
cit-karasya virodhitve "tiprasakiih.

2 Lit., p. 68.10—11. «Indeed, opposed (viruddkah) is the abolisher (nivar-
takah) of cold-sensation which counteracts the force producing cold-sensation,
(although) being (himself) a producer of cold-sensation. Therefore opposed is just
the producer of the disappearing phenomenon (nivartyatva) which makes a defici-
ency of causes». — The idea seems to be that when cold is superseeded by heat
there is a struggle between two forces. Three phases, or moments, of this struggle
must be distinguished. Heat is latent in the first phase, although it latently coun-
teracts already the forces producing cold, so that in the next phase cold will ap-
pear in a fina] moment, in order to be superseded in the third phase by heat. Thus
it is that in the first phase cold is in a state of latently efficient opposition with
the forces which will produce heat in the ultimate phase. Dh. thus maintains that
the causes which produce cold in the next moment, will produce heat in the next
following moment. That heat is the cause of cold means that heat is present among
the causes which produce the last moment of cold. This also is an answer to the
much debated question, in India as well as in Europe, whether the night which
precedes the day can be regarded as the cause of the day.
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are neighbours to one another, because if they are located at some
distance there is no (efficient) opposition between them.

(68.13). Thus it is that when one (phenomenon) removes the op-
posite one, (there is a gradual change, and if the change is abrupt),
it can do it in no less than in three moments. In the first moment it
meets it and becomes ready to produce a condition of non-efficiency.
In the second it (actually) reduces the opposite phenomenom to such
a condition. In the third it removes and supersedes it.!

(68.16). If this is right? then light, which represents a moving
substance, occupies space spreading gradually by light waves (in the
following manner). When it produces the moment of light which fol-
Jows immediately upon darkness, it (begins) by producing in the neigh-
bouring darkness a condition of non-efficiency. That darkness alone
becomes non-efficient which is contiguous with the light, (first moment).
When the non-efficient has been removed, (second moment), light
springs up in the same place, (third moment). In this manner darkness
can be gradually driven away by light. In the same way a hot sen-
sation can be superseded by a cold one.

(68.19). But when light springs up (abruptly) just in the place
occupied by darkness, (the series of light-moments is the direct conti-
nuation of the series of dark moments, there is no antagonism)?
(68.20). (However, in that case also there is a moment of darkness
which is followed by the final moment of if), the moment which
produces no further darkness, and it is just this moment which
(must be reckoned as) being also the birth moment of the (future)
light. The antagonism?® consists just in the fact that a condition
of non efficient (feeble) darkness is produced (after which no further
darkness appears). (68. 22). Therefore if the change is produced
(abruptly, with the utmost) speed, darkness has disappeared in the
third moment from the beginning of the process. (From this third

1 1it., 68.18—15. aTherefore who of whom ig the remover, he removes him,
at the utmost, in the third moment. Coinciding in the first moment he is fit to
produce a condition of non-efficiency. In the second he makes the opposed uneffi-
cient. In the third, when the unefficient has disappeared, he occupies its place»,
p. 68. 14 read — avasthadh@na-yogyo, cp. Mallavadi, fol. 95, — asamartha cdsav
avasthd  ca  ksomantara-janana-Sakti-(ra)hitety arthah, tasya adhana-ksanam,
tatra yogyo bhavati.

2 tatra tty evam sthite sati (Mallavadi).

3 nivartakatvoam.
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moment onwards begins a new series which is) efficiently opposed?
(to the preceding series).?

(69.1). (Now, if efficient opposition-is nothing but a change when)
one phenomenon produces (or is followed by) another one, this effici-
ent opposition will obtain between two phenomena having duration,
not between two moments?® (This however could not be an efficient

1 viruddho.

2 The difference between this case of such an abrupt change and the preceding
one is that in the latter we have two systems of momentary existences running
parallel and a meeting point between them which can be reckoned as the begin-
ning of efficient opposition, the incompatibility (virodha) is a process (bhavana-
dharman). Every change is theoretically constructed as occupying three moments
(tri-ksana-parinima), because there is always an intermediate phase between the
opposed phenomena, in contradistinetion from the second kind of opposition, or
logical contradiction, where the counterparts are diametrically opposed (paraspara-
porih@ra, paritydgs) and there is nothing intermediate. When light is produced
just in the place formerly occupied by darkness, e. g., by lighting up alamp, there
is no efficient opposition in the first phase of the process of change, because there
is as yet no light, nor is there any in the third moment because there is already
no darkness, (cp. below, Mallavadi’s comment). The oppositiou reduces to a simple
change just as, e. g, the change of clay into a jar, or the destruction of the jar by
a stroke of a hammer, its change into splinters. According to the Buddhist idea of
the Universe as an impersonal process of perpetual change where the point-instants
(ksana) following upon one another according to caumsal laws may be arbitrarily
united in series (sant@na) which receive names, the series of light moments is only
the continuation of the series of dark moments. Every existence has the possibility
to be followed either by homogeneous or by heterogeneous moments (sajatiya-
vijatiya-ubhaya-santati-janana-Sakti-yulkto ghatah). There is thus no opposition
between two consecutive moments, but only between the end of one duration and
the beginning of the other. The so called incompatibility (nivartya-nivartaka-
bhava) is nothing but the beginning of a new series (janya-janaka-bhava), it would
be simple difference, no opposition. The question is solved in the sequel by pointing
to the fact that there is an antagonism or struggle between two continuous pheno-
mena trying to oust one another Cp. Mallavadi, fol. 96, — atha yada tatraiva
pradese wipadyata alokas tada k& eartety @ha yadd tv (p. 68.19) ity adi. tata
(p- 68.21) 4ti, yatah pradipadir endha-karady asemartham janayan nivartayali,
tatah karandt. atha bhavatu janya-joncka-bhaveno mvartya-nivartaka-bhavah,
param kim atah siddham? ityaha, ata$ cety@ds (p. 68. 22). ato janya-jonakatvena
nivartya-nivartakatve-- - yad iti yasmad va (?) yo janakah ksano na sa viruddha-
desam @kramati, yas cakramati na sa janako *samartha-vikarades, tat kata(rayyor
virodha ity aha, jonyety adi (p. 69.1). Cp. also Jayanta’s Nyayamafijari,
p. 60—61 (Vizian.).

8 Lit,, 68.19—69.1. «But when light is produced just there, in the place of
darkness, then, from which moment the birth-moment of the light of the darkness-
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opposition, since causal efficiency belongs to moments only* and not
to artificial integrations of these moments into series? Yes,) but al-
though the serial existences are not realities, their members, the moments,
are the reality. (69.2). Therefore the core of the problem? is the following
fact. There is no incompatibility between two moments, but between
(two series consisting) of many (moments). Indeed (the incompatibility
of heat and cold does not consist in simple difference, but in the fact
that) as long as the moments of heat are present, the moments of
cold, although being active (forces), are kept down (in a state of sup-
pression).?

(69.4). Efficient opposition is thus marked off by an antagonism
between two phenomena having duration. All atoms (on the other
hand, possess mere difference), any pair of them cannot occupy the
same place,* but there is no efficient opposition between them, because
the duration of one atom does not interfere with the duration of
another one.

(69.5). (But if light has the capacity of stopping the duration of
darkness why does it not stop it completely®)? Light is a moving
substance, when it occupies a place it stops the duration of the con-

place is being produced, just from that (moment) the darkness which is not capable
of producing other darkness has been produced. Therefore just the production of
an unefficient condition (means) doing it away. And therefore in which moment is
the birth-producer, in the third moment from it the opposed is stopped, if it is
stopped quickly. (69.1). And since there is relation of producer to produced the
-opposition is of two series, not of two moments».

1 Cp. above notes on pp. 91 and 121. 2 paramartha.

8 Lit., «The moments of cold, albeit efficient (pravrtia) have the attribute of
non efficiency (nivrtti-dharman)».—They are, so to say, kept in’the state of nircina,
the Hinayanistic conception of nirtana being just a condition when all the forces
(samska@ra) of life are suppressed to a condition of non-efficiency, cp. my Nirvana,
p- 28 and 197.

* Such was evidently one of the current definitions of contradiction—ayam ez
ca virodhdrthal, yad ekatra ubhayor anovasthanam, Jayanta, op. cit, p. 60. In
the Vaiiesika - stitras, IXI. 1.10—12, wirodha is defined as a variety of sam-
bandha and even non-existence or absence was regarded in later Nydya as resi-
ding in its substratum by wiSesane-videsya-bhava-sambandha or svaritpa-sam-
bandha. Cp. Sigwart, op ci. p. L. 159, — «ein Band welches trennt ist ein
Unsinn», nevertheless contradiction is a relation, and a relation is a connection
(sambandha).

5 Cp. Mallavadi, £ 97. — atha samipaverty-andhakiram prati pradipider
nivartakatve 'bhyupagamyamine sari@pavaraka-madhya-sthitindhokarasyy pra-
dipader nivrttih sydn, na ca dréyata ity @ienkyiha.
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flicting phenomena of that place. Although the light of a lamp stan-
ding in one corner of a room is contiguous with the dark (parts of
the room), it does not remove darkness altogether, because it has not
the force to produce further moments of light in those parts of the
room which are still occupied by darkness.

(69.7). In order to indicate that this kind of opposition concerns
only serial existences and is brought about by producing a breach in
the causes (of a lasting phenomernon), it has been stated (above), that
(the opposed facts) have «duration». Duration means lasting for some
time without interruption. (Such) a series of moments of cold vani-
shes when a series of moments of heat appears.

(69.11). There are some (philosophers) who maintain that the
relation of (efficient) opposition is not a reality. To them we answer
(as follows). When an effect is produced, we do not really experience
causation itself (as a sensible fact). But the existence of a (real) effect
presupposes the former existence of a (real) cause, thercfore (indirectly)
the relation is necessarily a real one.

(69.13). And similarly when something real has been removed, we
can have no direct sense-experience of opposition itself. But when a
cold sensation is not followed by any further such sensation, (we know)
that this is caused by (real) heat. (Efficient opposition is thus as
much a reality as the relation of cause and effect).!

(69.15). The example «just as the semsations of cold and heat»
must be interpreted according (to the lines traced) above.

(69.19). Turning to the second variety of opposition the (author)
says,

77. There 1is also (opposition between two
facts) when their own essence consists in mutual
exclusion, as between the affirmation and nega-
tion (of the same thing)?

! This passage is of extreme importance as an evidence of that Kantian
8pirit which prevailed in the school of Digniga and Dharmakirti. The catego-
ries of Causation, Substance, Quality, Negation ete. are logical, mental constructions
(kalpanika, adhyavasita, niscite) superimposed (Gropita) upon the absclute reality
(paramarthasat) of point-instants (ksana) or the extreme particular «things in
themselves» (svalaksana) incognizable in discursive thinking (jfl@nena prapayitum
asakya, cp. N. b. t, p. 12. 19),

% Lit., p. 69.20. «Or by the fact (-tayd) of having (bahuor.) an essence which
has its stand on mutual exclusion, as existence and non-existence (affirmation and
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Mutual exclusion means complete separation (diametrical opposi-
tion, without anything intermediate). If two facts have the essence, or
possess the nature, consisting in such mutual exclusion, they (are
correlative, they) have their stand in mutual contradiction.

(69.22). When something on earth? is definitely cognized, (some-
thing else is always at the same time) excluded, the essence of the
distinctly cognized has its stand on a contrast with the excluded.
(70.1). When (a patch) of blue is being definitely cognized, its non-
identity# (the non-blue) is (eo 9pso) excluded. If it were not excluded
we would have no cognition of blued® Therefore existence and non-
existence of a reality (its affirmation and negation, are correlative,
their) essence is mutual exclusion,® (the one is nothing but the nega-
tion of the other).

negation)n. — It is clear that in these words we have a definition of the Law of
Contradietion, so much discussed in European Logic from Aristoteles through
Leibnitz, Kaunt and Sigwart up to the modern logicians. It is therefore of the
highest importance to realize the exact meaning of the Indian view. It will be noti-
ced, first of all, that there is no difference between a contradiction of concepts and
a contradiction between judgments, the terms bh@va = vidhi = vastu, Tib. yod-
pa = ggrub-pa = diios-po being synonymous, cp. E. Obermiller’s Index. of N. b. t.
The term «blue » in logic always means the judgment athis is blue», it is a synthesis
of «thisness» and «thatness», it is contrasted with the mere reflex of the blue
(pratibhdsa), an unascertained reflex which has no place in logic. Thusin the quar-
rel between Aristoteles and Sigwart, op. cit.1. 118 ff,, on the one side, and Kant
on the other, the Indian view will fall in line rather with the first party. The con-
tradiction is virtually between the judgments «this is blue» and « thisis not bluex.

1 jhett jagati, cp. Mallavadi, f. 97.

2 t@dritpya-pracyuti = tadaimya-abhdva «loss of identity» or «non-identity ».
The term tadritpya-pracyuti-vyavaccheda or, as below p. 70.18, sva-pracyuti
means that if A is A it is excluded that A is non A or, in other words, that the law
of Identity is the counterpart of the law of Contradiction. From this point of view
the law of Contradiction expresses the impossibility of contradiction between subject
aud predicate of the same analytical judgment, this would correspond to the Leib-
nitz-Kant formulation of the law. We have seen above, p. 182 ff,, that D har-
makirti, avails himself of the term t@datmya to designate also a quite different
identity, the existential identity which Sigwart, op. eit., I 111, calls law of Agree-
ment. (Uebereinstimmuug).

3i.e, if the judgment «this is not blue» were not excluded we would not
have the judgment «this is blue».

4 Lit., 70.2—38. «Therefore being and non-being of a real object possess an
essence (rifpa = svariipa) having its stand on mutual exclusion».—Since the terms
vastu, vidhi, bhiva (Tib. dios-po, sgrub-pa, yod-pa) are used as synonyms, ep.
the note above, the sentence means that reality and unreality, affirmation and
negation, existence and non-existence are eorrelative.
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(70. 8). Further a thing! which is (merely) «other» than blue can-
not avoid being (included in) the negation of blue When we perceive
a yellow or some other colour (that is not blue), we (eo ipso) do not
perceive any blue. We then imagine its presence (and on the ground
of a repelled suggestion) we ascertain its absence (in a negative jud-
gment), because® just as the blue excludes its own negation, so also
does the yellow and any other colour exclude* the negation (of its
own self). (70.5). Thus it is that there is a direct contradiction bet-
ween affirmation and negation, (between blue and non-blue), and (only
an indirect) contradiction between (blue and yellow, i. e., between the
affirmations of) any pair of (different) objects in as much as they
unavoidably include the one the negation of the other.

(70.6). But® what is it that we can conceive as non-existent in
something else? Something distinct. Not something unlimited, as e. g.,
the fact of being a point-instant” Since the very essence of all

1 Lit., «a formy, rifpam.

2 Mallavadi, f 97, introduces this seutence thus, yady evam nilam sv@bha-
vam eva partharati, na nilabhdvavat-pitadikam ity aha niletyadi (p. 70. 8).

8 Lit., p. 70.3—4. «Because of an ascertainement of non-existence through
non-perception of the blue imagined as visible (dréya) when yellow ete. is percei-
ved». — Thus our anthor’s theory of negation falls in line with his view of Contra-
diction.

8 ¢o hetvarthas (Mallav., f. 97).

4 obhavavyabhicirs would mean lit. «invariably connected with non-existence »
or including non-existence, but of course svabhava-abkava-avyabhicars is meant,
i. e, including the impossibility of its owu non-existence or excluding its own non-
existence.

S vastunoh would mean lit. «between two realities», but this is not quite
accurate, since below, p. 70. 22, it is said sakale vastuny avastuni ca.

6 kasya ceti cah punararihe, bid.

7 An extreme concrete and particular (svelaksapa), or a point - instant
{ksana), is «other» in regard of every thing in the whole Universe (trailokya-
tyaurtia), it includes no coordination (s@rigpya), it is something unlimited (aniya-
takara). A patch of blue, as including already coordination with other coloars and
duration through a series of moments (sanf@na), may be characterized as a mental
construction under the law of Contradietion, but if «uon-blue» is interpreted as
including every thing in the Universe except this blue, as has been sometimes done
in Europe (cp. Sigwart, op. cit., I. 184—185), the representation and the judgment
will be infinite and senseless. H. Bergson, op. ¢it., p. 817, characterizes the de-
pied fact as replaced «par une certaine qualité x», and Bosanguet fallsinline by
maiutaining, op. cit., I 805, that «A is not B may always be taken to = A is x»,
x ig aniyata-akara. By Dh. the «non-blue» is here characterized not as anm X,
not as including all the point-instants of the Universe, but as tho fact of the ab-



SYLLOGISM 195

existing objects, (sc. coloured points), patches of blue ete., consists in
point-instants, therefore this fact has no limits. If we exclude (all) point
-instants, nothing (real will remain) that could be apprehended.
(70.9). If that is so, (viz. if this bare form of existence is unlimi-
ted and indefinite, its counterpart) non-existence will be equally unli-
mited? Why? (Why) indeed should it be unlimited? In so far as
this non-existence has the (definite) shape of the repudiation of a real
object (whose presence) has becn imagined! (it is not unlimited).?
(70.10). (And since this is an imagined concrete case of non-
existence), therefore® when we (in a negative judgment) distinetly

sence of a representable blue on a substratum on which it could have been pre-
sent and on which its presence can be imagined. The term niyat@kdra means here
exactly the reverse of what is designated above by the term niyata-prafibhasa, text
p- 8—9, although @kara and &bhisa (=pratibhdsa) are quoted as synonyms,
p. 15.9—10 and N. Kaniks, p. 184. 16. aniyata-pratibhdsa is meant. We find the
term aniyote applied to an object not restricted to a present moment in Ab. Kogabh.
ad 1. 23. Thus niyatakdra correspouds to aniyata-pratibhasa. The term nirigpa-ab-
hava which is also used as a characteristic of the excluded connterpart of an idea must
be interpreted so that it should not conflict with niyat@kara-abhava, cp. below, text
79.10,—abhavo hi niripo yadrio vikalpena darditah, cp. Jayanta, op. cit., p. 52. 3.

1 pastu-rigpa-vivikta-akarah kalpito 'dhavah =kalpita-anupalambhah = driya-
anupalabdhih.

2 Here evidently Dh. hits upon the problem of an infinjte or unlimited (unend-
lich, unbegrenzt, cogtoror) judgment. The judgment «this is non-blue» will be ac-
cording to Aristotle, Kant, Cohen and others infinite. According to Sigwart,
op. ¢it., 1. 167, the predicate alone is infinite, but the judgmeat is affirmative,
This is denied by Wundt. The infinite judgment endures the taunts of Lotze,
Logik, p. 61—62 and is highly vindicated by Cohen, Logik der r. Erkenntniss, ch.1,
According to Sigwart the law of Contradiction obtains only between the pair of
judgments «this is blue» aud «this is not bluex, the first is affirmative, the second
negative. Vis-3-vis this confusion in European Jogic the position of the Buddhist
logicians is quite clear: the judgments «this is not blue » and «this is non-blue »
are both negative, they refer to the same fact. As every negation they express not
something unlimited, an & (abh@va~ma@tram = aniyata-akaram), but only the repu-
diation of 2 thing whose presence has been imagined (drsyanupalabdhi). As to the
problem of an infinite predicate or name, ovoua cootozov it is very much discus-
ged by the Buddhists under the head of their theory of naming according -to which
all names, when viewed from a certain point of view, are infinite or, as Sigwart,
loco ¢it., puts it, «limitirend», not really positive, but only «limiting» (apoha). This
theory exhibits some remarkable points of analogy with Cohen’s view of the
infinite judgment as the foundation of a universal category of thought. Yacaspa-
timiSra’s exposition of the Buddhist theory of naming (apoha) will be translated
in an Appendix. :

8 tata it yatah kalpito ‘bhavas tatah karandt (Mallav., f. 98).
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cognize (the absence of a definite object) on some definite place,
we cognize it not in the form of an illimited non-existence, but
in a definite form, whether this form has been actually experienced
or only imagined. Thus when we deny eternity (or simple dura-
tion? of existence, or when we deny the presence) of a ghost? we
should know that (these denied facts) must have a definite (repre-
sentable) character.

(70.11). This Contradiction is a contradiction (or cancellation) of
Identity.? If two facts have their stand upon mutual exclusion, (if
they are correlative) they cannot be identical. This Contradiction is,
therefore, called Essential Contradiction* (or law of Contradiction),
meaning by it that it serves to establish the essence, or the pature,
of (all) entities.®* By dint of this (law of) Contradiction the essence of
(every) reality is established as something «other», (as contrasted with
other things).

(70.14). This (visible contrast between all objects of perception) is
just the foundation® (of our theory of Negation). If, in perceiving so-
mething, we (eo ipso) deny something else, we deny it after having (for
a moment) imagined its visibility. (70.15). Whether, in pointing to a
yellow patch, we deny even? (its own) non-existence or whether we
deny that it is a ghost, we can deny only a representable (concrete
form of non-existence). Therefore negation is founded exclusively on a
repelled suggestion. (Negation is then decided) after having (for a
moment) imagined the visibility (of the denied fact).

(70.17). And if it is so, (it follows that) when an object is being
definitely circumscribed® (by cognition), a representable form of its.
negation is being (eo ipso) repudiated, (not an illimited, infinite form).

(70.17). (Now, when yellow is denied simultaneously with a per-
ception of a patch of blue colour, does this absent yellow include, in its
turn, also a denial of non-yellow? Yes!) The definite form of non-existence
which, (because it is definite), itself includes (another) non-existence,

1 Cp. above, p. 83.17.

2 Cp. above, p. 83. 20.

3 L e, the law of Contradiction is the connterpart of the law of Identity.

4 Cp. Jayanta, p. 59. 10.

5 Here again vastu is used for vastu and avasty, cp. p. 70. 22.

6 ata eveti wvibhaklatva - vyavasth@panad eva drsyabhyupagama - pirvakam
nisedha-svariipam bhatayats, Mallav., f. 98.

7 abhavo’ piti na kevalo bhdva ity api-sabdah, ibid. £, 99.

8 paricchidyate = pratiyate = jiiayate.
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is also repudiated as an imaginable (concrete form of non-existence).
Therefore those objects which are excluded (according to the law of
Contradiction, when something is definitely cognized), are excluded
together with all the negations which they themselves include. Thus
it is that the identity is denied (of all correlative objects, i. e., of all)
objects the essence of which consists in mutual exclusion.?

(70.20). This kind of contradiction does not prevent coexistence
(in close contiguity). Thus the two kinds of opposition have different
functions. By one of them the identity of cold and heat is preclu-
ded, by the other their contiguous coexistence. They also have different
spheres of application. The (law) of Contradiction (is logical), it regards
all objects, whether real or not. But (Incompatibility or) impossibility of
coexistence refers to a limited number of real (occurrences) only. Thus
they have different functions and different spheres of application. Hence
(it cannot be maintained that) they mutually include one another.?

1 Lit., p. 70.17—19. «And the definite form possessing the nou-existence of
that, it is also excluded as representable; therefore, just as one’s own non-existence,
the possessors of non-existence are likewise excluded. Thus the possessors of an
essence which has its stand on mutual exclusion are all by this denied to be iden~
tical v,

2 Thus the Buddhists have established, 1) a general law of Contradiction
which has two aspects, a) what can be termed its Identity-aspeet according to
which every thing and every idea excludes its own non-existence, and b) its Diffe-
rence aspect according to which every thing and every idea has its own character
different from others. 2) Besides this the Buddhists have their law of Otherness
(viruddha-dharma-samsarga), cp above p. 8, note 2, according to which every va-
riation of place, time and quality make the object wanother» object, this law
rednces everything to point-instants and cancels individual identity altogether.
8) Among the «differents real objects there are some that are antagonistic inas-
much as the duration of the one is repugnant to the duration of the other (sahana-
vasthana).4) Among the non-repugnant attributes there are some that are coinherent,
belong to the same object, they are declared to be existentially identical, (t@datmya),
e. g., a tree and an oak. The contrary opposition which is assumed in some Euro-
pean logics hetween the extreme members of a series, as between white and black,
and the contradiction between general and particular judgments is not taken no-
tice of in Buddhist logic. Sigwart, op. ¢it. 1. 178, remarks that an almost Baby-
lonian confusion reigns in European logic in the application of the terms contrary,
contradicting, opposed, repugnant etc. This makes the task of translating Indian
conceptions extreemly difficult. Sigwart himself, op. cit, 1. § 22, establishes a
difference between a predicate which is absent from the subject and a predicate
which is incompatible with it, this difference, to a certain extent, corresponds to
the difference established by Dharmakirti between general opposition (or contra-
diction) and efficient incompatibility.
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§ 13. THE UNCERTAIN REASON (CONTINUED).

78. Now, neither of these two kinds of oppo-
sition does exist between the faculty of human
speech and omniscience.

(71.2). Admitting now that there are two kinds of opposition, (it
is clear that) neither of them obtains between the faculty of human
speech and omniscience (It cannot be maintained), indeed, that
omniscience (as a phenomenon enduring as long as) all the conditions
(producing it) are fulfilled, vanishes as soon as human speech appears.
Omniscience is really irrepresentable (transcendental). And (according
to what has been explained above)? the absence of something irrepre-
sentable® can never be asserted* (with logical necessity). For this
reason (alone) efficient opposition with such a (transcendental entity)
is altogether impossible.’

(71.4). Neither (does the second variety of opposition, i. e., logi-
cal contradiction, obtain between these two facts, for it cannot be
maintained that) the essence of omniscience consists in the absence of
human speech. In this case logs of wood would be omniscient, because
they cannot speak. Nor does the essence of the faculty of human speech
consist in the absence of omniscience. For if it were so, logs of wood
would possess this faculty, because they are not omniscient. Conse-
quently since there is no opposition (of whatsoever a kind), we cannot
deduce a denial of omniscience from an affirmation of the faculty of
human speech.

(71.8). Be it so! But if there were altogether no incompatibility
between (omniscience and the faculty of speech), they could have been
observed as coexistent, just as a jar and a cloth. This coexistence,
however, has never been observed. Could we not think, on the ground
of such negative experience,® that (nevertheless some kind of) incom-

1 Lit., p. 71. 1. «Further this, albeit double, opposition is impossible for speech.
and omniscience . sa ceti cah punararthe (Mallav, f. 99).

2 Ch. II, sutra 48, cp. text p. 39. 18, transl. p. 193 n.

2 Read adr$yasya, cp. Mallavadi, f. 99 — tata dti (p. 71.4), yato adrsyasya
satal sarvajfiatvesya nabhavo “tasiyate vakirtve sati, iatah karandat.

41 e, no negative judgment (adhyavas@ya) in the real sense of this term is
possible, cp. above, notes on pp. 104 ff.

5 Lit., p. 71. 4. « Therefore there is no knowledge (gati = rtogs-pa) of opposi~
tion with it». aneneti sarvajfiatvena, ibid.

8 adarsanat.
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patibility obtains between them, and then conclude, on the ground of
this incompatibility, that (the presence of the one implies) the absence
of the other?

This supposition is rejected in the following words.

79. Even when a fact has never been observed,
its non-existence cannot be deduced from the
presence of another fact, if the latter has not
been established (by experience) as incompatible
with it.?

(71.11). Even if (omniscience) has never been actually observed, (in a
speaker), the existence of the® (faculty of speech) cannot be (interpreted)
as the existence* of something incompatible (with omniscience). Although
(it is true) that both facts have never been observed together, this
does not mean that there is incompatibility between them, because
incompatibility is not established through the mere fact that they
never have been observed together. On the contrary (it is established)
through our conviction® that among two (equally) observable facts
the presence of the one blots out the presence of the other.® (71.183).
Therefore although (the gift of omniscience has never been observed

1 Lit., p- 71.8—9 «Be it (s0)! If opposition does not exist at all, (we) could
also observe their coexistence, just as of a jar and a cloth. But from non-observa-
tion opposition (would) follow. And from opposition non-existence (would) follow?
Having thus emitted a doubt he says».— The introduction of Vinitadeva, p.
117.11—183, is, as usual, more simple: «Let there be no opposition, if it is never~
theless asked whether speech can exclude omniscience also without any opposition
(between them), the answer is...» Dh. has complicated the problem by the useless
example of jar and cloth. In his comment Mallavidi remarks that for the sake
of argument we must imagine that a jar and a cloth are two attributes predicable
of the same subject, — (ghata-)patayol samanadhikaranyam sydd ity api sam-
bhavane (f. 100).

2 Lit., p. 71. 10. «And from the affirmation of the non opposed (== non incom-
patible) even if there i8 non-perception, non-existence does not follow ».—The term
«affirmation» vidhi is here synonymous with «reality» (vastu) or «existence» or
«presence» or a perceptual judgment, ¢p. above text, p. 24. 16.

3 ayam @1 vakirtvadik, Mallav, £. 100.

4 vidhi = bhava.

5 (adhy-) avasayat, lit. «through @ judgment», in the direct meaning of the
term judgment, as implying an assertory attitude towards some reality by logical
necessity. Vinitadeva says, «we cannot believe» (yid-ches-par mi nus-60) in its
absencen (p. 117. 16).

8 nivartya-nivartaka-bhava.
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as coexisting with the gift of buman speech), the presence! of the
latter (cannot be interpreted as) the presence of something incompatible
(with omniscience). Consequently the presence of the former? does not
imply the absence of the latter.

(71.15). Similarly we cannot deduce the presence of passions (in
an individual) from the fact that he (is a human being and) possesses
the faculty of speech. Because, if speech were the result of passion,
we could then deduce the presence of passions from the presence of
the faculty of speech, and (wice versa) from the extinction of passions
the absence of the faculty of human speech. But human speech is not
an effect of psasions.

Why?

80. — because a causal relation between pas-
sions and speech has never been established.

(71.18). Since passions etc. have never been proved (by Induction)
to be related to human speech etc. as cause to effect, therefore (speech)
is not the effect of passions. Hence we cannot infer the existence of
passions from the existence of the faculty of human speech.

(71.20). Let us admit that human speech is not the outcome of
passion, it nevertheless can be a coexisting (phenomenon), and then
the passions being extinct, the faculty of speech can likewise disappear,
(because) the accompanying phenomenon is absent? To this question
we have the following reply,

8. We cannot conclude that the faculty of
speech must be absent when something that is
not its cause is absent

(72.2). If something that is not the cause® of speech is absent,
if it is something that merely happens to be (sometimes) coexistent
with it, then the other fact, viz., the absence of speech, does not follow

(with necessity) Therefore it is (quite) possible that the faculty of
speech and extinct passions will be found existing together.

82. Thus the faculty of speech is an uncer-
tain mark Its (necessary) absence in contrary

1 vidhi = sattva = yod-pa = sgrup-pa, cp. Tib , p. 162. 13, 162. 15 and 168. 1.
2 asmad iti vaktrtoat. Mallav,, p. 100.
3 Read vakdranasya in 72.1 and 72.
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cases (where there is the gift of omniscience
and passions are extinct) is subject to doubt.

(72.5). Therefore the faculty of human speech is an uncertain reason,
since its absence in (all) contrary cases is subject to doubt. (The con-
trary cases are) omniscience which is the contrary of non-omniscience?
and extinet passions which is the contrary of efficient passions.

§ 14. THE CONTRARY REASON.

(72.7). After having thus explained the fallacies which arc incur-
red when a single aspect of the logical reason (viz., its first aspect or
its third aspect) is either wrong or uncertain, the (author) now
goes on to explain the fallacies which are incurred when two aspects
together are either wrong or uncertain.

83. When the reverse of two aspects of the
(adduced) reason is true, (the fallacy is called)
a contrary (or inverted) reason.

(72.10). When two forms of the reason are wrong, the reason is
inverted. But the reason has three aspects. In order to specify (the
two wrong aspects), it Is asked,

84—86. What are the two? Its presence in si-
milar and absence in dissimilar cases. E. g, the
attributes of being a product, or of being volun
tarily produced, become contrary reasons, if the
eternality of the sounds of speech is to bhe de
duced from them

(72.14). The two particular aspeets are being specified.

(72.17). They are the presence of the rcason (only) in similal
cases and its absence from (every) dissimilar case. We must connec
(these words with the preceding ones and understand), when the con
trary part of both these aspects is true, (the reason becomes an inver
ted one). The fact of being a product is an analytical reason.? The fac
of being voluntarily produced (must be understood here) as an infe

1 The syllogism is stated in sutra IIL 71, the major term is non-omniscience
the dissimilar or contrary cases are cases of omniscience.
2 Cp. above, sttra I1I, 13, transl. p. 123.
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rence from the existence of the effect (to the existence of its' cause).
(72.18). The words «produced voluntarily» may indeed (have a double
meaning), they may refer to the production (of an object) or to its
cognition. Production is identical with the thing produced. But cogni-
tion is an effect of the ohject cognized. The latter is here meant. It is
an argument from causation? Both these arguments? (supposing they
are adduced to prove the eternity of the sounds of speech), are falla-
cious and are proving just the contrary.
(72.22). Why is it s0?

87. Being absent in similar and present
in dissimilar cases, they prove just the con-
trary.

(78.2). It is certain, that neither the attribute of being produced
nor the attribute of being voluntarily produced, are present in similar
cases, (i. e, in unchanging eternal entities). On the other hand, their
presence in contrary cases only (i. e., in impermanent objects) is cer-
tain. Therefore the reverse (of what is needed) is established.

(73.4). Why is it, again, that when the reverse is established the
reasons are contrary?

88. They are contrary, because they establish
just the inverted (conclusion).

(73.6). They prove the reverse part of the predicate «eternals,
i. ., they prove impermanence. Therefore, they are called contrary.*

1 Cp. above, text p. 46. 12, transl. p. 126, where it was quoted as an example
of an analytical deduction of coexisting attribntes.

2 Lit., «Therefore an effect-reasonn.

3 For his Table of Reasons (Hetu-cakra) Digniga wants two varieties of rea-
sons to the contrary, just as he has also two varieties of correct reasons. For the
details of this interesting question we must refer to the impendivg edition and
translation of Dignaga’s work. Since he wanted an analytical and a causal deduc-
tion to the contrary, he modified the inference $abdo’ nityah, prayain@nantariya-
katvat into the form of Sabdo’ nityah prayatnanantariyeka-jfiana-utpddanat.
anityatva is here the same ag sattva, and existence is posited as the cause of its
willful cognition. The exact interpretation of this strange example has given rise
to many divergent views among Indian and Tibetan logicians,

4 The author establishes three varieties of the fallacy of a contrary reason.
Two of them contradict an explicitly stated major, viz., 1) sound is eternal, because
it is a product, 2) sound is eternal, because it produces knowledge by 2 conscious
effort, Both reasons, the one coexisting witb, (analytical), the other succeeding to,
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§ 15. A REASON CONTRADICTING AN ADMITTED PRINCIPLE.

(73.8). If these two arguments, (the one analytical, the other
causal), are fallacious contrary arguments, because they prove just
the reverse (of what they were supposed to prove), then' the major
term (of which the reverse is thus being proved, must) be explicitly
stated in the syllogism, it cannot remajn unexpressed. We have how-
ever stated above? that the point to be deduced is (sometimes under-
stood) without being explicitly mentioned. Therefore an argument
which contradicts a (tacitly) admitted principle will constitute a sepa-

rate, (third variety of this fallacy). Alluding to this (circumstance
the author) says,

89. There is a third variety of a self-contra-
dictory argument? That which contradicts a (ta-
citly) admitted principle.

(78.11). Has not a third variety of the contrary reason been
given? Two of them prove the contrary of what is expressed. The
third is destructive of an admitted principle which is not explicitly
stated.

(78.13), An example is given.

90. This is an example —

(Thesis). The sense of vision and othe
senses are serviceable to another one’
needs.

(Reason). Because they are composit
substances.

(Example). Just as beds, chairs and
other requisites.?

(73.15). «The eye and other sense-organs», this is the subject.
They participate in the production of a foreign purpose, of another’s
aim, or they really create such an (object). The words «they are servi-
ceable to another one’s needs» — express the consequence. Because

(causal), the major term, are similar, since they establish the same inverted conelu-
sion explicitly stated, ep. Mallavadi, f. 101, — tata iti (p. 78. 6) viparyaya-sadh-
anad 1ty anayoli somanadhikaranyam.

1 Cp. Mallavadi, f. 101, — uktam ce ti (p. 73. 8) cas tath@rthe.

2 Cp. sutra IIL 47, transl. p. 157.

2 Cp. above, sttra IIL. 49, transl. p. 159.
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«they are composite substances», this is the reason. (73.16). Indeed,
the eye and other organs (are physical they) consist of an assemblage
of atoms?! therefore they are called composite. On the other hand, beds
and chairs etc. are requisites, because they are commodities to be enjoyed
by man. This is the example which proves the general proposition. (On
the authority of) this example the fact of having a composite nature
is supposed to be subordinate to the fact of being serviceable to some-
body else. Since beds, chairs etc. have a composite nature and they
are serviceable to the man who uses them, therefore they are called
requisites.
(78.21). How does this reason contradict an admitted principle?

91. It is a contrary reason, because it proves
just the reverse of (the principle) admitted by
the (disputant), viz, the reverse of an existence
for the sake of a simple substance.

(74.2). To exist for the sake of something simple, means to have
an aim directed towards something simple. This principle, the existence
of the composite for the sake of the simple, is admitted by the dispu-
tant who is a Sankhya philosopher. The opposite of it is existence
for the sake of something composite. Since it proves the opposite the
reason is self-contradictory. (74.4). (Indeed), the S&nkhy a maintains
that the Soul exists. The Buddhist asks, why is that? The other then
adduces a proof for establishing the existence of the Soul. (74.5).
Thus it is that the point to be proved is that the sense-organs are
serviceable to the Soul which is a simple substance. But this principle
implies just the contrary. Indeed, when one thing helps the other, it
is efficient in regard of the latter. And the effect is always something
composite either from the start or gradually. Thus it is, therefore,
that (the proposition) «the senses are not independent substances»
means, that they exist for the sake of some composite substance, (not
for the sake of a simple one).

(74.9). This variety of a self-contradictory argument has been
established by our Master Dignaga. How is it that you (Dhar-

makirti), being the author of a Commentary on his work, have
omitted it?

1 E. g., the organ of vision consists in atoms of transparent matter (riipa-pra-
8ada) located on the surface of the eye-ball in concentric circles, ep. my Central
Conception, p. 12 ff.
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92. Why is it not mentioned here (as a sepa-
rate variety)? Because it is implied in the two
other ones.

(74.14). It might be objected that this contrary reason does not
prove the reverse of what is expressed. How is it then, that it is in-
cluded in the foregoing ones?

93. It does not differ from them, in that it
proves the reverse of the consequence.

(74.16). (It is included in the former ones), because such a reason
which contradicts an admitted tenet, does not differ from them, inasmuch
as it proves the reverse of the predicate which it is intended to estab-
lish. Just as the previous two forms prove the reverse, so is also this
one. Whether it proves or not the reverse of the words expressing it,
does not matter. Therefore it is necessarily included in them.

(74.19). If someone would object that the predicate to be dedu-
ced must necessarily be expressed, and ask how it is then that the
latter form (of fallacy) is identical with the preceding two in proving
the reverse of the predicate, the author answers,

94, There is indeed no material difference bet-
ween an expressed and an intended predicate.

(74.21). Since there is no disctinction, no difference whatsoever,
between what is expressed as a predicate and what it is intended
(really to prove), therefore this last form of the contrary reason is
implied in the former two. Such is our eonclusion.

(74.22). Every section (in a scientific treatise) is devoted to some
fact which has been challenged?® by the opponent. To establish this
fact is the aim (of the disputant). Whether this aim is explicitly sta-
ted or implicitly understood, makes no difference, because (according
to our opinion) there is no necessity of explicitly stating the point
which must be established, (when it is understood implicitly).* There
is thus no (material) difference (between the last and the former two
varieties of a contrary argument).’

1 upasamhara.

2 gpanna.

3 jyAdsita.

4 Cp. above, stitra III 47.49.

5 Lit., p. 75.1—2. «And what has fallen into the section is objectivized by
the wish to prove it. A probandum is admitted whether expressed or not expressed,
but not exclusively just the expressed is the probandum. Therefore no difference ».



206 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

§ 15. ANOTHER FALLACY OF AN UNCERTAIN REASON.

(75.4). What fallacy ensues when one aspect of the reason is
wrong and the other is uncertain?

95. When one of the two forms? is wrong and
the other dubious, the reason becomes uncer-
tain.

(75.4). When the reverse of both these aspects of the reason is
ascertained, the reason is contrary. When one of them is wrong and
the other dubious, the reason is uncertain.

(75.8). What form has it? The author answers,

96. An example —

(Thesis). Someone is passionless or some-
one is omniscient.

(Reason). Because he possesses the fa-
culty of speech.

(Major premise). (Whosoever is a human
being possessing the faculty of speech, is
omniscient and passionless).

The contraposition is here wrong, the positive
concomitance uncertain.

(75.9). «Free from passions» i3 one predicate, «omniscient» is
another one. «Because he possesses the faculty of speech» is the rea-
son. The contraposition gives a wrong judgment. Our own personal
experience teaches us that the reason is present in dissimilar cases,
that a person who has passions and who is not omniscient is never-
theless not deprived of the faculty of speech.? Therefore, the general

1 The second and the third aspect of the logical reason are alone here alluded
to, its presence in similar cases only and its absence in every dissimilar case,
alias the major premise in its direct and its contraposited form. The first aspect
of the reason or its presence upon the subject of the conclusion, alias the minor
premise, is here left out of account, its deficiency has been trested above in
sutras III. 659—67.

2 Lit., p. 75.10—11. «Just in the self which has passions and is non-omnisci-
ent, in the dissimilar case, the fact of speech is seen».
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proposition is wrong when contraposited. In its positive form it is
uncertain.' Why?

97. Since omniscience and (absolute) absence
of passions are unaccessible to experience, it
is uncertain whether the gift of speech coexists
(with these attributes) or not.

(75.14). Omniscient beings and beings (absolutely) without pas-
sions constitute the similar instances (from witch the generalization
is to be drawn by Induction). They are unaccessible (to experience),’
they are metaphysical.® The faculty of speech, on the other hand, is a
faculty known from experience. Whether this faculty is present with
them? i e., with transcendental omniscient and passionless beings, or

1 The positive form of the major premise will be,
‘Whosoever possesses the faculty of speech is omniscient.
Tts cortraposition will be,
‘Whosoever is non-omniscient does not possess the faculty of speech.
Althongh it has been established above, sutra III. 28 ff, that concomitance and
its contraposition are equipollent and always express implicitly the same fact,
nevertheless in & fallacious syllogism the one may be wrong and the other only
uncertain. Here the contraposition is proved by personal experience to be wrong.
This same experience, one would think, is sufficient to explede the positive form of
the major premise modo tollente, but it is here treated as though it had the form of the
proposition «all omniscient beings possess the faculty of speech» and is then rejected
on the ground that omniscient beings are beyond our experience. It is a matter of
course that no such syllogism has ever been maintained by any school. The Jains
have maintained that the founder of their religion was omniscient because he has
preached their religion. Other Jains are reported to have considered the knowledge
of astronomy as a token of omniscience, cp. below sftra IIL. 181. The Buddhists,
on the contrary, have maintained that preaching (upadesa-pranayanam) is a mark
of non-omniscience, since conceptual thought (vikalpa) and speech can express only
limited, imputed knowledge, cp. N. kanika, p. 112—118. Itis nevertheless a tenet
in Mahiyana that Buddha, the Absolute Being,is Omniscient, but this cannot be
established by logical methods. Here the terms are arranged in every possible combi-
nation, from a formal stand point, for didactical purposes, without any reference to
real tenets. It has become usual among Tibetan logicians to choose quite senseless
examples in order better to impress the rules of formal logic. An inference of the
form «all goats are sheep because they are cows» is considered to be well saited
to exemplify an inference where all the three aspects of the reason are wrong.
* viprakarsat.
8 attndriyateat.
4 tatra.
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not, (will always remain) a problem. Therefore we will never be able
to decide whether omniscience can be deduced from the faculty of
speech or not. The reason is uncertain.

§ 16. WHAT FALLACY ENSUES WHEN BOTH ASPECTS OF THE
REASON ARE UNCERTAIN.

(75.17). It will now be stated, that when both the aspects of the
reason are dubious, the reason is (also) uncertain.

98. When there is doubt regarding these same
two forms of the reason, the fallacy is (also)
called uncertain.

(75.19). When the same forms, ie., the general proposition and
its contraposition are dubious, the reason itself is dubious.

99. (Thesis). The living body is endowed with
a Soul
(Reason). Because it possesses breath and
other (animal functions)?

1 We find the argument inferring the existence in a body of a substautial Soul
from the presence in it of animal functions, already adumbratedin Vais. 8, IIL 2. 4.
It was included by DignAga in his Hetu-cakra as a logical fallacy of a conter-
minous (as@dharana) reason Uddyotakara, opposing Dignaga, took it up and
vindicated it as a valid reason. He thus was led to establish the theory of logical
reasons supported by negative examples alone (kevala-vyatirekin). He also interpre-
ted the Method of Residues (Sesavad-anumana) as an inference from negative in-
stances only and applied to it the term of avita-hetu which in the Sankhya school
was the current designation of the Method of Difference (vaidharmyavat). N. Kan-
dali, p. 208, Jayanta, p. 436 and 577, accepts the theory. After some fluctuations
it was finally incorporated into the amalgamated system by Gangesa, cp. Tattva-
cint@mani,p. II. 582 f., and has become one of the characteristic features of modern
Nydya, cp. on it H. Jacobiin 99 A. 1919, p. 9 ff. and art. Vita und Avita in
R.Garbe’s Festachrift. Asfallacy it occupiesin Digndga’s system of possible logi-
cal reasons the central position, it is the most barren, so to say, reason, 8o barren
that it almost is no reason at all. The function of a logical reason is to determine the
position of a subject between similar and dissimilar cases and thus to connect it
through similarity with its logical predicate. But in this case there are no similar
and no dissimilar cases at all, the subject being conterminous with the fact adduced
as a reason. Since the predicate and its negation contain in themselves all things
cognizable, the supposed resson, so far it iz a real fact, must be contained
somewhere among them, but there is absolutely no possibility to determine whether
it is contained thein ome part or in the other. The argument, according to Dig-
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(76.2). «Is endowed with a Soul» is the predicate. «The body» is
the subject. The «living body» is a qualification. When the body is
dead, the existence in it of the Soul is not admitted (by the advocates of
a substantial Soul). «Breath» means taking in breath and other attri-
butes of a sentient being, like opening and shutting the eyes etc.
The fact that the living body possesses these attributes is the reason,

(76.5). This fact gives rise to uncertainty (as to whether a Soul
really exists in it or not), since it is over-narrow,! (i. e,, it is found in the
living body exclusively, the reason is conterminous with the subject).

Indeed, the presence of the middle term upon the minor* produces 3
doubt (as to the presence there of the major term) owing to two
causes. (The first is) that a dilemma is produced of which the two horns
embrace together every thing existing.* (The second is) that we do not
know which of these two comprehensive classes includes (the fact repre-
senting our logical reason, or middle term). (76.7). If these two classes
did not embrace together every thing existing, (if some evidence from
similar and dissimilar cases would have been available), there would
be no doubt, because there being other (similar) instances the minor
premise ® (would then be confirmed by evidence drawn from them), one
of the horns of the dilemma would be cancelled and the doubt sol-

naga, reduces to the formula «sound is eternal because it is heard», which is as
valid as the contrary judgment «sound is non-eternal because it is heard». Accor-
ding to the Naiy@yikas there are contrary cases, viz, inanimate things, jars etc.,
from which animal functions are excluded, and this proves by mere dissimilarity
the existence of a Soul. But according to the Buddhists there is no exclusion from
dissimilar cases, if there is no inclusion in the similar ones, The Buddhists deny
the existence of the Soul as a separate substance. Mah@yana denies alsc the exi-
stence of all eternal substances and applies the term existence only to what is
causally efficient (artha-kriyG-karin). But the question whether the Soul really
exists, or whether eternally unchanging substances really exist, is here left out
of account, and the question is taken from the logical side only, which must be bind=
ing even to the advocates of the existence of a Soul.

1 asadharana. % paksa-dharma.

8 hetu = karana = Tib. rgyu.

4 Viz., the living body possessing animal functions, as according to the law of
excluded middle, either is or is not the possessor of aSoul. The possessors and non-
possessors of a Soul represent together all things existing.

5 The minor premise (paksa~dharma) here must be imagined as having the
form of «this living body possesses those animal functions which by induection
from similar cases are proved to be invariably concomitant with the presence of a
Soul ». Since there are no facts from which this generalization can be drawn, there
is no certainty concerning the reason and minor premise.
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ved (76.9). A fact which points to an indefinite position of the subject
between two mutually exclusive attributes is a source of doubt. A fact
which is not capable of doing even that (is no reason at all), it is a
source of ignorance. A fact which points to a definite position of the
subject between two (opposed) possibilities is (either a right logical
reason), or it may also be just a contrary one?

(76.11). Therefore, if there are only two all-embracing possibilities
and no certainty that the subject is present upon only one of them,
this will give rise to doubt. (76.12). On the other hand, (if there are
instances) proving the presemce (of the reason either in the one or
in the other class), if we are certain that it is definitely present (only on
one side), the reason will be, (as stated above, either a right one) orjust
the contrary (of a right one, in any case it will not be indefinite). (76.13).
But if we are certain that it is indefinite, it then can be either
1) an overwide mark (pervading not alone the subject of the inference,
but all the similar and dissimilar instances as well ), or 2) a reason
whose exclusion from the dissimilar instances is subject to doubt?* or

1 Lit., «could not point to a subject non-digjoint from one attribute among the
two», i. e., could point to a subject digjoint from ome of the attributes, and conse-
quently conjoint with the other.

2 E. g., both propositions «Socrates is mortal, because so many persons are
known to have died», and «Socrates is $mmorial, because so many persons are
known to have died» have that feature in common that the pogition of the middle
term «man», although right in the first case and wrong in the second, is in hoth
cases defimte; in the first proposition it is represented as present in similar and, eo
#pso, absent in dissimilar instances, in the second it is, on the contrary, represented
as present in dissimilar cages, L e., in cages of immortality, and absent, e¢ ips0, in
similar cases, or in cases of mortality. It is indispensable to mention both these
combinations becanse in Dignaga’s system of logical reasons they fill up definite
places assigned to them.

3 Example see ahove, text p. 66. 7, transl, p. 181, «the sounds of speech are
eternal entities, because they are cognizable». Cognizable are both the similar eter-
nal entities, like the Cosmic Ether or Space, and the dissimilar impermanent enti-
ties, like pots etc. The presence of the reason is equally ascertainable on both
sides, hence no conclusion is possible.

4 Example cp. above, text p. 66.10, transl. p. 182, «the sounds of speech
are willfully produced, because they are impermanent». There are two classes
of objects, they are either willfully produced or produced without the intervention of
a personal will. Willfully produced are pots ete., and impermanence is present on
them. But existing withont the intervention of a personal will are both permanent
objects as the Cosmical Ether and impermanent things like lightning etc. The posi-
tion of the reason is nneertain. sinee it ir onlvy nartly exclnded from tha disgimilar
cases.
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3) a reason whose positive concomitance is subject to doubt,! or 4) a
reason whose contraposited concomitance is wrong? (76. 14), (Finally2?
when there are altogether no instances) pointing to the presence of
the reason (either on one side or on the other, when the reason is
conterminous with the subject of the inference), the reason will be an
over-narrow, (& too peculiar), uncertain reason.*

1 Example see text p. 66.8, tramsl. p. 182, «the sounds of speech are pro=
duced without the intervention of a personal will, because they are impermanent».
The two mutually exclusive classes are the same as in the preceding example, but
the position of the similar and dissimilar instances, from which the generalization
is drawn, is reversed. The similar instances, the objects not willfully produnced, are
both permanent and impermanent. This alone would not invalidate the concomitance
sinece the positive concomitance must be supported net by all similar cases, but
only by some of them (cp. stra II. 6—7); provided there is no evidence to the
contrary, it will be right. But in the present case the concomitance will never-
theless be uncertain, because the contraposition will give & wrong judgment. The dis-
gimilar instances, the objects willfully produced are all impermanent. This fallacy
occupies the third place in Dignaga’s system.

2 Example see text p. 66.12, transl. p. 183, «the scunds of speech are eter-
nal entities, because they are penetrable». All objects are either eternally un-
changing or perpetually changing (momentary, cp. p. 121 n.). Penetrability is
represented on both sides, but only partly. The Cosmic Ether is imagined as con-
terminous with Space, eternal and penetrable. Atoms are assumed by the Vaife-
gika school as eternal and impenetrable. It is mot required that all penetrable
(amiirta) objects should be eternal in order to establish the general proposition
«whatsoever is penetrable is eternal ». The predicate can be greater in extension
than the subject. But the canons of inference (cp. sutra II, 7) require that the
reason should be totally absent in dissimilar cases, i. €., in the present instance,
that the impermanent objects should be all of them penetrable, and this is not the
cage, because jars etc. are impermanent and impeuetrable. Since the contraposition
does not hold good (asiddha), the fallacy is called fallacy of unwarrauted contra-
position. It is the ninth fallacy of DignZga’s system. The logical value of this
example has given rise to a great deal of controversy among the Tibetan logicians.

3 This fallacy occupies the central position in Dignfiga’s systematic table of
possible reasons. There are neither gimilar nor dissimilar cases. The major premise
cannot be established by Induction. Above and beneath it are the two right rea-
sons, whose position regarding the similar and dissimilar cases is definite and cor-
rect. At the right and at the left are the two contrary reasons whose position is as
definite, but the reverse of correct. In the four corners are sitnated the indefinite
uncertain reasons. We thus have a square table with a centre and three points on
every side making together 9 items (if the cormer points are not reckoned deuble).
This remarkable achievement of Dignaga will be fully elucidated by M-r A, Vo-
strikoff in his forthcoming edition and translation of Dignaga’s Hetucakra-
samarthana.

4 Lit., p, 76. 5—15. «This non-shared (by anything else fact) will be establi-
shed as a canse (hetu = rgyu) of doubt. And the attribute of the subject (paksa-
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(76.15). Therefore (the author now proceeds) to indicate the two
causes why an attribute conterminous (with the subject of the infe-
rence) can produce no certainty.

100. Because except the class of entities pos-
sessing a Soul, and the class not possessing it,
there is no (third) group where animal funecti-
ons are found.

(76.18). «Possessing a Soul» is an entity wherein the Soul exists.
«Non-possessing it» is that wherein it is absent. There is no group,
different from them, wherein breath etc. should be present as a real
attribute. Therefore it gives rise to uncertainty.

(76.21). Why is it that there is no other group?

101. Because presence and absence of the
Soul embrace between them every existing
object.

(77.2). Presence of the Soul is its existence. It is contrasted with
non-existence Both embrace, i. e., include, every existing reality.
Where Soul exists, we have an entity possessing a Soul. All other

dharma) i8 a cause (hetu =rgyu) of doubt from two causes (kZrana = rgyu).
Because which two forms are the object of doubt in them every existing object is
included, and because there i3z no certainty of (its) presence even in one of these
two pervasive forms. There is no doubt regarding those two forms in which two
forms all existing objects are not included. Because when another form occurs,
the sttribute of the subject will not be capable of showing the subject as non-disjoi-
ned from one attribute among the two, therefore it will not be a cause (hetu =
rgyu) of doubt. (70. 9) The thing showing an indefinite existence between two attri-
butes is a cause (hetu = rgyu) of doubt. But a thing incapable of showing even an
indefinite existence among two attributes is a cause (hetu == rgyw) of non-cognition.
A reason (hetu = glan-thaigs) showing a definite position is eventually (v@) contrary.
(76.11), Therefore by which two (possibilities) every thing existing is included, for
them there is a cause (hetu= rgyu) of doubt, if there is no certainty of the pre-
sence also in one among them. But if there is certainty of presence, if there is cer-
tainty of definite (-exclusive) presence in one place, the reason (hetu = gtan-thsigs)
can eventually be a contrary one. But if there is certainty of non-exclusive (ani-
yata) existence, it will be generally uncertain or uncertain as to the exclusion
from dissimilar cases or doubtfully concomitant or wrong as to exclusion. But if
there will be uncertainty as to its presence even in one place, it will be a non-
shared uncertain (reason)». Note the double translation in Tibetan of hetu either
by rgyu = TLkarana, or by gtan-theigs = linga.

. 1 Lit., p. 77. 2. « The presence of the Soul is its real existence, its exclusion is
its non-existence.
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entities do not possess it. There is no other (third) group. This cir-
cumstance is (one of the) causes producing uncertainty.

(77.5). After having stated that the two groups include everything
existing, the second (cause of uncertainty) is next given.

102. Neither can the presence (of the reason)
in one of these (classes) be apprehended with
certainty.

(77.7). There is no certainty of the presence, or of the real
existence, (of the reason) in one of these groups, either in the one
which (is supposed) to possess a Soul or in the one which (is suppo-
sed) not to possess it. Neither is there some other place, besides
these two groups, where the presence of animal functions could be
found as a real attribute.

(77.8). Therefore only so much is known that (animal functions)
are an appurtenance of some entities which are included (somewhere}
among just these two groups. But there is no certainty about that
particular group in which alone they are really present. That is the
meaning. Therefore (the author) says, — (the reason is uncertain).

103. Since neither in the entities supposed to
possess a Soul, nor in the entities known not
to possess it, is the presence of animal functi-
ons certain?

(77.12). There are no real objects in which either the presence or
the absence of an (eternal) Soul would be (empirically) ascertainable
and universally accepted, and in which (at the same time) the absence
of animal functions would be an established fact. Therefore the reason
is uncertain, since its concomitance is not ascertained. These two cau-
ses make an attribute conterminous (with the subject) an uncertain
reason. They have been thus indicated.

(77.15). Every logical reason being present upon the subject of
the conclusion? (constitutes the minor premise, but it) becomes uncer-

1 In sutra IIL 103 read asiddhes instead of asiddhih, the following words t@-
bhyam na vyatiricyate must be transferred to the end of the next sitra, where like-
wise astddheh is to be read instead of asiddhih.

£ The minor premise (paksa-dharma) would have been «the living body posses-
ses animal functions». But the anthor introduces it in the form of a paxt of the con-
clusion, saying in stitra ILL. 104 «atherefore the breath etc. being present in the living
body» ete. The term paksa-dharma is often used as a synonym of ketu, Dandar
Lbha-ramba calls the Hetu-cakra Phyogs-chos-khor-lo = paksa-dharma-cakra.
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tain when it is either overwide (trespassing into the sphere of dissi-
milar instances, whether embracing all of them or only a part), or
when it is over-arrow (conterminous with the subject). The (author)
now introduces the minor premise, giving it the form as though it
were a conclusion.

104. Therefore, since it is not proved that ani-
mal functions inherent in a living body exclude
it either from the class of all objects posses-
sing a Soul or from all objects not possessing
any, (it is impossible to point out that one
among) these two groups in which they are ne-
cessarily absent.

(77.19). The words «animal functions inherent in a living body »
point to the minor premise. Since there is no certainty of the absence
of the mark in neither of both groups, therefore it does not exclude
(the living body, neither out of the one group, nor out of the other).
If it were a real attribute necessarily present in one of the two all-
embracing groups, it (eo ipso) would have been absent in the other.
Therefore it is said, «since it is not established that (animal functions
in a living body) exlude it either from all entities having a Soul or
from all entities not having any Soul etc....». Animal functions are
absent in some objects only, e.g., in jars etc. So much alone is certain.
But we do not know precisely whether it is absent in all objects having
or in all objects not having a Soul. We do not know that it is ne-
cessarily absent in the whole of the one or (in the whole) of the other
group. It cannot, therefore, be necessarily excluded out of neither of
them.

(78.5). But then perhaps the positive concomitance of animal
functions with one of the two groups is certain?

105—106. Neither is there any positive concomi-
tance, because (the necessary presence of the rea-
son) in one of the groups is also not established.

(78.7). No! animal functions are not necessarily concomitant with
either of the (two groups), neither with the group of those having a
Soul, nor with the group of those who have nome. Why is that?
(78.10). Because its presence in one of the two groups, either in that
where there is a Soul, or in that where there is no Soul, is not estab-
lished. That animal functions are a real attribute to be found some-



SYLLOGISM 215

where among the two groups, this is certain. But it is not certain that
they necessarily coexist with a Soul, or that they necessarily are incom-
patible with Soul. How can then their concomitance (with the Soul)
be ascertained?

(78.13). Now, the Buddhist denies the existence ot Soul alto-
gether. For him there can be no question whether animal functions
really exist in those beings which (are supposed) to possess a Soul. On
the contrary, for him there is only certainty that we can speak neither
of the presence nor of the absence of such functions in them. (Does
that mean that he can deny both their presence and their absence with
the non-existing Soul?)* This suggestion is answered (in the follo-
wing passage),

107—108. Whether the Soul exists or whether
it does not exist, we cannot in any case deny at
once both the presence and the absence of ani-
mal functions (in soulless beings), because the
denial of the one implies the affirmation of the
other?

(78.17). If there are real beings endowed with a Soul, we can
impossibly be (simultaneously) certain of both the presence and ab-
sence in them of animal functions. (Nor is the contrary possible). If
there are no (real beings) endowed with a Soul, we neither can deny
(at once) the presence and the absence (in them of those functions).®
Why is that? (78.21). Because just the denial* of the one — whe-

1 Lit., p. 78.13—15, « And is it not that for the opponent there is nothing pos-
sessing a Soul? Therefore there is neither concomitance nor exelusion of this rea-
son in the possessor of a Soul. Thug there is certainty of the non-existence of both
concomitance and exclusion in the (non-existing) possessor of a Soul, but not doubt
of its real existence. Having put this question he says». — vyatireka i3 here used
not in the sense of contraposition, but of exclusion or absence, = abhava, cp. text
p- 79. 7. From the fact that there are no Souls altogether, the disputant draws a
deductio ad absurdum, that animal functions whether present or absent will always
be concomitant with the absence of a Soul, satmaka means here the supposed pos-
sessor of a Soul.

2 Lit., p. 78, sfitras 107—108. «And there is no certainty of non-existence of
both concomitance and exelusion of it from the possessor of a Soul and from the
non-possessor of a Soul, because the certainty of the non-existence of the one is
invariably concomitant with the existence of the other».

3 Lit., p. 78.18. «And the ablative case «from the possessor of a Soul, from
the non-possessor of a Soul» must be regarded as depending on the word exelusion».

4 abhava-nifcaya. ‘
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ther of the presence or of the absence —is inseparable from the affir-
mation? of the other, of the second (alternative). (Denial) necessarily
implies affirmation.

(79.1). Such is the condition. For this reason (the Buddhist’s Soul-
denial is here irrelevant). Since ome negative certainty implies the
(correlative) positive certainty, therefore both alternatives cannot be
simultaneously true.

(79.8). Why is it again that the denial of one (alternative) neces-
sarily implies the affirmation of the other?

This question is answered —

109. The necessary presence and the necessary
absence? (of animal functions wheresoever a Soul
is absent), (these two facts) are exclusive of one
another. Since neither of them can be establi-
shed, (the adduced reason for proving the exi-
stence of a Soul) is uncertain, (it proves no-
thing).

(79.6). The mutual exclusion of two facts means that the absence
(of the one is equivalent to the presence of the other). This alone is
the essence® of both (the facts in question). This their relation* con-
stitutes their essence.* For this reason (the argument is uncertain).

(79.7). The positive and the inverted connection (of the middle
term are here nothing but its) presence and absence. Presence and ab-
sence (of the same thing) are by their essence mutually exclusive.
(According to the Law of Contradiction) when something is delimited
by its difference from something else, it takes its stand upon this
contrast.> (79.9). Now, presence can be defined as an absence of its
own absence, (as a double negation). Thus the presence of something
takes its stand upon an exclusion of its own negation. (79.10). Nega-
tion (or non-existence) is again, (according to our theory of Negation ®)
the absence of a (definite) form? of it, (a form representable), con-

1 bhava-niscaya.

£ anvaya-vyatireka = bhava-abhava.

 rlipa == svaripa.

+ Dhava.

5 Cp. above, text p. 69.22—70. 3, transl. p. 193.

6 Cp. above, cp. IL, sutra 26 f.

7 niridpa-abiava, 1it. formless or illimited negation, but here the negation of a
definite form must be understood, otherwise the passage would stand in glaring
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structed by imagination. By contrasting (a given content) with what
represents its own negation, we cognize that content as a (definite)
image.

(79.11). If that is so, the denial of the presence (of animal functions
in beings having no Soul) is equivalent to their absence, and the
denial of their absence is equivalent to their presence. Therefore, if
we are certain that they are not present, we (eo ipso) are certain that
they are absent, and if we are certain that they are not absent, we
(eo ipso) are certain that they are present. (The presence and absence
of animal functions in things characterized by the absence of a Soul
cannot simultaneously be true).

(79.18). Therefore, supposing (we adhere to the Buddhist view and
maintain) that the existence of an (eternal) Soul is a phantom,! (be-
cause no creature) in reality possesses it, nevertheless this does not
mean that we can, with apodictic certainty, deny both the presence
and the absence of animal functions in these (soulless realities on the
score that every thing is soulless). (According to the Law of Contra-
diction?) one real thing cannot simultaneously be present and absent
in another one, and therefore we cannot with apodictic certainty deny
them both at once, (we can only fluctuate between them).

(79.15). Nor do we here propose to prove to our opponents3 (the
Naiyayikas) that the (eternal) Soul does not exist at all and that real
beings do not possess it, but (we propose to prove that it is incum-

contradiction to p. 70.9, where a niyate-akdra Lalpita abhava is layed stress on.
The meaning is r&pam paricchidyate nirGpat@m (tasya eva ripasye abhavam) vya-
vacchidya. Such also seems to be the intention of the Tib. translators, cp. p.
180.9—11. Jayanta speaks, p. 52. 3, of nariepa-abhiva as non-existence possessing
no perceptible colour. Mallavadi, fol. 105—106, explains — atha bhavatu yasya
vyavacchedena yat paricchidyate tat tat-pariharena vyavasthitam, param nabhava-
vyavacchedena bhivasya pariccedal syad ity aSanky@ha svabhdvetyadi (79.9). ..
ath@bhavasya niyata-svaripa-abhave katham tad-vyavacchedena bhava-vyavasthitdh
syad ity @sankyaha (abhavo latyadi, (79.10). atha bhavatu marupo (a)bhaval,
param na wirgpam vyavacchi(dye rapam dkaravat paricchidyota iti). KamalaBila,
p. 934.18, uses the term n¥riipa in comnection with s@mdnya in the sense of nihe
svabhava = Sunya.

1 avastu.

2 Cp. above, text p. 70.12 ff.

8 The argument lLere discussed is advanced by the Naiyayika, cp. N. vart.
and Tatp. ad NyZya-sitra, L 35, the opponent, prativddin, is the Buddhist, but
Soullessness is a characteristic tenet of Buddhists against which the Naiyfyikas
usually protest, both parties are nmtnally the opponents of one another.
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bent upon them to admit that) logically* (the existence of a Soul re-
mains a problem). (So far the adduced reason can prove nothing), both
its presence (in living bodies) and its absence (in lifeless things) are
not proved. (79.17). Just because there are no facts which could (by
the methods of Agreement and Difference) establish beyond the possi-
bilitq of doubt the presence of an (eternal) Soul (on the one side) and
jts absence (on the other), just therefore (the existence of animal fun-
ctions can decide nothing), neither can it prove the presence nor the
absence (of a Soul). (79.18). But if we had facts establishing beyond
doubt the impossibility of one horn of the dilemma, these very facts
would (eo ipso) establish the necessity of the other horn, and there could
be no doubt at all (regarding the question where animal functions) are
present and where they are absent. (79.20). But since this is not the
case, just therefore we fluctuate between an affirmation and a denijal
Doubt produces an uncertain reason. That is what (the author) has
expressed (in the aphorism).

1 pram@na bere in the sense of evidence, of facts from which a valid conclu-
sion is possible.

2 Lit., p. 79.4—21. «Because concomitance and contraposition (or presemce
and absence) have the essence of mntual exclusion, just therefore, because of doubt
regarding concomitance and contraposition, it is uncertain. (79.6). Mutual exclu-
sion is (mutual) non-existence. Just this is the essence of them both. Their relation
(bhawva) is their essence. For this reason (the terms) concomitance and contraposi-
tion are (here used in the sence of) existence and non-existence. And existence and
non-existence have both the essence of mutual exclusion. By whose exclusion what
is defined, by its opposition to that is it established. Existence is defined by the
exclusion of its own non-existence. Therefore existence is settled through an exclu-
gion of its own non-existence. (79. 10). Non-existence, indeed, is formless in so far
it is shown by imagination (sc. it is the absence of an imagined form). By exclu-
ding formlessness a form possessing an image is defined. If this is so, the non-
existence of concomitance (presence) is contraposition (absence), and the non-exi-
stence of contraposition (absence) is concomitance (presence). Therefore, when the
non-existence of concomitance (presence) is ascertained, contraposition (absence) is
being ascertained, and when the non-existence of contraposition (absence) is ascer-
tained, concomitance (presence) is being ascertained. (79, 18). Therefore if, for sure,
the possessor of a Soul is no realitv and the non-possessor of a Soul is reality, ne-
vertheless there is no certainty of the non-existence in them of both the presence
and absence of breath etc., because, since the existence and non-existence at once
of one thing in one thing is contradiction, the certainty of the non-existence of both
is impossible. (79. 15). And the two things having and not having a Soul are not real
and unreal in accordance with the opponent (the Buddhist), but in accordance with
evidence, thus they are both uncertain. Therefore there is doubt of existence and
non-existence concerning the possession of breath etc. in them both. Just because
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(79.22). (The author once more states in what sense (the argu-
ment) is problematic.

110. Neither can we affirm (on such grounds)
the necessary existence of a Soul, nor can we
deny itl

(80.1). Neither can we affirm (the necessary existence of a Soul on
such grounds) nor can we deny it. (80.2). Because both the direct con-
comitance (of animal functions with a Soul) and its contraposition are
uncertain, we cannot affirm neither the major term (the existence of
the Soul) nor the other, the opposite fact, (its non-existence). When
both the presence of the reason in similar cases and its absence in
(every) contrary case is unascertainable, neither the predicate nor the
reverse of it can be established. Nor is there any other (intermediate)
alternative between these two. Entities either have a Soul or they
have none. (80.4). We (conclude) therefore that whether in the object
of the inference, in the living body, a Soul exists or not, cannot be
ascertained through (the mark of) animal functiops. This mark is
uncertain.?

there is neither somewhere certainty of existence mor certainty of non-existence
of the direct and contraposed concomitance, just therefore there is doubt of direct
and contraposed concomitance (of presence and absence). (79.18). But if, albeit
somewhere, there would be certainty of the non-existence of one among the positive
and contraposed concomitances (of presence and absence), just this would be the
certainty of the existence of the second. Thus there would be no doubt at all of the
positive and contraposed concomitances. (79.20). But since there nowhere is cer-
tainty concerning existence or nen-existence, just therefore there is doubt of positive
aud contraposed concomitance (of presence and absence). And from doubt (the rea-
som) is uncertain, thus he says». — anvaye and vyatireka at first mean concomi-
tance and its contraposition, ep. text p. 41. 3. Both are characterized as equipollent,
cp. text p. 43.1, as mutually implying one another, cp. text p. 52, 20. Here they
are used in the sense of presence and absence, bhavabhavay, p.79.7, and characte~
rized as exclusive of one another, Moreover ryatireka is also used in the sense of
vaidharmya «method of Difference», cp. text 51. 5, hence anvaya also means the
method of Agreement.

1 Lit., p. 80. 1. « Because from this there is no certainty of the major term and
of its counter partn.

2 The concluding part of the argument, beginning with p. 78.13, is apparently
directed against an opponent who had set forth an argument like the following. If
the Buddhists admit the existence in some cases of animal functions and deny the
existence of Souls altogether, then for them both the presence and the absence of
animal functions will be concomitant with the absence of a Soul, because Soul is
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(80.6). After having explained the fallacies which are incurred
when the three aspects of the logical mark are either wrong or un-
certain, the author draws the conclusion,

111. Thus there are three kinds of fallacies,
the Unreal, the Contrary and the TUncertain.
They are respectively produced when either one
aspect of the mark singly, or any pair of them,
are either unreal or uncertain.

(80.9). «Thus» means in the manner above explained. When ope
single aspect of them is unreal or uncertain, or when each pair of
them is unreal or uncertain, we then have the fallacies of Unreal,
Contrary or Uncertain reasons. «Respectively» means that the fallacy
is determined by that case of umreality or of doubt which agrees
with the corresponding unreality or uncertainty (of the aspects of the
mark). «Respectively» means that to each object on one part there is
a corresponding object (on the other).

§ 17. Tee COUNTERBALANCED REAsSON.

112—113. One more (variety) of an uncertain
reason has been established, viz, the (Counterba-
lanced) reason which falls in line with its own
contradiction, (which is self-contradictory).—Why
is it not mentioned here? Because it cannot oc-
cur in the process of (natural) ratiocination.

(80.14). But did not our Master (Dignaga) establish one more
(variety) of an uncertain logical reasom, viz., (the counter-balanced
reason), the reason which falls in line with its own contradiction? It
falls in line with what contradicts a (principle) established on other
grounds, it is contradictory. (80.15). Or else, it is a contrary rea-
son, because it proves the reverse of a fact established on other

absent everywhere. The Buddhist negation of a Soul was mentioned above, ch.
TIL 67, in commection with the fallacy of unreal (assidha) reason. There it was
assumed that the minor term and minor premise in a syllogism must be something
admitted as real by both parties, by the disputant and the opponent. But here the
fallacies of concomitance are alone considered and the stand-point is one of formal
logic, all metaphysical judgments are considered as problematic, the Buddhist de-
nial of a Soul is not excluded.
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grounds, and (in the same time) it is a right reason, since it is concomi-
tant with its own (special) consequence. Thus it is contrary and right
(at the same time).

(80.17). Quite true! Our Master has established (this variety).
But I have omitted it here. 'Why? Because, (a reason simultaneously
right and wrong), cannot occur in the process of (natural) ratioicna-
tion.!

(80.21) The proper domain of inference? is the threefold logical
tie, (sc. the necessary presence of the reason upon the subject of the
conclusion, its necessary presence in similar and its absolute absence
in all dissimilar cases). (This threefold logical connection), as far as it
is established by positive facts® (constitutes the domain of inference
proper). It produces inference, therefore we call it the domain of infe-
rence. An inference (or a conclusion) is produced from such a threefold
connection when proved by positive facts. Therefore this alone is the
(real) domain of inference. Since (real) inference (alone) is our subject-
matter, we cannot deal with a reason which is (at once) right and
wrong.

(81.1). Indeed, when we have proposed to deal with the threefold
logical conpection as far as it is established on real facts, we can
introduce only such logical fallacies which are (albeit partly) establi-
shed ou real facts.> But a (double) reason which is right and contra-

! The wviruddhivyabhiciri fallacy of Digndga bas survived in the Nyaya-
Vaiegika united system under the name of saf-pratipaksa, and a corresponding
aspect of the valid reason, the asai-pratipaksa aspect, has been invented, in order
to save the right proportion between the number of the aspects of a valid reason and
the corresponding number of fallacies. Prafastapada, p. 239.2—3, includes it n
the category called by him anadhyavasita reason. He admits that conflicting argu-
ments, such as pointed out by Dignaga, occur in science (§Zsira), but he objects
to the name of a doubtful reason for it. A doubt is produced when we are not
capable to decide between two aspects of the same thing, and not when an argu-
ment is counterbalanced by another one, cp. N. Kandali, p. 241.13 f£ Tt is clear
that Praastapada’s words are a reply to Dignaga’s theory. Bodas thinks, Tarka-
Samgraha p. 807 (Bombay, 1918), that the satpratipaksa fallacy is foreshadowed
by Gotama’s prakerana-sama, N. 8., I. 2.7, but this is doubtful.

21t is clear that this is also the only domain of logic in general; logic, infe-
rence, three-aspected reason, invariable concomitance, necessary connection, all
these expressions by their implications cover the same ground.

3 pramana-siddha.

4 Lit., « There is no possibility of contrary and non-discrepant ».

5 A fallacy like the one mentioned in ch. II1. 60 cannot be maintained to repose,
albeit partly, on positive facts. The theory of syllogism is better illustrated by fal-
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dictory is not something established on real facts. Therefore, since it
is impossible, it is omitted (in our system). (81.4). Why should it be
impossible?

114. A (real) contradiction is indeed impossible
(in the domain of the three varieties of logical
dependence), as established by us, in the cases of
necessary Succession of neccessary Coexistence
and of Negation?

(81.7). Indeed,a (real) contradiction is an impossibility. We have
already explained what we understand under a causal and under an
analytical logical connection. Causality consists in the (necessary) de-
pendence of everything upon its cause. An analytical reason consists
in its being contained under the fact which is deduced from it. In
order that there should be a real contradiction the effect must exist
altogether without its own cause, and a property must exist some-
where beyond the concept under which it is contained.? (81.10). And
negation should then also be something different from what has been
established (by us). Negation has been established as a repelled sug-
gestion of presence. Such negation is also unthinkable without the
fact of the absence of some real object (on a definite spot). It also
affords no opportunity for a (real) contradiction.

lacies, and the Indian and Tibetan logicians largely use quite impossible combina-
tions, because they throw a strong light upon the canons of syllogism. What
the author here wishes to express is not that contradiction cannot partly repose on
facts, as every fallacy does, but that, although in our natural process of every day
thinking we can draw fallacious conclusions, we cannot at once draw two dia-
metrically opposed conclusions. This is only possible when the constructors
of scientific theories depart a long way from the safe ground of realities and
dwell in the sphere of metaphysics. This and the adjoining passages are very
remarkable as a clear indication of the critical tendencies of Dharmakirti’s
philosophy.

1Lit., p. 81.5—6. «Because there is no possibility of contradiction of Effect
and Own-existence whose essence has beenindicated, and of Non-perception ».—The
author wishes to emphasize that all our thinking, or else all synthesis of thinking,
consists either in the affirmation of Succession or of Coinherent Attributes, or in
the affirmation of Absence of something on a bare place. There is no other general
principle than these three, they control the entire domain of thought,

2 Lit,, p. 81.9~-10, «What is effect and what is own-gssence, how could it

exist quite forsaking its own cause and (its own) pervader, through what could it
become contradictory ?».
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(81.12). All right! But perhaps there is some other possible con-
nection (between realities)?

115. There is no other inseparable conmection.

(81.14). There is no other inseparable connection than the three
(above mentioned). Whatsoever logical connection exists is strietly in-
cluded in these three.

(81.15). Bat then, where has our Master Dignaga exposed the
fallacy (of a counterbalanced reason)?

(Since two contradicting, mutually repugnant arguments cannot ap-
pear at once in the natural run of thought) —

116. Therefore Dignaga has mentioned it as a
mistaken argument establishing two contradic-
ting facts, such arguments occurring in dogmatic
systems where inference concerns metaphysical
problems and is founded on dogmatic (premises)
and not upon an (unbiassed) observation of real
factst

(81.18). The self-contradictory reason has been established with
reference to arguments founded onm (blindly accepted) dogmatic theo-
ries, because it never occurs in an argument which is founded on the
weight of real facts.

(81.19). When an inference (and) the logical construction? on
which it is founded are dogmatically believed?® the foundation of the
argument is dogma.

(81.19). But are dogmatical constructions* not also established
upon some real facts?

The answer is that they are not naturally evolved out of an (un-
prejudiced consideration of real facts, but) they are produced under
the influence of phantastical ideas.®

1 Lit., p. 81.16—17. «Therefore the contradicting-nondiscrepant proof-fallacy
has been established with reference to inference fonnded on dogma, not starting
from observing the force of real facts in pondering over such objects».

2 Hnga-trairigpyam

3 dgama-siddham.

4 trairigpyom.

5 avastu-dar§ana.
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(81.20). The contemplation of non-realities is pure imagination.
Its force is its influence. When the logical foundation® of an inference
is influenced by (such phantoms) it is not established on real facts,
but on pure imagination, and jmagination is not reality.?

(82.1). Now, what is the proper place of such dogmatic argu-
ments?

There are subjects® which are the proper place for such arguments,
viz., metaphysical* problems, problems unaccessible neither to direct
observation nor to (correct) ratiocination, as, for instance, the problem
of the reality of the Universals. When the investigation of
these problems is tackled, dogmatical argumentation flourishes® Our
Master Dignaga has mentioned the counterbalanced argument (as
a special fallacy) in connection with such (metaphysical problems only).

(82.5). Why again does such a fallacy occur in dogmatic argu-
mentation only ?

117. It (often) happens that promotors of
systems are mistaken and ascribe (to entities)
such attributes as are incompatible with their
nature®

(82. 7). Promotors of systems ascribe, or include into entities such
attributes that are incompatible with them, such as are contrary to
reality. When this happens the counterbalanced reason becomes possible.
This happens by mistake, through confusion. Indeed, there are such
confused scientists who never stop in imagining unwarranted facts.”

(82.10). But if scientifical authorities can be mistaken, how can
we believe ordinary men? He says —

118. When the argument is founded on the
properly observed real condition of real things,

1 trasrupyam.

2 Lit., p. 81.20—82.1. «The contemplation of & non-real object is mere con-
straction, its force is its efficiency, from it starting, not from evidence, baving its stand
on mere censtruction, the three-aspectedness of inference founded on dogma, not on
evidence. — The Tib. = agama-siddha-trairitpya-anumanasya apramanyat.

3 artha.

4 atindriya.

5 sam-bhavati,

8 Read svabhdrasya in p. 2.6,

7 Lit.,, p. 8l.8—9, «Indeed confused makers of science (or scientific works)
superimpose such and such unexisting nature».
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when either a case of (necessary) Succession or
of (necessary) Coexistence or of Absence®! is thus
established, there is no room for contradiction.

(82.12). (Facts) are established as logical reasons not by any
(arbitrary) arrangement,® but by their real condition. Therefore when
the facts of (necessary) Coexistence, of (necessary) Succession and of
Absence are established as the real condition of real things, thereisno
room for (contradiction). (82.18). An established fact is an ultimately
real ® fact. Properly established is a fact established without trespas-
sing (into the domain of fancy). Properly established real conditions of
real facts are the facts which have been thus established. Such facts
are not founded on imagination? but they stand as stands reality (it~
self). Therefore they do not afford any room for illusion which could
alone give an opportunity to two mutually exclusive reasons.

(82.17). Follows an example of two mutually exclusive reasonings.

119. An example of this fallacy are (the
following two contradictory deductions. The
first is),

(Major premise). A (thing) which is simul-
taneouslyinherent*in different objects, where-
soever they be situated, (must be) ubiquitous.

(Example). Just as the Cosmical Ether.

(Minor premise). A Universal is simulta-
neously inherent in different objects which
are to be found everywhere.

(Conclusion). (Hence a Universal must be
ubiquitous)’

(82.21). «An (attribute) which is simultaneously (and obviously)
present in a number of objects in which it inheres, wheresoever they

1 @tma-karya-anupalambhesu. Lit., «in self, in effect, in non-perceptions.

2 kalpana.

8 Ultimately real (paramdrtha-saf) is here evidently not in the strict sense of
a «thing in itselfs, but of something having an ultimately real substratum, ep.
above trsl. p. 34, note 6.

4 gbhi-sambadhyanie= samavels.

5 Lit., p. 82. 18—20. «An example for this. What is simultaneously intimately
(abhi-) comnected with those its own intimate containers which are resident in ?.l]
places, that ig nbiquitons, just as Ether. Intimately simultaneously connected with
its own intimate containers which are resident in all places is a Universaln.
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be situated» — this makes up for the subject (of the general propo-
sition). «Is ubiquitous» — is its predicate. It expresses that the fact
of such simultaneous presence is invarjably concomitant with ommuipre-
sence, and therefore, subaltern to the latter.

(83.2). Now, it has been established by the great sage Kanada
that a Universal is motionless, is amenable to sense-perception and pos-
sesses unity. It simultaneously resides in every object with which it
is connected by inherence. A pupil of Kapada, named Pailukal
has advanced the syllogism (in question) in order to prove that Uni-
versals are present in all particulars, and in the intervals between
them, where the particulars are absent, as well. (83.5). «Just as the
Cosmical Ether» — is an example supporting the general proposition.
The Cosmical Ether, indeed, is simultaneously inherent in all the ob-
jects which are contained in it, wheresoever they be situated, e. g., in
trees etec. The words «a Universal is simultaneously inherent in
all objects everywhere situated», contain (the minor premise estab-
lishing the fact) that the reason is present upon the subject of the
conclusion.

(88.8). The (author) understands? this argument as an analytical
reasoning.

120. The deduction is an analytical one. The
real presence of (@ Universal) in a definite place
is deduced merely (by analysis) of the fact that
it is inherent in the objects occupying that place.
Indeed, (the opposite of that is impossible), if so-
mething is absent from (a definite) place, it does
not fill up that place by its own self?

1Pailava and Paithara are evidently two invented names in connection with
the theories of ptlu-paka-vada and pithara-paka-viada, the first was later ascribed
to the Vaifegikas, cp, Pra3astapada, p. 167. 5, the second to the Naiyayikas, cp.
Tarkadipiks, p. 17 (Bombay, 1918). But no connection between these names and
the doctrine of the reality of Universals has as yet been on record. Kanada’s
gutra I. 2.3 is unclear. The doctrine is full blown in Praiastapada, p. 314. 21—
antardle ca... avyapadeyani. It is one of the fundamental tenets of the united
Nyaya-Vaifesika school. From Dh.’s words it would appear that the Pithara-paka-
vadins did not share it. 2 yojayan, lit. «construesn.

8 Lit., p. 83. 9—10. «The possession of a nature which is present in its place
depends as & consequence (anubandhini) upon merely the nature connected with
it (i. e., inherent in it). Indeed what where is absent, it does not pervade its place
by its own self. Thus a formula of the own-existence reason».— The gist of the
argument seems to be that Universals cannot move, hence they mnst be omnipresent
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(83.11). The essence of a Universal is to be inherent in the (cor-
responding particular) things everywhere, (wheresoever) they be situ-
ated. This property alone is sufficient to deduce from it the fact of the
(real) presence (of the Universal) in these places, (i.e., everywhere).!

(83.14). If something possesses the essence of being inherent in a
pumber of other things, it necessarily must be present in the places
occupied by them. Therefore the fact that a Universal is present in &
place is deduced from the fact of its being inherent (in the palticular
things) there situated.

(83.16). It may be objected that a cow is (intimately) connected
with its owner, but he does not occupy the same place? as the cow.
How is it then that the property of occupying the same place is de-
duced from the fact of being in a (certain) connection with the objects
occupying it? It is said in answer.

(88.17). (This connection is one of inherence). If something is not
present in a place, it cannot contain in itself the objects there situated
(83.18). The connection which is here alluded to as existing between
a Universal and (the corresponding particulars) possessing it, is Inhe-
rence. Such a connection is only possible between two entities occupy-
ing the same place. According to that (kind of connection, a Universal)
inhering somewhere comprehends the object in which it inheres in its
own essence. It thus locates its own self into the place occupied by
the object in which it inheres.® To contain something means (here) just
to occupy that very place * which is (also occupied by this thing). This is
Inherence.

(838. 21). Therefore, if something inheres in something else, it per-
vades that thing by its own existence and becomes itself present in
the place (of that object).

(88.22). The idea (of the author) is the following one. Comprehen~
slon involves presence. If there is no presence, neither can there be

1 Lit., p. 83.11—14. «The nature of a Universal is to be conjoined with those
things situated in all places. This alone, the mere nature of being conjoined with
it. It follows on it, it is consequent on it. 'What is it? He says. The fact of having
the nature of being presemt in their place. The place of those connected is their
place. Whose own-existence is present in their place, it has its own existence pre-
sent in that place. Its condition is (its) essence»,

2 sanmihita here clearly in the sense of «being present», not of being near,
cp. this term in L 13, transl. and note.

8 Lit., p. 83.19—20. «It introdunces itself into the place the object inhered in».

4 desa-rupa = deja-svaripa.
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comprehension, nor inherence which is equivalent to comprehension.
But comprehension exists and consequently presence in the same place,
(i. e, everywhere) exists as well? This is an analytical deduction.?

(84.8). The (contrary) syllogism advanced by Paithara is now
given.

191. The second, (the contra-) deduction rauns
thus.

(Major premise). If something perceptible
is not perceived umpon a place, it is absent
from it.

(Example). As e g, an absent jar.

(Minor premise). A Universal, although
(supposed) to be perceptible, is not perceived
in the intervals between the (corresponding)
particulars.

(Conclusion). (Hence it is absent)

This negative conclusion and the former analy-
tical deduction, since they contradict one an-
other, produce together an uncertain (conclusion).

(84.8). What fulfils the conditions of perception, i. e., what is a
possible object of perception, what may be imagined as perceived —
such is the subject of the general proposition. «It is here absent»,
i. e., we can take action® without expecting to find it there — such is
the predicate. It is thus stated that the first is subordinate to the se-
cond. The example is an absent jar.

1 Lit., p. 83.22. « Pervagion of real things situated in this place is subordinate
to existence in that place. Because if there is no existence in its place, there is no
pervagion of it, there will be no icherence-connection whose essence is pervasion.
But there is pervasion, therefore (there is) presence in its place. Therefore this is
an own-existence reason».

2 8ince Dharmakirti admits only two varieties of deduction, deduction of
necessary Succession or Causality and deduction of necessary Coexistence or ana-
Iytical deduction, he evidently could comstruct the conclusion about the real pre-
sence of Universals in the individual things in which they inhere as an analytical
judgment or judgment of necessary coexistence. The subject of the judgment—the
faet of inherence — is alone sufficient to deduce the reality or real presence of
the Universal. The judgment is so constructed that its validity reposes on the law

of Contradiction alone awkat really inheres is really present, inherence is presence ».
3 yyavahdra.
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(84.10). The words «a Universal etc.» point to the minor premise.

(84.11). The intervals between the particulars include other parti-
culars, as well as empty space. Although the Untversal «cow» is per-
ceived in some particulars, it is not perceived in others, e. g., in hor-
ses etc. Neither is it perceived in empty space, where there are alto-
gether no particulars. It follows that it is absent in these places.

(84.13). This negative conclusion and the aforesaid (analytical
deduction) prove (two conclusions) which are contradictory of one
another — they produce uncertainty about the subject of the inference
(making the existence of Universals doubtful).

(84.14). There is no such object in existence which should (really)
possess contradictory properties. One of the reasons here proves the
presence of Universals in other particulars and in empty space. The
other, being negative, proves their non-existence there.

(84.16). Now, one thing cannot at the same time and in the same
place be existent and non-existent, because this (runs against the law
of) Contradiction. Thus it is, that the (kind of) Universal which is the-
oretically constructed has two predicates simultaneously — omnipre-
sence and non-omnipresence. The two reasons establishing that are in
confliet with one another.

(84.18). Because it is assumed that the same Universal is simul-
taneously inherent in all particulars, wherever they be situated, and
because it is assumed that it is visible, therefore it is concluded —
from the fact of its inherence, that it is omnipresent, and from its
perceptibility, since it is not visible in the intervals between the par-
ticulars, that it is not omnipresent. Thus it is that the promotor of
the doctrine himself has failed to take notice of this mutual confra-
diction. He has constructed two conflicting attributes and has thus
given a loophole for contradiction to enter.

However, in (objective) reality such contradiction is impossible.

§ 18. THE mMPORT OF EXAMPLES.

(84.22). Different logical reasons, since they are members of syl-
logisms, have been examined and, incidentally, fallacious reasons as
well. Now the question is asked, whether the examples which are also
members of syllogisms must not likewise be examined, and on this
occasion false examples as well?
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192. The exposition of the three-aspected logi-
cal reason is finished Such a reason is quite
capable alone to produce cognition of the (infer-
red) object. Hence the example is no separate
member of the syllogism. Its definition is not
given separately, because it is implied (in the
definition of the reason).

(85.3). The three-aspected reason has been expounded. What is
the use of dwelling upon the examples?

However (it may be objected) that the reason alone does not, by
itself, produce a cognition of the object (of inference)? The (author)
answers that the reason is quite sufficient alone to produce a cogni-
tion of the deduced predicate, (he means) just the reason as he has
defined it. Such a reason is capable alone to yield a result. Hence the
demonstration will be complete when the reason alone has been given
(full) verbal expression. The example does not really constitute a sepa-
rate premise, and for this reason a definition of the example has not
been given separately from the definition of the reason.

(85.6). But it may be questioned, how is the invariable corcomi-
tance of the reason to be established, if there are no examples (to sup-
port it)? (The author answers). We do not at all maintain that there
are altogether no examples (to support it), but we maintain that the
example is inseparable from the reason, it is necessarily included in
the reason. That is why it is said that its definition is not given
separately, it is not (simply) said that its definition is not given
at all.

(85.9). Be it so! It is nevertheless a member subordinate to the
reason. This should (not prevent us) from giving its definition? (This
however would be useless). Since the import of such a definition is
implied (in the definition of the reason), its import, its purpose, the
meaning expressed by the word, are implied. For this cause (it is not
given).! (85.10). Indeed, when a definition of the example is given,
this is done in order to produce a clear conception of what an example
is. But since we already know it just from the definition of the reason,
therefore the purpose of the definition is (attained), the clear concep-

1 Lit., p. 85.9. «If so0, the definition also of the subservient {o the reason must
be just given, thus he says — because the meaning is known. The meaning, the

aim, or the expressed part is known, of what the example-definition (shonld be).
Thus its condition, essence, therefore».
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tion of what an example is, is known, is realized, or the meaning of
the word example, the idea (corresponding to it) is implied (in the
meaning of the reason).

(85.13). How is its meaning implied?

123. The essence of a logical reason, in gene-
ral, has been defined by us as consisting in its
presence only in similar cases, and its absence
from every dissimilar case. Further, we have
specified that the causal and the analytical rea-
sons must be shown to represent, (the first) an
effect (from which the existence of a cause is
inferred), (the second, a necessarily coexisting
attribute) which alone is sufficient for deducing
(the consequence). When the reasons are so re-
presented, it is thenm shown that 1) wherever
smoke exists, fire exists, like in a kitchen; if
there is no fire, neither is there smoke, like in
contrary cases; 2) wherever there is production
there is change, like in a jar; if something is
changeless, it is not a product, like Space. It is,
indeed, impossible otherwise to show the exis-
tence (of the reasom) in similar and its absence
from (all) contrary cases with the qualification
that we have introduced, viz. 1) the caunsal de-
duction (of the existence of a reason) necessa-
rily follows from the existence of the effect,
2) the (analytically deduced) property is neces-
sarily inherent in the fact representing the ana-
lytical reason. When this is shown, it is like-
wise shown what an example is, since its essence
includes nothing else.

(85.22). The essence of the logical reason is (first) given in gene-
ral terms, without specification. It means that the general definition,
equally applies to the causal, the analytical and the negative rea-
sons. Now, why is (this general essence which comprises) the two as-
pects — its presence in similar cases only, and its absence from every
dissimilar case — why is it (first) generally stated? The general essence,
although indicated, cannot be realized (by itself). Just the same
must be represented as inherent in (every) particular case. (86.2),
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Therefore it must be stated that (the logical reason), in particular,
represents either the effect (from which the cause is inferred) or an
(essential attribute) from whose presence alone the consequence follows
(by way of analysis). These two varieties must be represented as in-
stances possessing (the general features of a logical reason). (86.3).
Indeed, when we have clearly realized? (an entity as) an effect, we (eo
ipso) have realized its presence in similar cases only, and its absence
from every contrary case. (86.4). An analytical predicate must be
represented as following out of «its mere presence», i.e., (out of the
presence of) the reason. The consequence (in these cases) exists where-
ver the reason exists. It is a consequence, i. e., it follows. Nothing but
the presence of the reason, «it alone», means the reason alone, (its
presence is sufficient for the consequence to follow). The «identity» of
the consequence (with the reason) consists just in its being present
(wheresoever the reason is present). (86.6). When something is known
to possess an inherent property,? it (eo ipso) becomes known that itis an
analytical reason which is present in similar cases only and is absent
from every contrary case. (86.7). It is just this general characteristic
that must be realized as inherent in the varieties (of the reason). Not
otherwise.. The definition of the varieties has been given for that pur-
pose. (86.8). What follows from this? It is (said what) follows. Namely
it follows that when someone wishes to give a general defiinition, it
must be done by pointing out (its application to) the particular cases.
This is the general meaning.3

(86.10). «Wherever there is smoke, there is fire» — this is (the
general proposition) expressing the invariable concomitance of the
effect (which effect represents) the logical reason. This concomitance
is established by facts* proving the causal relation (of fire and smoke).
Therefore, the example «like in the kitchen» must be given. «Where
there is no fire, there never is any smoken, this is the contraposi-
tion of the major premise. It likewise must be proved (by examples),
«as e.g., in the contrary cases», (pamely in the pond etc.). Indeed, it

1 vijiidte.

2 Lit,, p. 86.6. « When the essence of the probans becomes known. ..»n, i.e.,
when one fact representing the comsequence becomes known as representing an
essential property of another fact which is the reason, its presence is deduced from
the presence of the latter.

3 sambandha.

4 pramana.
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must be proved that the absence of fire is necessarily followed by the
absence of smoke. This can be proved by pointing to instances dissi-
milar to the case of the kitchen fire.

(86.13). « Wheresoever (we apprehend) the fact that a thing is pro-
duced (from causes), (we also observe that) it is impermanent, this
is (the general proposition) establishing the invariable concomitance
in an analytical judgment.! Its contraposition is exhibited by the words
«wherever there is no impermanence (i. e., no change) there never is any
production» (i.e. no causal relation). (86.15). The facts? establishing
the concomitance must be pointed to by an example of similarity
When the (positive) concomitance has been established, it must be
further shown that the reason is absent wheresoever the consequence
is absent. Thus the examples (both positive and negative) «just as ¢
jar» and «just as Space» must necessarily be given. (86.17). Why is it
so? Because it would be otherwise impossible to show that the pre
sence in similar and absence in contrary cases, which constitute the
general essence (of a logical connection), possess the indicated qualifi
cation, viz., that they are necessary. Necessity is the indicated qualifi
cation, it consists in the circumstance that the reason is present i1
similar cases only, and absent in every dissimilar case. Indeed, wher
the special definitions have been given, the specified character of this
(necessary) presence and of this (necessary) absence of the reason has
(eo ipso) been pointed to.

(86.20). And it is impossible to specify the essence of the varieties
(of logical dependence) without (peinting to the examples from whick
they are drawn). Smoke is a result (of causes and it here plays the
part of a sufficient) reason. (Fire is the cause and its necessary pre:
sence) is the logical consequence. This relation, or the fact of the exis
tence of an effect, implies logical necessity,® because the presence o
smoke as an effect, is necessarily dependent upon the presence of firt
(as its cause). This necessary dependence of an effect (upon some pre
vious cause)! which is the essence (of one) of the varieties of logica
dependence, cannot be shown otherwise (than by pointing to examples).

1 syabhdva-hetor.

2 pramanda.

8 niyama.

4 tat-karyata-niyama.

5 Lit., p. 86.20—22. «And the essence of the particular cannot be show:
otherwise. Of this probandum the effect, its effect, smoke. Its relation (bhava), its he
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(86. 22). Neither can the other relation, (the relation which consti-
tutes the second) variety of logical dependence (namely the analytical
relation) be indicated (without having in view the examples). This re-
lation consists in the necessary concomitance of two co-inherent attri-
butes,! the presence of the one being the necessary mark of the pre-
sence of the other.?

(86.23). Since the relation of Causality or the relation of Co-inhe-
rence must be established (by experience) on examples like the kit-
chen fire (producing smoke), or the jar (being non-eternal), therefore
in pointing to the facts® on which the general proposition* is based
the examples by similarity must (inevitably) be quoted. (87.1). The
contrary example has the aim of pointing to the absence of the
effect where the reason is absent, after their causal relation has
been established (at first by positive examples). (87.2). This is
just the reason why (the contrary example) is not necessarily some-
thing real® The absence of the effect when the cause is absent (since

ing an effect. Just this is necessity (nfyama), because smoke is necessarily depen-
dent on fire as its cause. This, the uecessity (consisting in) being its effect, as ha-
ving the essence (ripa = svariipa) of the definition of (ome) variety, cannot be
shown otherwise».

1 The linga is svabhava and the sadhya is svabhdva, or else the linga is a linga
for its own svabhava, cp. above the sttras IIL. 18—20 and the mnotes to the trans-
lation.

2 Lit., p. 86.22—23. «And the pervasion of the own-existence-mark by own-
existence which is the probandum, being the essence of the definition of (the other)
variety cannot otherwise be shown».

3 pramana. L yydpti.

5 According to the Naiyayiks a syllogism where the contrary example is not a
reality is a syllogism without any contrary instance, a syllogism whose major pre-
mise is & generalization from positive instances alone, it is kevala-anvayin, vipaksa~
hinch, just as the Buddhist deduction of the non-eternity of the sounds of speech
from the fact that they are products, yathd sarv@nityatva-vadindm, anityah Sab-
dah, Ertakatvdd iti, says Uddyotakara, p. 48.12. The counter-example of the
Buddhists is Space or the Cosmical Ether which is eternal and unproduced, hut,
according to Mahayana-Buddhists, not a reality, since all reality is non-eternal.
The Buddhists retorted that if the reason is not absent in the contrary, albeit ima-
gined, cases, it must be present, since non absent means present, and we will be
landed in the absurdity of admitting the presence of a reality in an unreality.
This point was then discussed with much scholastic subtlety and great animosity
between the Buddhist logicians and the Naiyayiks, cp. Tatp, p. 114.22 ff, Pari-
§uddhi, p. 708—735 and the gloss of Vardhamana-upidhy3ya ibid. Uday-
ana quotes the opinions of the Buddhists JHanadri (p- 718) and Prajiiikara-
gupta’s Vartikalamkara (p. 730).
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it is an absence) occurs in real as well as in unreal cases. Therefore
we admit as negative examples real and unreal (i. e., imagined) facts.
(87.38). Thus it is impossible to indicate either the positive concomi-
tance or its contraposition without an example. (87.4). Consequently—
when the essence of the logical reason has been elicited, it has been
eo ipso! shown, 1) that a positive example being the fact? proving the
concomitance of the reason (with its consequence, must be assumed)
and 2) a negative example, as well, must be quoted, because it shows
(subsequently), after the positive concomitance has been established —
that if the consequence is absent, the reason is also absent.

(87.6). When this (relation) has been indicated the examples
have been eo ipso indicated also. When it has been shown that such
and such a fact 3 is to be taken as a fact * establishing concomitance from
the positive side, and when (the other facts) have been shown where
this concomitance is absent, the examples have been eo ipso given.
(87.8). If it is asked, why? — we answer, because (its essence) is
nothing but that. Indeed so much only is the essence of an example.
For a positive example, it is to indicate the facts establishing the con-
comitance, and for a negative example, it is to show that the reason
whose concomitance has been positively established, is absent where-
soever the consequence is absent.

(87.11). Now, all this is already clear from our explanation of the
character of a logical reason. What then may be the use of giving a
(separate) definition of the example?

§ 19. FALLACIOUS POSITIVE EXAMPLES.

124. Fallacious examples are also virtually
rejected by this (account of the reason).

(87. 13). The analysis of the essence of a logical reason discloses the
(function of) examples. It virtually includes an account of wrong, i. e.
fallacious, examples. When, indeed, an example has been chosen for
illustrating (the general proposition), as has been explained above,
if it nevertheless is mnot fit to fulfill its own function, it will be a

1 d@khyanad eva.
2 pramana.

3 50 'yam arthah.
* pramana.
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wrong example. This is virtually implied (in our account of the logi-

«cal reason).
(87.16). Some instances of wrong examples are now given.

125. (Thesis). The sounds of speech are eternal
entities.

(Reason). Because they are not impene-
trable bodies of limited dimensions.

(Examples). As, e g, motion, atoms or
a jar
These examples are deficient in regard of the
consequence or of the reason or of both.

(87.19). The eternal character of the sounds of speech is the con-
sequence which must be established. The fact of not being an (impenet-
rable) material body (of circumscribed dimensions) is adduced as the
reason. The examples of motion, of atoms, and of a jar are quoted as
similar cases. They are wrong, because they are deficient either in the
first attribute (the predicate eternity) or in the second (the reason —
(impenetrability), or in both.

(87.21). Motion lacks the first. The atoms lack the second, since
the atoms have (infinitesmal) dimension. A body is a substance which
is not ubiquitous and has (limited) dimensions. Atoms are not ubiqui-
tous and are essentially substances. That they are eternal, (i. e., un-
changing), is a tenet of the VaiSegika school. Thus they are not
deficient in the predicated attribute. A jar is deficient in both. It is
not eternal and is an impenetrable body of limited dimensions.

126. The same applies to cases where the pre-
sence of the predicated attribute and (of the
reason) is uncertain.

1. E.g, (Thesis) This man is subject to pas-
sions.
(Reason). Because he is endowed with the
faculty of speech.

(Example). As e.g, a man in the street.

2. (Thesis). This man is mortal

(Reason). Because he is subject to pas-
sions.
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(Example). As e. g, a man in the street.

3. (Thesis). This man is non-omniscient.

(Reason). Because he is subject to pas-
sioms.

(Example). As e. g, a man in the street.

(88.7). The first of these (deductions) has an uncertain predicate.
(All) are examples where (there is some uncertainty); either the predi-
cated attribute is uncertain or the reason adduced is uncertain or
both are uncertain.

(88.8). (The following are) examples. In the (first example) the
existence of passions is the predicate, the faculty of speech—the reason,
the man in the street—the example. It is uncertain whether he really
is passionless.

(88.10). (Again in the second example) «mortal» is the predicate;
«this man» is the subject; «because he has passions» is the reason.
The presence of the latter in the example, a man in the street, is un-
certain, but his mortality is certain.

(88.12). (In the third example), the predicate is non-owmmiscience;
«because he is subject to passions» is the reason. Both are uncertain
in the man in the street, his not being omniscient (since this is a
transcendental quality which never can be neither affirmed nor denied),
and his being subject to passions.?

127. (Next come examples where) necessary con-
comitance is either absent (because of incom-
plete induction) or not rightly expressed (be-
cause of the carelessness of the speaker).

1. (Thesis). Whosoever speaks is subject to
passions.
(Example). Like, e g, our Mr. So and So.
2. (Thesis). The sounds of speech are imper-

manent. .
(Reason). Because they are products,

(Example). As e. g, a jar

1 For the same reason, i.e., because an absolute freedom from passions and
desires is not known from experience.
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(88.16). Deficient in regard of necessary concomitance' is a case
where the accidental coexistence? of reason and consequence is alone
indicated, but it is not shown that the reason is logically subordinated
to the consequence. An example in which the necessary concomitance
of (the reason with the consequence) is not rightly expressed, is an
example where the right logical concomitance (exists in the mind of
the speaker), but is not put by him in the right form.

(88.18). An example of the first kind is the following one, («whoso-
ever speaks is subject to passions»). «Whosoever speaks», i. e., the
faculty of speech, is the subject of the general proposition. «He pos-
sesses passions», i. e, the attribute of passions, is the logical conse-
quence. Hence the existence of the faculty of speech is a fact logically
subordinated* to the fact of having passions. The necessary concomi-
tance (of both these attributes) is thus expressed. «Like our Mr. So
and So» is the example. By the word «our»® the disputant and the
opponent are equally included (i. e, a person is alluded to which is
well known to them both) as possessing passions., (88.21). What is
really proved (by this example) is mereiy the fact of a coexistence iu
M-r. So and So of the faculty of speech together with his passions.
But the necessary logical subordination (of the first attribute to the
second) is not proved. Therefore the example is deficient in regard of
(the necessity and universality of) the concomitance.s

(88.22). (In the second example) «impermanence» is the logical
predicate; «because it is a product» is the reason.

(89.1). (The example is) «like a jar». This (example) is not suffi-
cient to express adequately the necessary concomitance (of these two
attributes). Although the sounds of our speech are similar to a jar as
regards production, (both are produced according to causal laws), but
they cannot (on this ground) be necessarily conceived? as similar in
regard of the attribute of impermanence. (The example, as it is expes-

1 an-anvaya.

2 sambhava-matram.

3 vyapta.

4 niyama.

5 igta.

6 Itis clear that Dharmakirti treats here every case of incomplete, not suf-
ficiently warranted, induction as a fallacy of example, but the term example beco-

mes then partly & synonym of the major premise, not only of induction, as is cle-
arly seen in the next sitra.

? pratyetum = niscetum.
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sed, proves mere coexistence, not necessary coinherence, and if deduc-
tions were allowed on the ground of mere coexistence), every thing
would be deducible out of anything.* (89.2). But if it were clearly re-
alized that the essence? of production implies impermanence, then we
could deduce the latter from the former. (The syllogism should have
been expressed thus), «whatsoever is a product is impermanent». The
necessary concomitance of production with impermanence would have
been clearly expressed. And then, in order to prove this concomitance,
an example should be given whose object it would be to illustrate
the meaning of the general sentence?

(89.5). In that case the example would really serve to illustrate
necessary coexistence. But in our case the example is given without
at all expressing the necessary coexistence. Such an example serves
only to point out some similarity. But the predicate cannot be validly
deduced upon mere similarity (or incomplete induction).

(89. 6). Thus the function of an example is (to prove the validity)
of the invariable (and necessary) concomitance. In our case such an
example is not given. The example as it is given is useless, since it
proves mere similarity. It is fallacious by the fault of the speaker,
(not Dby itself). (89.8). The speaker indeed must here convince his
interlocuter. Therefore although the real stuff is not wrong, but it has
been wrongly represented by the speaker. In this semse it becomes
wrong nevertheless.

1 gtiprasangat, «because of an over-deduction ad absurdum; the term is used
when the deduction implies giving up of every uniformity and the possibility of
everything, cp. N. Kanikg, p. 27.11 and 28.5 niyamake-nimittabhavat sarva-
sambhavah-atiprasangah = sarvatra-pravriti-prasangah.

2 svabhdve here in the sense of an essential attrihute, implying svabhgva-pra-
tibandha.

3 In the preceding syllogism the major premise which, being the result of In-
duction, is regarded as an inherent part of the examples, of the similar and dissi-
milar cases, has been given full expression, although the Induction was incomplete
and the generalization unsufficiently warranted. In the present syllogism, on the
contrary, the example alone is mentioned, the major premise is not expressed,
Although the example of the jar is sufficient for the Bnddhist who conceives the
jar, and every existent object, as a compact chain of momentary existences, it may
have no sufficient proving force for his interlocutor. Therefore the speaker, for the
sake of clearness, should have appended the major premise emphasizing that it is
of the essence of every thing produced according to causal Jaws to be imperma-
nent, i, e., discontinuant or new in every moment.
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120. This also refers (to an example whose
meaning has been expressed through) an inver-
ted concomitance, e. g,

(Thesis). (The sounds of speech are im-
permanent).

(Reason). (Because they are produced
from causes).

(Example). (Just as a jar etc), whatsoever
is impermanent is a product?

(89.11). The following is an example (which is in itself quite
aright one, but the interdependence of the two attributes which it should
illustrate has been expressed) in an inverted order. This is exemplified
by the proposition (attached to the example of a jar etc.), « whatsoever is
impermanent is a product». The example should prove (in our syllo-
gism) that whatsoever is produced is impermanent. Then the imperma-
nent (or momentary) character of things could be deduced from the
fact that they are produced (from causes). (The reverse has been done)
in the present case, production has been represented as a consequence
of impermanence and not (vice versa), impermanence as a consequence
of production.

(89.18). Indeed (impermanence can be deduced from production,
since) production is necessarily subordinate to impermanence. But pro-
duction has not been quoted (in the present syllogism) as necessarily
subordinate to impermanence, therefore impermanence cannot be de-
duced from such production which is not quoted as subordinate to
impermanence.

(89.15). Indeed, the words «whatsoever is impermanent» express
the subject of the general proposition, the words «is a product»

1 Lit., p. 89. 10. « Thus (the example) with inverted concomitance, what is im-
permanent ig a products. — The formulation of this passage is very characteristic.
It represents really the major premise, but is here called an example. The major
premise being always a generalization drawn from particular cases or examples,
these examples become virtually the equivalent of the major premise. This is why
‘Parthasarathi says that the Buddhist syllogism consists only of example and
minor premise, ¢p. Sastradipik3, p. 239, This, of course, must not be understood as
intimating that experience and induction from particular cases are the exclusive
source of knowledge. On the contrary, Dharmakirti puts great emphasis on his
principle that deduction implies logical necessity (nidcoya, niyama) which can ne-
ver be found in experience alone.
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express the predicate. This means that if something is produced (by
its causes), it is so because it is impermanent, and not (as it should
be), that if something is a product, it necessarily is impermanent,

(89.17). We cannot, indeed, conclude that something is voluntarily
produced because it is impermanent, since voluntary production is not
necessarily consequent on impermanence, (there are impermanent things
which are not so produced). Just so would it be impossible to deduce
production from impermanence, because the fact of production is not
necessarily consequent on impermanence.

(89.18). Although, as things stand in reality, the fact of being
produced (from causes) is necessarily subordinate to the fact of being
impermanent, (and this is just what the speaker means by his example;
but he has failed to express himself correctly, since one must under-
stand his words as meaning that the first attribute) is not necessa-
rily subordinate to, (and contained under, the second). (89.19). There-

1 The two concepts of «being produced by causes» and of «being an imperma-
nent entity are really conterminous in Mahayana Buddhism. Existence is defined by
the Sautrantikas and Yogacaras as causal efficiency (artha-kriya-karitva). Every exi-
stence is imagined as a continual run of discrete moments of existence, the next fol-
lowing moment being the product of the preceding one.Thus to be a product, to be
impermanent, to be momentary and to exist hecome conterminous expressions predi-
cable of every empirical fact. In Hinayana existence, or element of existence (dhar-
ma), was split into permanent and impermanent (nitya and anitya), uncaused and
caused (asamskria and samskria=Fkrtaka), Nirvana and Samsdra. In Mahayana all
permanent elements and Nirvana itself were excluded from the sphere of existence
and this term was restricted to empirical existence alone, cp. my Nirvana, p. 41.
It would seem that the notion of being a product or of being subject to causal
laws is not contained under the concept of being impermanent. Since both concepts
are conterminous and necessarily coinherent, the first may be deduced from the
second just as, vice versa, the second from the first. The concept of voluntary pro-
duction is really contained under the concept of impermanence, it is less in exten-
sion and greater in comprehension, than the latter, but not the concept of causal
production in general. Nevertheless it is here stated that production cannot be de-
duced from impermanence and it is a lapsus on the part of the speaker if he has
expressed himself so as to suggest the possibility of an inverted deduction, the de-
duction of causal origin from impermanence. The explanation of the lamas (and it
is probably the right one) is that the conception of causal origin is much more fa-
miliar to us than the conception of impermanent or momentary existence which
can only be established by very elaborate analysis. The lapsus is natural iz a man
profoundly versed in Buddhist philosophy, but for the sake of the listener it is
more natural to start with the notion of causal origin and to deduce impermanence
from it.
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fore (the example «a jar ete.») is not wrong by itself, but the speaker
has made a mistake (in attaching to it an interpretation carelessly
expressed). It thus does not contain an inverted concomitance in rea-
lity, but owing to the carelessness of the speaker (it appears as
though containing it). In a syllogism which is intended for an audi-
ence mistakes of expression must be also taken into account.

129. (Such are the fallacious examples when
the syllogism is expressed) according to the me-
thod of Agreement.

(89.23). There are thus nine different species of wrong examples
in the gyllogism of agreement.

§ 20. FALLACIOUS NEGATIVE EXAMPLES,.

(90.2). In order to declare that there are likewise nine different
species of wrong examples when the syllogism is expressed according
to the method of Difference, (the author) says —

130. The same (applies to deductions by the
method) of Difference. The examples in which
either the cosequence (or the reason, or both) are
not absent®! (as they should be in a syllogism
of difference), are the following ones — atoms,
motion and Space (respectively).

(90.2). When (the Mimamsaka wishes to) prove that the sounds
of our speech are eternal (entities inherent in the Cosmical Ether),
(supposing he adduces as) a reason their quality of not being impene-
trable bodies of limited dimensions, the negative example® of the
atoms (in the contraposed major premise «whatsoever is imperma-
nent has limited dimensions») is deficient in regard of the predicate

(impermanence), since the atoms are assumed (by the VaiSesikas) to
be eternal.?

1 avyatirekin.

2 vaidharmya-dystanta.

8 The deduction (fallacious) is here the same as in sutra III, 125, viz,
Thesis. The sounds of speech are eternal entities.

Reason. Because they are not impenetrable bodies of limited di-
mensions (amiria).



SYLLOGISM 243

(90. 8). The example «motion» is deficient in regard of the reason,
because motion is not a body of limited dimensions. Space (or Cosmical
Ether) is deficient in regard of both, it is eternal and illimited.

(90.4). Thus either the predicate or the reason or both are mot
necessarily absent. Their «non absence» means that they are not m-
stances of the absence (of the reason as conditioned by the absence of
its consequence). In these cases, since they are not (instances of such
absence), they are deficient in regard of the absence of the predicate,
of (the reason, and of both together).

(90. 7). The other fallacies are next exemplified.

131. Similar are also the cases where the (ne-
cessary) absence® of the predicate, (of the reason
and of both) is uncertain, e g,

(Thesis), Kapila and others are not omni-
scient? or are not (absolutely) trustworthy.

(Reason). Because their knowledge cannot
stand the special test of omniscience and
(absolute) trustworthiness.

An example by contrast is the following one.
(Contraposed major premise). Omniscient
or (absolutely) trustworthy is a man who
teaches astronomy.
(Example). As e g, Risabha, Vardhamana
and others.

The absence of the predicates «not-omnisci-
ence» and «not absolute trustworthiness» in these
examples, is subject to doubt.

Major premise. Whatsoever is not an impenetrable body of limited di-
mensions is eternal, a8 motion. (But motion is momentary although not a body).

Contraposition. Whatsoever is non-eternal is & body of Ilimited
dimensions.

Example. Just as atoms etc.

But atoms are eternal, although they are impenetrable bodies of limited dimen-
sions. Therefore the example is wrong, since in this case the example must esta-
blish the necessary concomitance of the attributes non-eternity and limited dimen-
sion. This alone would allow us then to deduce the eternity of the sounds of spesch
from the fact that they are not bodies of limited dimensions.

1 yyatireka.

2 Read yathasarvejiah.
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(90.13). The absence of the predicate is uncertain in these
examples.

(90.14). A negative example, in which the absence of the predi-
cate is doubtful, is the following one. «Not omniscient» is one predi-
cate. «Not trustworthy», i e, not excluding the possibility of a mi-
stake, is another one. «Kapila etc.» is the subject of the conclusion,
The words «because of the absence (of the mark) of omniscience ete.»
include the reason.?

(90.16). The mark of omniscience and trustworthiness, the exclu-
sive proof (of absolute trustworthiness), is absent. This exclusive
proof? constituting the mark of omniscience and trustworthiness, is a
science which some possess. This circumstance is the cause why (Ka-
pila and consorts are not omniscient, because they do not possess it).

(90.19). The highest proof (which is an indication of omniscience
and absolute precision is here supposed to) consist in the teaching of
astronomy. If Kapila and consorts, (the brahminical sages), were really
omniscient and guarantees of absolute truth, why then did they not
teach astronomy? But, as a matter of fact, they did not. Therefore
they neither are omniscient nor guarantees of truth.

(91.1). In the rble of a fact® establishing (the rule), we have here
a negative example, (an example by contrast). Every one who is om-
niscient or (absolutely) trustworthy has been teaching astronomy
which is an indication of omniscience and a guarantee for truth, as
e.g, Risabha, Vardhamana and other teachers of the Digam-
baras. They were omniscient and absolutely trustworthy.

(91. 8). Now, it is here, on the face of these negative examples* of
Risabha and Vardhamana, uncertain, whether the predicates non-omnis-
cience and possibility of mistakes are really contrasting, i. e, absent.®

Because well nigh might you teach astronomy, and nevertheless
be neither ommiscient nor free from mistakes! Why should these attri-
butes be incompatible? This kind of knowledge is casual and not a
necessary concomitant of omniscience. It cannot prove the existence of
the latter.

1 Read styadi hetuh.

2 pramana-atisaya.

3 pramane.

4 vaidkarmya-ud@harana.
5 vyatireka — vy@vrtti,
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132. A negative example in cases where the
exclusion of the reason is uncertain is as fol-
lows.

(Thesis). A Brahmin possessing the know-
ledge of the three Vedas should not trust

M-r So and Sol

(Reason). Because (the man) might be
subject to passions.

A contrasting example (must illustrate the
rule that) whosoever is to be trusted is mnot
subject to passions, e. g, Gautama and other pro-
motors of legal codes. The reason, i.e, the ab-
sence of passions in Gautama and consorts, is
uncertain.

(91.10). The predicate to be deduced is the fact that a Brahmin
who knows the three Vedas, the Rig, Sama an Yajur Vedas, should
not trust the words of a certain man. The subject is some definite
person, M-r So and So, e. g., Kapila. «Because he is subject to pas-
sions» is the reason. Here we have in the réle of a fact? establishing
the rule an example by contrast.

(91.13). An example by contrast (a negative example) is & case
which proves that the absence of the predicate is necessarily conco-
mitant with the absence of the reason. «Those whose words are to be
trusted», i. e., the reverse of the predicate, is here the subject (of the
contraposed general proposition). «They are free from passions», i e,
the absence of the reason is predicated.

'(91.15). Gautama, Manu and consorts are the authors of legal
codes. They can be trusted by a Brahmin knowing the Veda, and they
are free from passions. Thus it is that Gautama etc. are taken as
contrast to the subject, (men like Kapila who, being unorthodox, can-
not be trusted). But the absence of passions, i e., of the reason, in
Gautama and consorts is uncertain. Let them be trusted by the Brah-
min, but whether they be subject to passions or free from them, is
not certain.

183. A case where the exclusion of both is
uncertain is as follows.

1 Tusert vivaksita before purusa, cp. Tib.
2 pramane.
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(Thesis). Kapila and consorts are not free
from passions,

(Reason). Because they are subject to
acquisitiveness and avarice.

A contrasting example should prove the rule
that a person who is free from passions neither
does acquire nor is subject to avarice, e g, Ri-
sabha and consorts.

The absence in Risabha and consorts of both
the predicates, i e, freedom from passions and
of acquisitiveness and avarice, is uncertain

(91.23). An example where the absence of both the predicate and
the reason is uncertain is given. «Not free from passions», i. e., sub-
ject to passions, this is the predicate. Kapila and consorts are the
subjects (of the conclusion). Acquisition is the initial appropriating of
what is received. Avarice is greediness and envy which follow upon
the act of initial acquisition. Kapila and consorts take possession of
what is given to them and do not forsake their belongings. This pro-
ves that they have passions.

(92.4). Here we have in the rdle of a fact? (establishing the ge-
neral rule) an example by contrast, where the absence of the reason
in all cases where the predicate is absent must be illustrated.

(92.4). The words «every man free from passions», i. e., the ne-
gation of the predicate is made the subject (of the contraposed major
premise). «Free from acquisitiveness and avarice», i. e, the absence of
the reason, is predicated. The example (intended to illustrate this con-
trast) is Rigabha and consorts.

(92.6). Now, it is doubtful whether really in the case of this
Rigabba both the predicate and the reason, both the fact of being
subject to passions and of having the instinet of property are absent.
Indeed, it is not certain whether Risabha and consorts are really free
from the instinct of property? and from passions.

(92.8). Although in their own school they are declared to be such,
but this is, nevertheless, very doubtful.®

1 atra pramane.
2 parigraha-agraka-yoga
3 sandeha eva.
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(92.10). The last three fallacies are now exemplified.

134. An example not proving the contraposed
general proposition? is as follows,

(Thesis). Hg is not free from passions.

(Reason). Because he possesses the fa-
culty of speech.

An example by contrast (should illustrate the
rule that) if something has no passions, it can-
not speak,? as e g, a piece of stonel

Although both the attributes are absent in a
piece of stone, (it neither has passions nor does
it speak), nevertheless the negative proposition,
that «every one who is free from passions does
not speak», in its generality* is not proved. The-
refore (the example is not a proof) for the con-
traposed (general proposition)?®

(92.14). Not including the contrast is an example (not proving)
the contraposed general proposition. «Not free from passions», i, e.,
subject to passions is the predicate. «Because he possesses the faculty
of speech» is the reason.

(92.15). The contraposition will here be as follows. The words «if
a person is not unfree from passions» refer to the absence of the
predicate, it represents the subject (of the contraposed general propo-
sition). «Neither is the faculty of speech present in him», i e, the
absence of the reason is the predicate. Thus it is stated that the
absence of the predicate is invariably concomitant with, (and depen-
dent on), the absence of the reason.

(92.17). The example (illustrating the rule) is a piece of stone.
How is it that this example does not prove the contraposed proposi-

1 avyatireka.

2 Read p. 92. 11—12, yatravitardgatram nisti na sa vakid.

3 Lit., p. 92. 11—12. An example by contrast is «in whom there is absence of
passions, he is not speaking, like a piece of stone». — Here again the major pre-
mise is regarded as inhering in the examples.

4 pyaptya.

5 Lit., p. 92. 18. «Thus, since exclusion is not established pervasively, it is non-
exclusive».
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tion, since both attributes are (admittedly) absent in a piece of stone?
Let both passions and speech be absent in it, what does it matter?
A necessary absence® of them (inasmuch as the absence of the one
necessarily entails the absence of the other) is not proved. Therefore
the example is not one (which could establish) the contraposed gene-
ral premise.

(92.19). What is this necessary concomitance? The words «every
one who is free from passions» indicate the negation of the consequence,
this is the subject (of the contraposed general proposition). The words
«does not speak» indicate the absence of the reason, thisis its predicate,
(92.20). This serves to declare that the absence of the consequence is
invariably concomitant with the absence of the reason. This (would
really represent) a necessary concomitance.? (In the present case) the
contrast is not established as (necesssry). The function of an example
is just to prove this circumstance, (the necessity of the connection).
Therefore, since this example does not fulfil its function, it is falla-
clous.

135. An example in which the contrast is not
properly expressed is as follows.

(Thesis). The sounds of speech are not
eternal.

(Reason)., Because they are produced
(from causes).

(Example). (In contrast with) Space (which
is not produced and eternal).

(98.2). An example not (sufficiently) disclosing the contrast is the
following one. «The sounds of speech are not eternal», i. e, non-
eternity is the consequence. «Because they are produced» is the reason.
«Like Space» is the negative example. Here in a spoken syllogism,
the meaning must be understood from the words of the speaker.

(98.4). If it is correct in itself, but wrongly expressed by the
speaker, then it becomes wrong in the form in which it is expressed,
while the form in which it would be correct, is left without expres-
sion. The reason is that reason which is expressed. Thus a reason or

an example may eventually be wrong in a syllogism through a mistake
of the speaker’s expression.

1 vyaptya vyativeka.
2 vyaptih.
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(93.6). The cognition of the inferred fact is not based on simila-
rity or dissimilarity, but on invariable concomitance of the reason
with the consequence Therefore the general proposition, whether in
its positive form, or in its contraposed form, must express that the
reason is invariably concomitant with the consequence. Otherwise it
would be expressed in a form which proves nothing.?

(93.8). The rightly expressed concomitance must be shown to be
established by examples. Thus an example really is the indication
of the meaning of the general proposition, positive or contraposed.

(93.9). But in the present case the general proposition in the con-
traposed form has not been mentioned. (93.10). Therefore (it looks
as if) the contrasting example has been quoted in order to prove by
dint of mere similarity. In this form it has no proving force. It could
have such a force if it were expressed as corresponding to a general
proposition in the contraposed form.* But this has not been done.
Therefore an example is wrong through a mistake of the speaker,
when it is not expressed as illustrating a contraposed proposition (in
its generality).

(93.13). A negative example containing an inverted contraposition
is as follows.

136. (An example attached to an inverted) con-
traposition is the following one.

(Major premise). What is not subject to
causal laws is etermnal

(Example). (As e g, Space)’

1 sadhya-niyatid dhetoh, lit. «from the reason which is necessarily dependent
(néyata) on the consequence (sadhya)».
2 na gamaka.
8 Thus it is here clearly said that the weight of the major pemise depends on
the examples in which it is contained.
4 yyatireka-visayatvena.
5 The fully expressed syllogiem is here the same as in siitra ITL 128, but the
positive major premise is replaced by its contraposition, viz.,
Thesis. The sounds of speech are non-eternal.
Reason. Because they are produced (according to causal laws),
Positive major premise and example, ‘Whatsoever is produced accor-
ding to causal laws is non-eternal, as a jar ete.
Contraposition and example. Whatsoever is eternal (unchanging) is
not subject to causal laws, like eternal Space.
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(93.15). A general proposition and its contraposition must here
prove that (the fact adduced as) a reason is invariably concomitant
with (the fact deduced) as its consequence. But when this relation is
expressed in the contraposed form, the absence of the predicate must
be proved to be invariably concomitant with the absence of the reason.
Then it will be likewise shown that the reason is invariably concomi-
tant with its consequence.

(98.17). But if it is not stated that the negation of the consequence
is invariably concomitant with, (and dependent on), the negation of
the reason, then the possibility of the consequence being absent when
the reason is present (would not be excluded), and then the inva-
riable concomitance of the reason with the consequence will not be
established (as necessary).

(93.19). Therefore it should be expressed that the absence of the
consequence is invariably concomitant with the absence of the reason,
but not (vice versa), that the absence of the reason is concomitant
with the absence of the consequence.

(93.21). Indeed the words «non-subject to causal laws®» express
the absence of the reason, (since the non-eternity of the sounds of
speech is deduced from the fact that they are produced accor-
ding to causal laws). This is the subject. The words «it is eternal»
express the absence of the consequence. This is the predicate of (the
contraposed general proposition). The meaning is thus the following
one, «what is not produced from causes is necessarily eternaln, (instead
of saying «what is eternal is never a product»). Thus the expression
means that the fact of not being a product is invariably connected
with the reverse of the consequence, i. e., with eternity, but not (the con-
trary, not) that an eternal substance (never is a product, i. e.,) that it
is invariably connected with the negation of the reason. (94.1). Thas
the contraposition which should contain negation of the reason as
invariably concomitant with, and dependent on) the negation of its
consequence, has not been (rightly) expressed.

When the terms of the contraposition are quoted in an inverted order it is
wrongly expressed. Instead of saying « whatsoever is eternal is not subject to cau-
sal laws», the speaker has said «whatsoever is not subject to cansal laws is eter-
nal». Cp. notes on sitra ITI. 128. Here as elsewher «eternal» means unchanging
(nityatvam avasth@na-matram), cnon-eternal» means momentary.

1 na pratiyets = na nisciyeta.

2 akrtaka = karanair na krtam.
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This example of inverted contraposition is likewise a mistake on
the part of the speaker and wrong (in that sense).

(94.3). After having finished with wrong examples the author
points to the cause of such mistakes and says,

137. These wrong examples are not capable
to demonstrate neither the general character of
a valid logical reason viz, its presence in the
similar cases alone and its absence in every
contrary case, nor are they capable to demon-
strate the special characters (of its varieties,
the uniformity of Coexistence and the unifor-
mity of Succession)! Consequently it is impli-
citly evident that they must be rejected

(94.7). Examples should be given in order to demonstrate that
the reason is invariably concomitant with the consequence. But these
(wrong) examples cannot prove that the reason is necessarily present
in similar cases only and absent in every contrary case.

(94.9). It is now asked whether the general characteristic can be
known directly by itself or it must necessarily inhere in the special
cases?

Answering this question it is said that if (these fallacious examples)
would have been capable of expressing the special characteristics (of
the varieties of the reason), its general characteristic would have been
expressed (eo ipso). (94.11). But neither can the special characteristics
(of the varieties) be revealed by (such wrong examples). Therefore it
is evident by implication, i e., indirectly evident,? that they must be
considered as rejected. (Examples) are adduced in order to prove that
the reason is invariably concomitant with the consequence. This they
are here not able to do, therefore they are fallacious. Because they do
not fulfil their function, they are wrong, such is the implication.

§ 21. REFUTATION.

(94.13). So far (from the beginning of the chapter) we were dealing
with demonstration. Next we will (shortly) deal with refutation.

11, e., the svabhdva-, the karya- and anupaladdhi-hetu.
2 arthapattya = s@marthyena = paramparaya.
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139. To refute means to indicate the insuffi-
ciency and other (fallacies im an argument).

(94.16). What is to be regarded as a refutation? An indication of
the insufficiency of proofs and similar (methods). Through it (the in-
sufficiency is indicated. Thus refutation is a verbal expression (of the
fact that the proofs quoted are insufficient).

(94.17). In order to explain refutation, which consists in an indi-
cation of the insufficiency of the proofs, the author says,

139. Refutation means exposing the fallacies
which have been explained above, the fallacies
consisting in failure to prove something. Refu-
tation prevents the triumpl of the doctrines ad-
vanced by the opponent.

(94.20). The insufficient proofs, the fallacies of Unreal, Contrary
and Uncertain arguments which have been explained, their exposure,
their disclosure, is refutation.

(94.21). It can be questioned whether an insufficient proof and
the other (fallacies) are not (also proofs, because) they prove the con-
trary? Why are they then mere refutations? Because they, i. e, the dis~
closures of insufficiency in argument, prevent the triumph of the te-
nets advanced by the opponent.

(95.1). A refutation does not necessarilly require the proof of the
contrary. (A reason proving the contrary is the so called) contrary rea-
son. But if we succeed in invalidating the certainty which is the aim
of the opponent, we then shall have the reverse of (that) certainty.
The contrary will be established in that sense that the opposite of
certainty shall be proved.

(95. 3). That is all about refutation.

140. Wrong refutations are soplistry, (eva-
sive answers).

(95.5). The word sophistry expresses similarity (to reasoning).
Evasive answers are would-be answers. They resemble answers be-
cause they are expressed second in place (where an answer is ex-
pected).

(95.8). Wishing to declare that the similarity with (real) refu-

tation consists in that they occupy the place of answers, the author
says,
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141. Sophistic answers are discoveries of none
existing fallacies.

(95.10). Discovery of a non-existing, an untrue, fallacy (is sophi-
stry). It is discovered by words, hence it is a disclosure. Such are
sophistic answers. They are answers by generic resemblance with
angwers.

§ 22. CowcrusION.

If T may claim to have explained

Some words and problems in this treatise,
As pure as moon-rays is my moral merit.
If a position, prominent and lasting,

If science and religion® I have reached,

I wish my work will serve alone

The weal of all the living creatures.

Finished is this Commentonthe«Short Treatise of Logion
It is the work of Dharmottara who has used all his skill for
throwing it into the compass of one thousand four hundred and se-
venty seven Slokas (of 16 syllables each).

1 The fact (vastu) described in this stanza is the conclusion of the work, the
emotion (rasa) echoed (anuranama-riipe) in it is either a feeling of resignation
(3@nta-rasa) or of sympathy (karund-rasa). This expression of feeling is the prin-
cipal aim (angin) of the author, the double meaning ot the word dharmottara is 2
subordinate (anga) embellishement (alank@ra). We have here a case of dhvani,
the #lesa is suggested (@ksipta), but not developed (anirvyiidha), cp. Dhvanyaloka,
p. IL 22 ff. The Tib. translates jfidna by ye-§es, this would mean atranscendental
knowledge ».
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Vacaspatimisra on the Buddhist Theory
of Perception.

(Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika, Vizian. ed,pp.87.24—95.10.
Benares ed. 1925, pp. 133.9—144. 2)2

(87.24). (The definition? of sense-perception in the Aphorisms
of the Nyaya system includes the characteristic that) «it contains
a judgment®». These words point directly to a fully qualified * (deter-
mined and complex) perception. Indeed, the terms judgment, ascer-

1 VicaspatimiSra, a native of Northern India (Durbhanga), lived in the
IXtk century A.D. at the court of the king of Nepal. He is posterior to Dhar-
mottara whom he quotes several times (T@tp., pp. 109, 339 and N. Kaniki,
p- 257). About him ep. R. Garbe, Der Mondschein der Sankhya Wahrheit, Intro-
duction, and my article in Prof. H. Jacobi’s Festachrift. He possessed an unrival-
led mastery in the exposition of the most dificnlt problems, a vast knowledge in
brahmanical systems and first hand information in Buddhist philosophical literature.
His exposition of the Buddhist doctrine of perception is therefore of high importance.
His text was commented upon by Udayana-acarys,living in the Xth century, in
a work entitled Ny&ya-vartika-tatparya-tika-pariSuddhi (quoted here as
P). The latter text was again commented upon by Vardhamana-upidhyaya,
living in the XIII** century, in a work entitled Nyaya-nibandha-prakiia
(quoted as V.). The exposition as usual is divided into two parts. In the first the
Buddhist leads and makes a statement, the Realist passes remarks. In the second
part they interchange their functions, the Realist answers all the arguments of the
Buddhist and makes a final conclusion.

2 This definition, as interpreted by the best commentators, runs thus — «Pro-
duced by a sensory stimulus (coming from sn external) object, a cognition, which is
not an illusion, which is (either) an unutterable (sensation) or a perceptual judgment,
this is sense-perception».

8 vyavasaya-dtmaka, lit. ccontains a decision», it will be seen in the sequel
that a perceptnal judgment of the form «this is & cow» i3 meant.

4 savikalpaka.
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tainment? and conception? do not mean different things. Sense per-
ception whose essence and form consist (in a perceptual judgment) is
qualified perception.

(87.26). This point, (viz., that sense perception includes the affir-
mation of a distinct image of the object) is quite clear, the pupils will
understand it (by themselves). Therefore it has not been enlarged upon
by the authors of the Commentary and Subcommentary (on the
Nyaya Aphorisms). But we, wishing to follow the path opened
by our teacher Trilocana?® will give the following exposition (of
the problem), according to the facts and to the arguments (adduced
by both sides, the Buddhists and the Realists).

PART L

The Buddhist makes a statement of his views. The Realist
inserts suggestions.

§ 1. THE PARTS PLAYED IN PERCEPTION BY SENSATION AND BY
IMAGINATION MUST BE DISTINGUISHED.

(88.1). (The Buddhist). It would be so, (viz., the perceptual
judgment of the form «this is a cow» would be included in sense per-
ception, if it were produced by a sensory stimulus, but) this is impos-
sible, (the definition of the Naiyayikas is wrong), sense perception

1 niscoya, ascertainment or «necessity» in the semse in which every assertion
wishing to be objectively real is a necessary assertion, as established by Sigwart
op. cit, 1. 248. The same term is used to express the necessity of logical de-
ductions, ¢p. N. b. t., text, p. 19 (sitra IL. 7).

2 vikalpa, this term, which also means a choice, i3 applied to the judgment of the
form «this is thats, cp. Tipp., p. 23. 4 — sa evayam iti vikalpasyavasthd ucyate.
It thus points to «the function by which we identify a numerically distinet and
permanent subject of discourse» and which by W. James, Psychology, 1. 461 (1890)
is called «conceptions or «conceiving state of mind». This same function is also
called, in Europe and in Indis, synthesis (Ineingsetzung, abhedadhyavasiy, cp.
N.b.t., text, p. 4. 11). Thus the functions of judging, ascertaining, necessary, affir-
mation, conceiving and synthesis are here declared to be so many names for one and
the same mental operation whose result is the perceptual judgment of the form
«this is blue» or «this is a cow». It is partly Kant’s «Verstand », « Vermdgen
der Urtheilex.

% Quoted in the Apoha-siddhi, p. 13 (B.1.).
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cannot contain a decision?® (of that form), because such a decision
would include a (distint) image? an image which (always) is utterable?®

(88.2). However, our knowledge* so far as it is due to a sensory
stimulus coming from an external object, is a reflex of the object®
(alone), (the object) does not possess the power of amalgamating (a
sepsation) with a name.

(88.3). Indeed the names are not contained in the objects, (they
neither are appended to them, nor inherent in them, nor produced by
them ). Nor are the objects identical with their names. If it were so,
we have had already an occasion to remark,” the behaviour of a man
who never has learned a (given) language would be just the same as
the bebaviour of a man who understands i, (he could get the names
by looking at the object).

(88.4). (If the name of the object) is not to be found in the
external world? (neither can it be found inside us), it is not an
idea.® It is arbitrarily applied to an object,® (but this does not
mean that it can be got out of the object). Indeed knowledge*

1 vyavasd@ya, the decision or judgment, e. g., «this is & cown, cp. p. 89. 5,

2 protibhiisa, «image» (= aniyata-pratibhisa).

3 Read abhilzpa-samsarga-yogye; this is right on the assumption that know-
ledge contains images — s@ka@ra-pakse (V).

4 pijfianam refers here to sensation.

S arth@vabhasa, viz. niyata-avebhisa.

6 na santi, samyogena, samavayena, karyataya va (P).

7 Tatp., p.82.5 ff. There was a school of Grammarians who inaintained that
names were identical with things (n@madheya-ta@datmyam arthandm), that even
new-born children and deaf-dumb persens had their ideas from a congenital Name-
forming Force (§abda-bhavand — Sabda-vasand), since naming is primary in our
knowledge, ibid. p. 88.11 ff. To a certain extent they held just as Dr. John
B. Watson, although on other grounds, that «we do not think, but only talkx,
To this Force as manifested in the eternal words of the Scripture, the school of
Mimamsakas ascribed the origin of our religious and moral duties.

8 artha-asamsporsi; arthasamsparsod ca atadvrttitvdd a*adutpattes ca (P.).

¢ samvedana-dharmo jRatrtvidih (P), although there may he a sabdzkira as
grahyakara, it is arthGsamspars, i. e., orthakarasamsparss. '

10 piyajanat = niyogato yojanat= bahya-simanadhikaranyena pratiteh (P.);
niyoga == svecchayd niyoga, cp. Kamalagila, p. 88.

11 jaGnam here refers to the qualified pereept corresponding to the object as
the real possessor of all its attributes, arthat sariipakad upajdyamanam jfanam
vikalpa-riipam (P.). Dignaga has established that this object is a spontaneous
construction of our mind according to the exigencies of our language, or just of its
syntax, it i8 a nd@ma-kalpana. The names are divided in class-names, adjectives,
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produced by an external object can point? only to that object and
not to its name.

(88.6). The colour of an object may be associated with a certain
flavour, but the visual sensation perceives the colour and not the fla-
vour. (Similarly our semse perception apprehends the object and not
the name. If therefore the Realist admits no other origin of our know-
ledge than the external world, he ought to conclude that all our ideas
are unutterable, since there are no names in the external things).2

(88.6). Therefore the cognizing individual® (really apprehends by
his senses just a simple reflex, but he) thinks that (his imagined mental
construction with all its general features also) is present in his kent
This mental construction® converts® an object which is quite indepen-
dent from any association with a name into an object containing (the
connotation of its) name. (The cognizing individual possesses indeed a
faculty of sense-perception and a faculty of imagination). When he
thinks that he perceives a constructed image by his senses, he simply

verbs and substantives, all constituting together the paficavidha-kalpand, cp. Tatp,
p- 82.6 ff. and 102.2 ff. Since the Realist contends that all these categories are
objective realities, but not mnemo-verbal constructions, the Buddhist deduces this
view ad absurdum (prasanga). He says that from the standpoint of the Realist the
qualified percept should only point to the qualified object, but not to its gramma-
tically arranged structure—yafo asya pratyaksasysa nabhilapa-samsarga-yogyala-
sambharas tasmad.... vikalpa-r@pam artham eva adarSayed stt prasangah, nibhi-
apa-samsargitayd. If that structure were borrowed from external reality it ought
"to exist there. Just as in European philosophy there was a strnggle between the
advocates of an intellectus archetypus and an intellectus ectypus, so in India the
Vaiyayikaranas and Mimamsakas favoured, so to say, a vox archetypa, the Naiya-
yikas — a vox ectypa. The Buddhists maintained, as against this, that if the cate-
gories were borrowed from the external world, they must have pre-existed in that
world. If they did not, the objects would be unutterable, like sensations are. The
Buddhists then replaced the anadi-sabda-bhavana@ of the Mimamsakas by an anddi-
vikalpa-vasan@ conceived as a Biotic Force responsible for the logico-grammatical
structure of the empirical world. Cp. B. Russel, Outline, p. 254 and 174—5, on
the connection between syntax and physics.

1 ddarsayet, na clrtham upadarsayts, abhilapa-samsargitvad, arthasya ca
tadabhacat (V).

2 Here ends the prasanga, follows the viparyaya.

3 pratipatiGrah.

4 Construct vikalpa-vijianam. . . vartamanam abhimanyante.

5 vikalpa-vijAgnam.

8 @darsayat.
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conceals,! as it were, his imaginative faculty and puts to the front his
perceptive faculty. This imaginative faculty ? is the mind’s own charac-
teristic,® (its spontanmeity), it has its source in a natural constructive
capacity * by which the general features® of the object are apprehen-
ded. Since the image is called forth by a reflex,® (we naturally) think
that we perceive the image as present in our ken,” (but it is really
constructed by productive imagination)®
(88.10). Thus (there are two conflicting deductions that can) be
established.
L (First syllogism).
(Major premise). Knowledge originating in a sensory sti-
mulus is unutterable.
(Example). Just as a simple reflex.®
(Minor premise). But (our ideas), the constructed images®
the subject of discourse, are called forth by stimuli coming from
(external) objects.™
(Conclusion). (Therefore they cannot be designated by aname).
(88.11). This is a deductio ad absurdum? It is a negative argu-
ment according to the sixth figure of Negation.!®

1 tiraskurvat = adhyavasyat (P).

2 wipreksa-vyapira. Read utpreksd p. 88. 8 instead of upeksa.

3 minasam atmiyam.

4 vikalpa-vd@sand, on v@sand cp. notes in the sequel.

5 aniyat@rtha in the sense of aniyata-protibhdsa, cp. N. b. t.,p. 8.8, 8. 15—16.

8 anubhava-prabhavataya.

7 vartamanam.

8 Lit., p. 88. 6—10. « Therefore the cognizers falsely impute as a present expe-
rience a constructed idea (vikalpa-vijfianam... vartam@nam) which points to a
thing (by itself) not connected with a word as connected with a word, by concealing
its own mental function consisting in imagination, arisen from a natural capacity
(vasana) of differentiating arrangement (vikalpa), apprehending a non-limited (ani-
yata) object, and putting in front sensation (darsana), which is a (passive) faculty of
direct experience (anubhava-vyaparam), because it, (i. e., the differentiating arran-
gement) is called forth by a direct experience», — The emendation in the Benares
ed. is wrong.

9 nirvikalpakam.

10 yikalpdh.

11 They are the constructions of productive imagination, but imagination is
stirred up by a simple reflex, therefore they are éndirectly also products of external
reality.

12 prasanga-sadhana.

13 Cp. above, N. b. t., p. 88.6 £, transl. p. 91.
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(88.12). The denied fact is the possibility of verbal designation.
It is the contrary of the impossibility of such verbal designation. Sub-
ordinate to the latter is the fact of being produced by the object
(directly, as a simple reflex).! This fact is established? (by the prece-
ding argument). It proves the impossibility of giving names (to
our ideas) and disproves the possibility of doing it. (But this is absurd).
(88. 14). Because, indeed, (no one) can deny the obvious fact that these
(perceived) images® are associated with their names. For sure, it is
therefore clear that they are not (mere reflexes), they are not produ-
ced by the (genuine) efficiency of the objects (alone).*

(88.15). Indeed, (we can also draw the following conclusion which
destroys the foregoing one).

IL (Second syllogism).

(Major premise). Whatsoever represents an idea associated
with a name is not (a simple reflex) produced by a sensory sti-
mulus (alone).

(Example). Just as the ideas of God, of Matter etc.

(Minor premise). And all our ideas, the subject of our dis-
course, are such (constructions).’

(Conclusion). (They are not simple reflexes produced by
the object).

(88.17). This is a negative deduction according to the eighth figure
of Negation.® What is denied is the fact of being produced by a sensory
stimuls coming from the object. This fact is subordinate to the fact of

1 viz., «whatsoever is a simple reflex cannot sssociate with a connotative
name ».

2 upalabdhih.
3 pratyaya.
4 We would throw this counter-argument in the form of a Mixed Hypothetical
syllogism thus,
Major premise. Whatsoever is produced by an object (directly as a
simple reflex) cannot receive & connotative name.
Minor premise. But our ideas have names,
Conclusion. Therefore they are not simple reflexes.
5Tt will be noticed that all our ideas as constructions of our faculty of pro-
ductive imagination are here contrasted with pure sensation, the limit of all con-
structions. The ideas of God, of Matter and other most abstract ideas are, in this
respect, not different from the idea of «blue» which is constructed by & contrast
with non-blue and other colours.
6 Cp. above, N. b. t, p. 34.18 ff,, transl. p. 96.
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not being susceptible to receive a name.? Its opposite is the fact of
being susceptible of receiving a name. (Therefore this incompatible
fact being established, it excludes the possibility of utterable ideas
being reflexes).

(88.18). Nor (can it be maintained that simple reflexes may some-
times receive a name, and) that the contraposition (of the major pre-
mise in the above syllogism, viz., «whatsoever is a simple reflex does
not represent an idea associated with a name») is uncertain? Indeed
what is produced by the object must conform to the real content® of
the object, not to the (different) content of the name, and we have
already stated* that names are not contained in the object nor are
they identical with them. If our ideas could reflect something
which is not included in their object® they then could reflect any-
thing, and (we would arrive a the absurd conclusion) that everybody must
be omniscient,® (his ideas being capable of reflecting anything you like).

§ 2. TEE CONTENTION OF THE REALIST THAT NAMES CORRESPOND
TO REALITIES REJECTED.

(88.21). (The Realist). Names are associated with things as a
consequence of an arbitrary agreement.” When a thing is perceived, the
name given to it is remembered. Thus it is that a thing is apprehen-
ded as associated with a name.

(88.22). (The Buddhist). Butthen,let a name evoke the memory
of just the thing about which® the agreement has been concluded. (Hu-
manity) have concluded an agreement exclusively concerning Univer-
sals which pervade? (an indefinite number of particulars). But a (Uni-

11i. e., whatsoever is a sense datum is unutterable ».

2 sandigdha-vyatirekit@, means that the rule has exceptions, as assumed by the
Naiydyiks, since they maintain that the qualified percept is also produced by the
sensory stimulus.

3 artha-rupa = artha-svaripa.

4 Cp. above, Tatp. p. 88.3 and 82.13. 83,13 ff.

5 asambaddha.

6 Like the Mahayanistic Buddha possessing «mirror-like» omniscience.

7 sanketa. — The Buddhist admits only two relations, Identity and Cansation
(tadatmya, tadutputti). Names are neither identical with external objects nor are
they their products. But the Realist remarks that there are other relations, e. g.,
association by an arbitrary convention (P).

8 Read yatraiva tarhi.

9 anugata = desa-kala-anugata (P).
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versal) has never been (really) perceived (by the senses). On the con~
trary, the thing (really) perceived is the particular! the (extreme con-
crete and) particular witch is alone the ultimate reality,? (it is the
thing in itself shorn of all its extemsions). Therefore it (alone) is the
efflcient cause of sensation® but not the Universal* The (Universal)
is bare of any kind of efficiency, it is a spurious (reality).

(88.25). Thus it is that what is really perceived (by the senses) is
not the meaning® of a name, and what is meant by ® a name is not
what is really perceived (by the senses).

(88.26). Moreover,” (that names are given not to reality, but to
logical constructions, not to sense-data, but to Universals, appears
clearly from the fact that sensations are unutterable), if sensation?®
were utterable® we would know what heat® is from its name, just as
we know it by actual experience, and if we could feel it from its name,
cold would disappear (as soon as the word heat would be pronoun-
ced).

§ 8. TeE REALIST cONTENDS THAT THE UNIVERSALS ARE INHE-

RENT IN PARTICULARS. THE ANSWER OF THE BUDDHIST.

(89.1). (The Realist). (We agree) that names, just as logical
marks, refer to Universals, but the Particular possesses the Universal

1 svalaksana.

2 Read paramartha-sad atah...

3 vijfianasya. The vijidna is produced by svalaksana which is trailotya-vila-
Lsana, but nevertheless darsana-gocarah saripa-katvat (P), svasadrsa-ikara-
adhayakatyat (V), it is not akara-kadacithatva-anumeya V).

* sgmanyam artha-kriyGyam adakiatvdt tan na paramartha-sat, asattvin na
tad viyfiana-janakam, ajanakatvin na saripakam, asoriipakatvin na darsana-go-
carah (P).

5 sambandha.

8 anugata = desa-kala-anugata (P).

7 This argument is answered below in the II¢ part, text p. 93.24—26.

8 drsta = pratyaksa, cp. p. 93. 24.

9 Sabda-vacye = abhilapya.

W no hy ausnyad atirikto vahnir nama asti bauddhamate (P).

11 The nsual example is the impossibility to convey by words the knowledge of
colours to the blind. Cp. B. Russel, Outline, p. 12, «in each case what is really
a datum is unuiterables. P. remarks that heat, althongh a datum, is not unutte-
rable, people understand what the word means, sanketo’ i tatra (V.-svaloksane)
lenacid upayena (V.-atad-vyduvrttyd) bhavisyati. But what the word expresses is
not «really a datum», na ca vahni-Sabdit sarvathi vahner aprafitih, tasmic
Sabda-kalpana-ullikhitam avasiv eva vastvabhasam (P).
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(which is inherent in it), the Universal is also a reality* and it is in this
(united form, together with the Universal) that the Particular produces
perception (of both).

(89.2). Thus a simple reflex? (or pure sensation) is produced in
the first (moment) of the sensory stimulus® coming from the object).
But the real object® which is apprehended?® by it, is endowed with
class character. When this (double reality) is thus apprehended, its
name, whose connotation® has been previously established, is
brought to memory and then a qualified perception,” (or a perceptual
judgment) of the form «this is & cown arises. It is produced (initially)
by a contact® between the organ and the object, (but) it apprehends®
(ultimately) a thing which is endowed with class-characters and is de-
signated by a (connotative) name.

(89.5). (Kumarila)’® theauthor of the Digest puts it thus,
The thing perceived is double,X
Although 2 evoked by a reflex.
And further,®
And then a judgment '* is produced.
In our mind® the thing appears
With Qualities and Universals.
This also is a sense percept.

1 vastu-bhivta.

2 nirvikalpakena.

3 aksa-sanntpaia,

4 vastu.

3 vedandt.

8 Read upalabdhacara-sambandhasya.

7 vikalpa-pratyayah.

8 sannikarsa.

9 apag@hin = visayi-karoti.

10 81oka-vartika, pratyakga-sttra, 118, Nirukta is here the name given
to Slokavartika.

11 Kumarila, kar. 118—119, admits that what is perceived in the first mo-
meut is the «puren object (Suddham vastu = das «reine» Object), the object shorn
of all its extensions and distinctions (@nwurtti-vyavrtti-rahitam), but it nevertheless
contains them.

12 Read bodhe'pt.

13 Ibid., 120.

Lt quasiyate.

15 buddhi.



266 APENDIX I

(89.8). (The Buddhist). No! (we do not admit the existence
of a double reality apprehended by the senses), because the (Universals),
class-character and other properties, do not exist as separate bodies?
(united with the particulars) and are not apprehended (separately) by
pure sensation.?

(89.9). Indeed, Class and its possessor, Motion and the moving
thing, Substance and Quality, or the Inherence (of the latter) in the
former — are not present to our mind ® as separate things. And things
which never have produced separately a reflex* in our mind, (which
possess no separate efficiency by themselves), cannot be mixed as milk
with water, by the man who cognizes them.

(89.11). Therefore we think that the right view is the following
one. The particular® is a unity and has no parts,” but it is differen-
tiated by class character and other properties superimposed upon it
by our primeval faculty® of productive imagination.’ (This undifferen-
tiated transcendental unity) is thus differentiated and imagined as
possessing such and such (qualities and actions).’

1 pinda.

8 avikalpakena.

8 cakasati = pratibhasante.
1 apratibhasamana.

5 Read tad-veding; it is a vaidharmya-drstanta, milk and water have been
perceived separately and can be mixed. Pure substance is supposed to be perceived
in a momentary sensation, but the Categories have no reality besides application
to sense data, therefore a mixture in a realistic sense is impossible. The example
can also be understood as a sadharmya-dystanta, milk and water are not mixed
for the swan who is credited with the capacity to drink the milk out of the mixtnre
and leave the water behind, just as the Sankhya Saint intnits the conscious Soul as
separated from Matter. The irreducible character of pure sensation and pure thought
are usually illustrated by pointing to the izreducible Indian solid and lignid atoms,
which nevertheless de facto (pratipattitah) are mixed in the milk, cp. N. Kaniksg,
p. 258. 1—2. (translated below).

6 i. e, the extreme concrete and particnlar, the «thing in itself».
7 avibhiga = niravayava==niram3a (vastu).

8 anadi-vasana.

9 vikalpa.

10 tathd tatheti guna-karma-gatena sadhiromatvena vikalpyate (P), vyavrityd
bhasate, na drsyate (V).
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§ 4. THE ABSURDITY OF PUTTING UNIVERSALS AND PARTICULARS
ON THE SAME LINE AS REALITIES.

(89.12).(The Bud d hist). And further. Supposing we (really)appre-
hend by sense-perception® (at once) two? kinds of ultimate realities?®
(the bare particular and the Universal), how is it then to be explained
that there is between them a (possessive) relation as between a characte-
rized point and its characteristics. (We apprehend them simultaneously,
but) when we simultaneously apprehend two of our fingers, they do
not become (possessively) related so as to be the one a substance and
the other its quality. (89.14). Indeed, (if substance and quality are a
combination of two things, these things must interact, we would then
conceive) the characteristic asthe active* term of the relation and the
characterized as its passive term. Otherwise they could not be what
they are. But they are both contained® in the same presentation,® they
cannot (consequently) be related (neither logically) as the one intima-
ting the existence of the other, nor (causally) as the one producing
the other. Since they are simultaneous, this would be against the
rule that the cause necessarily precedes the effect.”

(89.17). And further, (let us admit simultaneous causation as be-
tween a supported thing and its supporter). Supposing class-character
and other properties are (really) placed upon a real thing (which
sunports them?® what will be the consequence?). A single thing, (say,
a tree), will then have to support (the Universals) Existence, Substan-
tiality, Solidity, Arboreity and ASoka-ness. (Why is it then), that at
a distance we do not perceive all these characteristics (at once)? (Why
is it that at a distance we perceive the Universal Existence alone? If
all the others are put on the same footing as Existence), then in per-

1 vedanam = anubhava = grahann.

2 Benares ed. vastu-traya, viz. vyakti, @krti and jatz, P. and V. read deaya.

3 paramirtha-sat.

4 upakarana.

5 samaridha.

6 pijfiana.

7 Read paurvaparya-aniyamat = antyama-prasangat. Since they are simul-
taneous and apprehended in the same cognition, there is between them neither real
(svaripatal) causality, nor Jogical (jflaptitah) connection.

8 The Buddhist begins by imputing a mechanical union (samyoga), and then
dednces an absurdity by interpreting it as a natural relation {svabhava-sambandha),
cp. the refutation in the IT% part.
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ceiving one of them we ought to perceive them alll (89.19). The fact
of «supporting» ? something is, indeed, pregnant® with efficiency. A
plate situated just under an apple which would otherwise fall to the
ground is a «support»* (of that apple), it (affects it and) produces
an apple which does not fall to the ground.?

(89.21). The same must happen here (to the Universals if they
are situated upon the substance), the substance will support them (and
will not allow them to fall away).

(89.22). Now the following question arises: When the substance
supports its attribute, is there or not between the two terms of this
relation a third unity, the relation itself, in the form of a force uni-
ting the related terms? Indeed such a unity is impossible, because
this would envolve us into a hopeless process, we would be obliged to
imagine a new link connecting the force with each of the terms and
50 on ad infinitum.®

(89.28). Therefore we must conclude that the relation of a sub-
stance to its qualities is a natural one” Every substance, as soon as
it springs up into being from the causes producing it, is such. It sup-
ports a great number of Universals (by the fact of its existence alone,
without special forces or processes).

(89.24). Acordingly, when nothing but the bare presence of somet-
hing has been discerned (at a great distance, the object is supposed to

1 Lit., 89.19. «When from a remote place there is perception conditioned by
one attribute (upd@dhi), a perception must follow as characterized by all attributes».—
But at a distance we can discern the mere presence of something indefinite, we nei-
ther can see a trea nor an ASoka tree. Cp. N. b. ., text, p. 48. 8, transl. p. 184.

2 gdhara-adheya-bhiva.

3 upakara-garbha.

4 adhara.

5 According to the Buddhists the apple is & «string of events» (ksantka), the
apple in the basket is an altogether different event (ksana) produced by different
cauges. The realist, althongh believing in the stability of the apple, admits causa-
tion of the basket which stops its downward movenent and counteracts gravita-
tion (gati-nivrttim gurutva-pratibandham ea . .. vidadhat. P).

6 Lit., p. 89. 22—28. « And not does it help by other forces, because, if it wonld
help hy an other force, there would be also falling into infinity by imagining (ever)
other forces». — This is exactly Bradley’s (Logic, p. 96) argument against the
reality of relations. The Realists assume here Inherence as an Ens (padartha).

7 svabh@va-sambandha is, e. g., the connection between fire and heat, for the
Buddhists they are one, for the Naiyayiks two unities connected by svabhdva-sam-
bandha, cp. below note on the passage text p. 93.26 where the argument is refuted.
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have exhibited) its capacity of supporting the Universal «Existencen.
But just the same essence of the object is supporting all the other
Universals, Substantiality ete., (since all are supported at once). (89. 25).
Thus it is that all of them, Substantiality, Solidity, Arboreity, ASoka-
ness etc., become quite useless, since when the Universal « Existences
is cognized, they ought to be cognized eo ipso, they are included in
the same essence. (In our opinion), the Universal «Existence» is nothing
but an indication of the ultimately real (element in our knowledge,
all its distinctness is brought in by productive imagination).X

(89.29). Accordingly it has been said (by, Dharmakirti),
«If a philosopher admits that in perceiving one thing with many
attributes, we really perceive many things, then, in perceiving one attri-
bute, we eo ipso ought to perceive them all, since all are produced at
once, by the same force».?

(90.2). «If one is perceived the others become irrelevant. Is it
possible (under these conditions) that the one should be perceived and
the others not? Surely when one is perceived all are perceived».B®

«If an object with different (real) attributes is apprehended,* «it
is then split® (in a number of realities). But if it is a unity®

1 Lit., p. 89.25—27. « Thus just all Substantiality, Solidity, Arboreity, Asoka-
ness etc., determined by its essence, are objectivized by the idea of Existence (sat-
tra-vikalpena) which is merged in the absolutely existing thing».

2 Lit., p. 89, 28—90. 2. «For whom (= yasya darsane) the intellect == vikalpa-
dhir) apprehends an object possessing (bhedino — visistasya) different additions
(wp@dhs), (for him), if the characterized thing (upak@ryasya == visesyasya) being
the same (ek@tmanas) as the force serving to help (wpak@ra-angam y@ Saktih) the
different additions, is apprehended at once (sarvE@imana = sarveir upadhibhis eka-
svabhara), what differentiation there will be, is uncertain?» (P — apitu sarvo-
padhibhir visisto niSeita eva sydl). These stanzas are found in Dharmakirti’s
Pramana-viartika in the apoha-section, ch.I, karika 54 and first half ot 55
(fol. 12% 2 of the Sholutai monastery edition). (A. Vostrik off).

3 Lit., p. 90. 2—3. «If one helper has been apprehended, the others do not
help (nopakar@s == nopakaralil svabh@vdl), therefore (lato) the others are they
not perceived while this one is perceived? (read adrsta ye, acc. to Tib, and Tatp.,
339.5, P. adds kim nama?). If this one is perceived, all are perceived». Ibid.,
1. 579, It is interesting to compare what W. James Psychology II 8, says about
the first sensation of an infaut, «in a mere «this», or asomething theres... it has
Objectivity, Unity, Substantiality, Cansality, in the full semse in which any later
object. .. has these things». For the Buddhists the «this» is the ultimate element.

4 dhar.

5 bhedin.

8 abhinnd tman.
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which is not split in a number of partial forces? each supporting a
different attribute, how can there be any clear cut difference # among
the «supported» (attributes), if they are supported all at once® If the
apprehended object? is the supporter of one attribute, it (eo ipso
supports all the others), the others are not supported ® (separately).
Whether (every single) attribute has been perceived or not, (does not
matter). If the one is perceived, all the others also ought to be per-
ceived ».

(90.38). Now, according to our oppinion, the distinct perceptions®
{or perceived images) are produced’- (by our Reason’s spontaneity), by
an innate® natural constructive capacity.® What they apprehend and
what they affirm® (in a perceptual judgment) are both mere relations,1t
not (independent) reality.* They do not in the least touch® the ulti-
mate reality. But indirectly they are however connmected with real
things, (the efficient point-instants). They therefore guide the purposive 1¢
(efficient actions) of men, they help them to reach?® their aims,
they lead to successful*® activity, and this is the reason why, although
they do not penetrate to reality itself they nevertheless are not
quite identical with one another, (each construction represents another
relation).

(90.7). And further, (let us concede that our conceptions do not
apprehend the ultimately real, they nevertheless may be caused by

1 anga-Sakti.
2 bhedo niscitah.
8 sarv@tmand, lit. «by one essence», = ekena svabhavena.
4 gralya.
5 nopakarah = nopakarakah.
8 vikalpah.
7 -upadanah.
8 anadi.
9 vikalpa-vasand.
10 grhnanti simanya-matram, adhyavasyanti santanam(P), Cp. Tatp., p. 842. 3.
11 anya-vyavrtti-ripa.
12 avastu alkatvat (P).
13 gahate.
3% pravartayanti.
1 prapayanti.
16 quisamvadayants.
17 vastu-svabhiava.
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reality? No! If it be manitained that) the object and the senses (after
having been stimulated and) after having preduced a simple reflex}
subsequently produce, in collaboration with memory, also the distinet
image? (we answer) that this is impossible, because (the two different
acts of the senses) will be separated by the intercalation of an act of
memory, viz., the recollection of the name of the object.2 (90.9). This
has been put (by Dharmakirti) thus,

«If a (reflex) of the object has been produced* and afterwards the
recollection of the name appended,® and if we consider (the resulting
distinct image) as a sense-perception,® (it is clear that) this object
(the object corresponding to the image) will be separated (from the
first)».?

(90.10). Neither can it be maintained that just the same act of
the senses which has produced the simple reflex, itself produces, with
the collaboration of memory, the distinct image® For it cannot be
maintained that an act of memory does not separate (the process of
sense-perception in two parts), because of the rule, that not separating
is (only) the thing itself? (nothing can be regarded as separated by
its own self). (90.12). (It has been said by Dharmakrrti)!®

7 alocita. 8 gavikalpikam api dhiyam.

9 Lit,, p.90.7—9. «And further. When the real object has been indistinctly
felt (@loeita) by the semses, then the semses (indriyam), possessing a function
separated by the immediately produced recollection of the name and the object,
cannot produce (together) also the distinet thought (savikalpi?am api ahiyam)».
Read tadanantarotpannadabda. . .

10 arthopayogah = sannikarsah (P).

11 gnu-yojanam.

12 aksa-dhar.

18 Lit., p. 90.9-10. «If the object has been efficient and again there is the
mnemic subsequent efficiency of the word, if that is referred to sense-knowledge,
this object will be separated ». — This stanza is found in Dharmakirti’s Pra-
mana-vinidcaya, fol. 154 6, Betan-hgyur, v. 95, Choui ed. — The problem
whether sensation (nirvikalpeka), being yuite heterogeneous from conception
{vikalpa), can nevertheless produce the latter, has raised a long controversy. San-
tirakgita, Kamala8ila and others answer in the affirmative, ¢cp. Tattvs., 1306,
they admit heterogeneous causation, ¢bid. 1810, but Bhavivikta(?) and others ob-
ject, because of bhinna-visayatva, ibid. 1307. As a consequence of this there was
also a divergence between the two parties on the character of samanantara-pra-
tyeya and manasa-pratyaksa.

1 vikalpa-pratyaya.

2 svanga.

8 This is the first part of the stanza, it is continuaed on p. 90. 16,
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«If the senses have not produced a cognition? at first, because they
do not possess the special faculty?® of doing it, they neither will be
able to do it afterwards». ‘

(90. 13). Indeed, what is gone by, (what has vanished, will never
be apprehended by the senses), it is mot their field of action® and
you may employ thousands of devices, you will never induce them to
do what is mot their own special job* (90.14). Nor can memory
whose domain is the past ever cognize® the present which, has not
been apprehended before® If that were possible, the blind would
be able to perceive colours by memory. This has been said by (Dhar-
makirti), —

(90.16). «Then a visual sense perception? would be possible even
when the faculty of vision would be lost»3

§ 5. Tee BupDEIST CONCLUDES.

(90. 17). Thus it is that the judgments® (which apply to existence
the Categories of) Names, of Class, of Quality, of Motion (or
Causation) are excluded (from having their origin) in sensuous!®

1 puddher,

2 ypayoga-avisesatah = vifista-upayoga-abhavat.

8 Cp. N. Kapiks, p. 258. 1—2 — anubhava - samdropayor vikalpa - avikalpa-
rapatayd drava-kathinavd tadatmya-anupapatich, i. e., perception and imagina-
tion (or experience and imputation), being by their essence non-constructive and
constructive (or passivity and activity) are as opposed as the hard arnd the liquid
stuffs are, they cannot be the same thing». — The Indian atoms are physical, the
solid and the liquid are ultimate elements.

4 Lit., p. 90.14. «And not even by thousand contrivances this can be induced
to act upon the non-domain (of its activity)».

5 gocarayitum.

8 an-anubhita-piarvam.

7 netra-dhir.

8 This is the continuation of the stanza whose first part is quoted above, p.
90.9. It is found in Dbarmakirti’s Pramanavinifcaya, fol. 155% 1,
Bstan-hgyur, Mdo, vol. 95, Choni ed. It is there separated into two halves
with the authors own comment between them, just as it is done by Vacaspati.
The Tib. has arthapdye.

9 kalpand. This refers to the five Categories established by Dignaga (pafica-
vidha-kolpand) as exemplified in the jndgments, «thig is M-r SO and SO», «this
is a cow», «this is white», «this is the possessor of a jug» and «this is moving»,
cp. Tatp,, p. 82.6 and 102.2 ff.

10 pratyaksatvena.
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(experience). And also, (first of all), the judgments (applying the Cate-
gory) of Substance! of the form («this is a brahmin) carrying a stick»,
(i. e, «this is a sticky thing»). (Dharmakirti has said on this
occasion),
«The relation of characterizing Quality to a characterized
Substance, this foundation of our empirical knowledge, is created
(by our Reason), it is not (cognized by the Senses)».?

(90.19). Indeed this complicated function?® (of a synthesis of ap-
prehension) could never be discharged by (passive) sensitivity, it can
be done only by (spontaneous) Thought, because the senses apprehend
only the present moment. They do not think!

(90.21). (What Dharmakirti here says with reference to the
Category of Substance equally refers to the Categories) of Quality and
Motion, they also are not (ultimately real). It has been said
above* (with respect to the Categories of Substance and Quality,
that things which have not produced reflexes separately) can not be
put together like milk and water. Analysis and synthesis are not
reflexes.’

(90.22). It follows that the qualified percept is not a sense per-
ception.

PART IL
The Realist takes np every Buddhist argnment and
answers. The Buddhist passes remarks.
(90.23). (The Realist). We answer as follows.

§ 1. THE SIMPLE REFLEX AND THE QUALIFIED REFLEX ARE BOTH
PRODUCED BY A SENSORY STIMULUS.

(90.23). (The Realist). First of all (we must consider the Bud-
dbist) view that there is an incompatibility between (a simple reflex)

1 dravya-kalpand.

2 Lit., p. 90.18—19. «Having grasped the common-sense standing, the charac-
teristic, the characterized and the relation, this is understood (by the Reason) in
putting them together, not otherwise ».—This stasza also is found in the Pramana-
vinideaya, ibid., fol. 1565% 3.—Usually the words of Dignaga sarvo'yam anumana-
anumeya-bhivo ete. are quoted on this occasion, cp. T&tp., p.89. 18, 127. 2 etc.

3 yyapira-kalapa.

4 T3tp., p. 89.10.

3 piveka-sambandhayor. .. On the analogy of 89. 10 we would expect rézpa-vive-
kena aprotibhasane.
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produced by a stimulus (coming directly) from the object* and a (com-
posite) reflex? capable of being covered by the connotation of a name,
(the latter is a creation of productive imagination). We maintain, as
against this, that there would be incompatibility, if it were true that
(every object is but a string of events and the only real object is a
point-instant of efficiency), the extreme particular,? (the thing in itself).
But that is not so! (90.25). (The author) will establish in the sequel *
that the objects (of the external world are not momentary events, but)
possess stability, and that they (really possess all their attributes),
class-characteristics and other (real Universals). (He will establish
that these enduring and composite objects) are ultimately real, (that
their content) can be covered by a connotative name. Therefore the
object itself produces the simple reflex® and the conditioned reflex ¢
as well. Consequently there is between them no incompatibility.

(90.27). It follows also that the above” deductio ad absurdum
(which was founded on the supposition that a reflex is always unutte-
rable) is wrong, since there are reflexes® which are utterable.’

1 artha-samarthya.

3 pratibhase = pratibimba adarsavat.

8 gvalaksana = ksana = artha-kriya-karin = paramarthasat = vastu.

4 Cp. comments on N. 8, II, 2. 58 ff.

5 artha-samarthyajak (pratibhasah = niyata-pratibhasah).

6 abhilapa-samsarga-yogyah pratibhaisah = antyata-pratibhasah. as in N.
b. t., p- 8.

7 The deduction against the Realist is the one mentioned on p. 88. 10, « what
is produced immediately by the external stimulus, is not accompanied by the con-
potation of the name». The contraposition will be, « what is accompanied by the
name, is not produced by the object». This major premise is not warranted (sam-
digdha) by facts, according to the Realist, since according to him, the distinct per-
ception is also produced by the senses.

8 abhilapa-samsarga-yogya-pratibhasah=niyatd buddhik, ¢p. Tatp., p. 13.5.

9 Lit., p. 90.23—28. «First of all, as to what has been said, that there is a
contradiction between being born from the efficiency of the object and being a
reflex capable of coalescing with a name, to this we will say, that there would be a
contradiction, if the own-essence were the only object, but it is not so. And he will
teach (read wpapddayisyati) an ultimately real object possessing class-characteri-
stics ete., possessing stability, fit to coalesce with & name. Therefore cognition pro-
duced by it is produced by the efficiency of the object and contains a reflex (pra-
tibhdsa) capable of coalescing with a word. Thus no contradiction. And thus a
doubtful contraposition (vyatirekit) of the deductio ad absurdum». — It is ¢lear
from this that according to the Realist the logical and grammatical, or syntactical,

structure of the world preexists, and is borrowed by our understanding from
objective reality.
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§ 2. THE ATTRIBUTES OF EXTERNAL OBJECTS, BUT NOT THEIR
NAMES, ARE EXTERNAL REALITIES,

(90.28). (The Buddhist’s view is that) the attributes? are not
something apart from the substance of the thing,? but productive imagi-
nation® constructs* them as something different. Thus (the synthetic
images®) are not due to a stimulus® coming from the object, (but to
imagination).?

(91.1). (The Realist). (This view) is not to the point. We shall
prove in the sequel® that (the attributes and the Universals) are se-
parate ® (realities connected with the substance of a thing by Inhe-
rencel®), (91.2). As to the names of the things we admit that they do
not inhere® in them. This does not prevent the names and the attri-
butes (to refer to the same things*?), there is a conformity of external
reality (with the structure of language). This we have explained
above.!s

(91.8). (The Buddhists view, indeed, is that if) we have (a
Judgment of naming of the form) «this is M-r So and So», the name,

1yatyadi.

2 dravyadt, the «real» thing has no parts (niramsa).

3 yikalpah.

4 Lalpayantah.

5 vikalpdh, this term here refers to both the act and the content of productive
imagination.

& artha-sdmarthya.

7 Lit., p. 90.28—91.2. «And it is not to the point, that the synthetic images
(vikalpah), which arrange (kalpayantah) as different the class-characteristics ete.
which are not different from the things etc., are not born from the efficiency of the
objectn.

8 Cp. comments upon N. 8., IL. 2. 58 ff.

9 bhedah.

10 Inherence (samaviya) is imagined in the kindred VaiSegika system as a kind
of omnipresent Universal (padartha), a kind of semisubstantial force which connects
the result with its material cause. The result is declared to be something quite
different (atyanta-bhinna) from the material out of which it is created (@rabdha),
but nevertheless connected with it by Inherence. The attributes or Universals are
likewise imagined as separate entities, but connected with their respective sub-
stances by Inherence.

11 bhede *pi.

13 samanadhi karanyam.

13 Lit., p. 91.2—3. «And how, although there iz difference of them, their
designations possess co-substrateness, that has been taught belows. Cp. T&tp.,
p. 84.8 fI.
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although designating the person, does not inhere! in it, and the per-
sonal identity? indicated by the name is but a logical construction®
(covering a series of events). This construction* is not (a simple reflex,
it is not due entirely to the stimulus) coming® from the object,® (but
to a mental synthesis).

(91.4). (The Realist). However,this again is wrong! We have
already had occasion’ to discuss this point when commenting upon
the term «Unutterable»® (introduced by the Naiyayiks into their de-
finition of sense perception as against a school of Grammarians ® which
pretended that the names were inherent in the things®®). (We have
maintained therel) that our conceptive thinking does mnot represent
(external) objects as identical with their names. The name is arbitra-
rily given. It (means the object and) is connected with it by a special
relation of naming. (91.5). Nor is the name apprehended by the same
sense-organ by which the correspouding object is perceived. On the
contrary (what really happens is this). At first the object, although it
possesses all its general and special features, produces a simple reflex,'?

1 bhinnena $abdena.

2 abheda.

3 kalpanam, cp. B. Russel, Outline, p. 56. «Peter really covers a number
of different oceurrences and is in a sense generals, ep. Tatp. p. 84. 8, dittho nand-
deda-kdla-avastha-samsrstah pinda-bhedah.

£ vikalpd@inam.

S anarthajatvam.

6 Lit.,, p. 91.8—4, «And it is not right that by arranging non-difference
abheda-kalpanit) of the object through a separate name « this is Dittha»n, the arran-
gements (or synthetic images-vikalpandm) are unot born from the object, (viz., are
not reflexes)».

7 Cp. Tatp., p. 84. 8 ff.

8 avyapadesya.

9 The school of Vaiyakarana’s, cp. above p. 259.

10 Read with the Benares ed., ...yathd na Sabh@bdedena artho vikalpair upa-
darSyate, kimiu tatastha eva $abdah svarGeyatayd samsargena sawjfinam upalak-
sayati, na co Sabdarthayor. .. Lit, (it has been said) that non-sensuous thoughts
(vikalpa) do not point to the object as non-different from the name, but the name
is standing quite aside, it points to the possessor of the name by a relation con-
sisting in being named». — Thus the relation of the name to the thing is neither
Identity (tadatmya), nor Causality (tadutpatif), nor attribution (vifena-vilesya-
bhdiva), but a special relation (vacye-vdeaka-samsarga) arbitrarily established (by
sanketa). The name is not a visedana, but an upalaksana (P).

11 Cp, Tatp., p. 85. 9 ff.

12 @locite, cp. Tatp., 84.16, prathamam indriydrtha-sanmikarsid locite. . .
artha-matre («das reine Objectn).
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(it is but very imperfectly discerned). Its name is then remembered.
The pame is connected with name-giving, and (indirectly) with that
condition of the thing which it had at the time when it first, by con-
vention, received its name. The name is thus necessarily brought to
memory, but it does not in the least help to create the perceptual
image.! Orelse new-born children aud dumb-deaf persons would be de-
prived of percepts arising from their sensations, because they could not
remember names.

(91.9). However, that former condition of the object, the condition
it had at the time of name-giving does participate (indirectly) in the
formation of the concept, because the object represents, (not a string
of events, but) a unity? comprising both its present condition and
(all its) former conditions, they are umited in a synthesis produced
by the senses® But the name is something accidental, it does not
penetrate, (so to say, into the interior) of the sense produced image.*

(91.11). This (idea) has been expressed thus,

If I remember Devadatta

His name is in my heart.

But that does not prevent my eyes
To see his frame at present.

(91.13). By these words (the author) does not mean that the pro-
per name enters into (the composition of the mnemic image), but he
points to the unity of the body in its present and its former condi-
tions, (this unity) being apprehended in an image called forth by a
visual sensation?

(91. 14). This also has been expressed (in the following dictum),

The recollection of the name

Does not adulterate perception.

From the thing named it stands apart,
It cannot hide its sensible aspect.

1 Lit., p. 91, 5—8. «Nor are the object and the word apprehended by the same
sense organ, but at first the object with its general and special features is glanced
at; in reminding of its condition which existed at the time of agreement, it neces-
sarily reminds also of the word which existed at that time; but the recollection of
the name is of no use for the production of the synthetic image (vikalpa) born from
sensation (indriyaja)».

2 ekasya.

3 indriyajena vikalpena.

4 indriyaja-vikalpa-utpadam prati (ndsti upoyogah smaranasya), vyavaharam
prati tu asyaiva upayogah (P).

5 indréyaja-vikalpa.
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This means that (the recollection of the name of the ohject) does not
produce a break in the operation! of the senses and of the external
object? (they create both the primitive sensation and the subsequent
synthetic conception).®

§ 3. ANSWER 70 1HE BUDDHIST THEORY THAT EVERY MOMENT IS
AN OBJECT APART.

(91.16). (The Bud dhist). The sensible stimulus* calls forth (the
simple sensation, but) not the complex percept,® because the latter de-
pends upon a recollection of former experiences.®

(The Realist). This is not to the point! (The causes of a
phenomenon are always complex). You yourself (are responsible) for
the dictum,’

From a unique cause nothing is produced.
From some totality of causes (and conditions)
Does every (single) thing arise.

(91.18). If that were not so, the object and the senses could not
even produce a simple sensation, because they depend on light and
aroused attention. If the (fully qualified percept) has not been produ-
ced in the first moment, that comes because memory has not yet coope-
rated. But if the seed in the granary has mot yet produced the sprout,
it will not be prevented to produce it (later on), in cooperation with
soil, (light, moisture) and all the totality of causes (and conditions).

(91. 22). (Of course you, the Buddhist, will maintain that the seed
producing the sprout and the seed not producing it are two different

1 arthendriya = artha-sahitendriya (P).

2 As assumed by the Buddhist, cp. above, p. 271, text, p. 9. 7 ff.

8 This only means that the seusory stimulus is «lodged in the centre of all the
factors» (madhyam adhydsinam indriyam) which participate in the production of a
fall percept, memory plays an important part among them (P). This the Buddhist
also admits, because he admits that the synthetic image is indirectly (pirampa-
ryena) produced by the senses and the object. Nevertheless, since the external
object for the Buddhist is a string of events, the synthetic image would have no cor-
responding object at all, because it corresponds to an enduring object. Therefore the
Realist brings forth the next argument based on the stability of the external
things (P).

4 indriyartha-sannikarsah.

5 vikalpasya = savikalpaka-pratyaksasya.

6 prag-avastha, cp. 91. 9.

7 Most probably by Dignaga, not yet identified.
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objects, the seed is a string of events), according to the Law of Con-
tradiction the same thing cannot be producing and not producing (the
sprout !)! But this is wrong! We will establish that in the chapter
devoted to the repudiation of the Buddhist theory of a Universal Flux.2

(91.23). (The Buddhist). There could be (cooperation between
the senses and memory, if their respective fields of action were not
quite different). However, (you must admit) that the previous condition
of the object is not amenable to the senses. The field of action of the
senses is limited to the present. Neither is the present amenable to
memory. The field of action of memory is limited to the past? A re-
collection is produced when the former impresions* (which lay dor-
mant in our consciousness) are stirred up to activity. (91.25). There-
fore the senses can never cooperate with memory. They both have
different fields of action. Indeed, even if you take a thousand eyes and
(a thousand) lamps, they will not help your ears in the perception of a
sound, (because) their proper field of action (is limited), it is only a
coloured (surface)!

(91.27). (The Realist). However, do you not yourself (admit
heterogeneous causation). When a visual sensation of colour follows
immediately upon an olfactory one, (do you not admit) that the latter,
(as a preceding moment), is one of the causes of the former.” But the
sense of vision® perceives only colours, it cannot cooperate with a
perception” which is bent upon odour. If you retort that causation is

1 Lit., p. 91. 22—23. «And not is it that the mixture of contradictory attribu-
tes, consisting in producive and non-producive, is a cause of a break. This will be
taught in the Break of the Breaking into moments», — An allusion to the Bud-
dhist theory of Causation which admits only causation as coordination of events
and transforms every object into a string of events. According to this theory the
seed in the granary is «other» than the seed in the soil.

2 Cp. T&tp., p. 879.25 f.

3 purvanubhava.

4 samskara.

5 An allusion to the Buddhist theory of causation. Every object being resolved
into a string of events the foregoing moment is always the cause of the following
one (samanmantara-pratyaya). The visual sensation is produced by the sense of vi-
sion {adhipati-pratyaya), the object (@lambana-pratyayas), light (sahakari-pratyaya)
andaroused consciousness, i. e., the preceding moment of consciousness which may
be an olfactory semsation. Cp. however Tattivas., p. 13.10 and Kamalagila’s
comment.

6 Read caks® riipa-visayam.

7 jAanam,
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proved by the joint Method of Agreement and Difference,' not by the
homogeneousness? of the objects, (we will not object), it is also our
opinion?

(92.3). (The Buddhist). But(a qualified percept) refers (also)
to that condition of the object which belongs to a past time, this pre-
vious condition of the object cannot produce a stimulus* on our sen-
sitivity, how then could it be a sense perception?

(92.4). (The Realist). The Cosmic Aether, the atoms ete.
are in a (perpetual) contact with the senses, does it follow that they
are perceived? Do you (really think?®) that whatsoever is in a contact
with the senses ought to produce sense-perception?

(92.6). Not® every contact with the senses produces, indeed, sense-
perception, but whatsoever (possesses the nature of belonging to) the
special domain of sense cognition is perceived through it (and the
qualified object belongs to this domain of perception).

(92.7). (The Buddhist). But really, how can the senses without
being stimulated by a contact® produce that kind of knowledge? Or
we may ask, this knowledge, (the qualified percept, if it exists) why
should it be sense-knowledge? And if it is sense knowledge, does
your characteristic «born from a stimulation of the senses by the
object» apply to it? because just that kind of knowledge, (viz., the
synthetic perceptual image), will not be comprised in the definition.
(Real sensc-perception, in the strict meaning of the term, is only pure
Sensation).

I anwaya-vyatireka.

2 samana-visayata.

3 Udayana remarks that, as a matter of fact, both parties, the Realist and
the Buddhist, admit heterogeneous causation, for instance, when an olfactory sen-
sation is immediately followed by a visual one. This fact is known from experience,
phala-darsanat (V). But the function (vy@para) is determined by induction (k@ryena
aravidhiyaminata-matra-unneya) which proves that a visual sensation is never
produced by the olfactory sense, but only by the sense of vision. But the Realist
thinks that althongh the sense of visiou by itself (kevala) apprehends only the pre-
sent, in cooperating with memory this function can be altered, it will apprehend
the present combined with the past. The Realist thinks that such a combination is
objectively possible, the Buddhist denies it.

4 sannikrsta.

5 Read tat kim yad. ..

6 Drop one za.

7 Here the Realist frames his definition so as to include in it a sense-percep-
tion of the Universals inhering in particulars.

€ Read asambaddham.
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(92.9). (The Realist). We concede the point!? The previous
condition of the object is not amenable to the senses, (it is the domain
of memory)! It is nevertheless apprehended? by that our cognition
which is the outcome of our sensitivity with the collaboration of me-
mory, or with the collaboration of learned reflexes.® (92.11). You can-
not indeed maintain that what is produced by our sensitivity * with
the collaboration of memory is not produced by our sensitivity. Thus
it is wrong to maintain that our definition of sense perception does
not comprise (the fully qualified percept or the perceptual judgment)®

§ 4. THE PERCEPTION OF STABILITY NOT AN ILLUSION.

(92.18). (The Buddhist). However, how can a gliding cogni-
tion,’ a cognition that apprehends (two) consecutive (momentary) events
in the object, represent one cognition? The objects are different. They
are even incompatible, since the one is present in the ken, the other
absent.” Indeed, (if we take the perceptual judgment of the form «this
is that», e.g., «this is a cow»), we have in it the element «that» which
refers to (a Universal, and a Universal is always) beyond the ken.

1 ma brit.

2 visayi-kriyate.

3 samskiira = purva-samskara-patava, traces of former experiences.

4 indriyartha-sannikarsena.

5 The real intention (@Z3aya) which the Realist has here at heart is the follo-
wing ome. The past condition of the object is not totally absent, it is also
present, since it resides in the object as its characteristic (viSesanatayd). The
present is related to the past, and this relation (sambandha) is a reality,
hence the past must be a reality (P). The definition of the Naiyfyiks men-
tions a contact between the senses and the object. But the object, according to
them, contains its characteristics, hence there is also a contact with these characte-
ristics, and with the past of the object. This relation is called conjunct inherence
(samyakia-samavaya). The Nyayakanika, p. 256, records the Buddhist argument
against the reality of relations which is very similar to the one used by Bradley
and repudiasted by B. Russsel, Qutline, p. 263. Whether M-r Russel wonld
endorse the Naiyayika view I do not venture to decide. In any case it would be
wroug to maintain that the Naiyiyiks «conceive a relation as something just as
substantial as its terms». They establish very subtle differences between various
kinds of relations. A

8 par@marsa, Udayana, p. 587, accuses the Buddhist of atiparamaria-
kusalatd desya-atitucchaid ca.

7 Lit., p. 92. 14. « And because of coalescence of the incompatible attributes of
transcendency and non-transcendency of the ken».
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The element «this» is alone (really) present.! When incompatible,
mutually exclusive, attributes are assigned? (to things) they cannot
represent a unity, otherwise (there would be a unity of contradictories
and) the whole universe would be a Unity.?

(92.16). And the objects are different,* because it would be a con-
tradiction to admit that the same single object resides in a former
and in a following space-timeS (A difference in space-time is a diffe-

1 That the element «this» refers to a datum and is «unutterable» (anabhi-
lapya) has been noticed by several European philosophers of different tendencies,
lately by B. Russel, Outline p. 12, «what is really a datum is unutterable and
what can be put into words involves inferences which may be mistaken», the
Buddhist would say «which are always mistaken» (bhrantam anum@nam), since
they lack the immediate evidence of a datum. As to the element «that» which ig
utterable and corresponds to a Universal, Udayana makes the following remark-
able comment on this passage,— « Although the compass of the element «that» (in
the judgment of the pattern «this here is that») is not totally covered by con-
structive thought, (V. — some constructions are sense — perceived), nevertheless
there is & construction in the synthesis (of the elements «this here» and
«that»). The Realist, the advocate of enduring objects possessing stability,
should at any price vindicate the reliability of our knowledge concerning the ele-
ment «that». Otherwise the whole Universe will be cut to pieces and torn asunder,
And the opponent likewise should assail that reliability with all his might. Indeed,
only by repudiating it, will he disprove the reality of Universals, and thus it will
become an easy task for him to repudiate the reliability of that thought-construc-
tion which establishes a link (between the elements «this» and «thatr). This is
the idea (expressed in this passage)».

2 viruddha-dharma-symsarge.

8 Lit., «because of the deduction (prasangit) of the Unity of the three worldss.
Thus Vacaspati anticipates the path of those European philosophers who estab-
lished their Monism upon a unity between contradictories.

4 Udayana thus expresses the general meaning of this passage— « Although,
for the Omniscient, cognition is one and eternal, notwithstanding that his objects
are (infinitely) manifold, (and in this point there is agreement with the Naiyayika),
nevertheless, if the latter (paro) would also admit that the unity of our conceptions
corresponds only to momentary patches of colour, blue etc., he would never estab-
lish his (realistic) views, nor would we in this case succeed to explain how a (syn-
thetic) unity suddenly appears in our cognition, (when the corresponding objects
are infinitely manifold). Therefore the unity ( — visayatvam asya) of the synthesis
of our thought is either nothing but imagination or it must be ultimately real.
If the Naiyayika (paro) admits the first, he will fall in line with us, (but he will
never do it). Therefore the unity which he aims at is an ultimate unity in the
object, (a unity of substance) through a variety of changing states. This theory we
(Buddhists) combate by proving that the object is a manifold (string of events)s.

5 Lit., p. 92.16—17. « And a bresk in the object, because of the contradiction,
of two conjunctions with a former space-time and g following space-time».
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rence in substance). Indeed it is just as when a precious ruby is per-
ceived, its non-existence, (i.e. all non-rubies) are excepted, if they were
not excepted, neither would the presence?® (of the ruby) be determined,
because the one term is the complete negative of the other? The
topazes and other precious stones are also eo ipso negatived (when a
ruby is determined). If they were not negatived, we would be landed
in an absurdity; the same thing could at the same time be a ruby
and a non-ruby, because the ruby could then be identical with a topaz
or some other precious stone and consequently it would be necessa-
rily identical with the non-ruby.

(92.22). Just so when the same thing is located in a former
space-time the negation of this space-time is excluded, and in this
way ® any subsequent space-time is also excluded, since it is necessa-
rily covered by the negation of this space-time. Thus it cannot pos-
sess the essence of being located in a subsequent space-time. Conse-
quently if a thing would possess another substance than that which is
located in a given space-time, we would be landed in the incongruity
of it being identical and non-identical (with itself).

(92.26). Thus it is proved that the objects (of the simple sensation
and of the qualified percept) are different, since location in one space-
time makes the thing materially different from the thing located in
another space-time.*

(92.27). (The Realist). To this (argument) we answer as fol-
lows. If (in the perceptual judgment of the pattern «this is that»)
there is a break in the gliding cognition referring to (two) consecutive
conditions of the object, the one of which is absent and the other
present, well then! there will also be a break in the (single element)
«this» which is also a construction. It is also partly absent and partly
present, partly a construction and partly a non-constructed (datum)

1 Read bhavo.

2 Lit., abecause its essense (rifpa) is the exclusion of its own non-existence».

3 kramena.

4 «The notion of substance, in the sense of a permanent entity with changing
states, is no longer applicable to the world» says a modern philosopher. (B. Rus-
sel, Outline, p. 309). Here we have one of the Buddhist arguments. There are
many others. The one derived from the analysis of causation, as existing only
between moments, is favoured by Dharmakirti. The Buddhists began by denying
the Ego at a very early date, they then denied every essence (stabh@va), or sub-
stance, in the external world. The existence of a thing was by them converted in
a string of events or in a staccato movement of discrete moments (ksana).
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As regards its location in the external world it is (an inference® and)
a construction, as regards its subjective side, the sensation, it is present
and it is a datum.

(9. 2). Therefore ought you not to admit that there may exist
one cognition notwithstanding some complexity in the object?® But
then, in the present case, what contradiction can there be, if the same
cognition transcends the ken regarding the object at the previous
space-time and does not transcend the ken regarding just the same
object at the following space-time? *

(93.2). As to the question that (every point) of space-time makes
a different object, (thus converting the existence of the object into a
string of events), this is also wrong!

(93.3). Right it is that when we perceive the real® ruby we (at
the same time) negative the opposite, (the non-rubies). If we would
not exclude the negative, we would not have the other, (the positive),
because all entities contain the negation of their opposites by implication.

(93.5). But why are topazes and all other precious stones nega-
tived (when a ruby is ascertained)?

(Buddhist). Is it not because they are necessarily included in the
non-rubies?

(Realist). But wherefrom comes this necessary inclusion in the
non-rubies?

(Buddhist). From the fact that their identity with the rubies has
never been apprehended.®

1 That the external object is inferred is now generally admitted. In India it
was a special tenet of the Sautrantikas.

2 Lit., p. 92.27—98.2. «It also, indeed, transcends the ken and does not
transcend, it is an arrangement (vikalpa = Fkalpanz) and a non-arrangement.
Regarding the object it is transcending and it is an arrangement, regarding the
self it is non-transcending and a non-arrangement (avikalpah)».

8 Lit,, p. 98.2. «Therefore through a break in the object no contradiction,
if so?».

4 Read with the Benares ed. «nanv ihapt tad evaikam vijfiGnam lasyasvas-
kasya vastunah pirva-deSa-kala-sambandhe paroksam aparoksam capara-defa-
kila-sambandha iti ko virodhah ».

5 svarizpa refers to the reslist view that the ruby is a positive thing and its
negation a real absence, while for the Buddhist the ruby is what A. Bain calls a
positive-and-negative name, since «the negative of a real quality is as much real a8
the positives. According to Buddhists all names are in this sense relative (apoha).

¢ Read with the Benares ed., kadacid api t@adatmyen-anupolambhad i cet,
yatra tarhi tadatmyom upalabhyate na tatra, ..
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(Realist). Well then, (it will follow that), if identity is apprehended,
here will be no necessary exclusion. (93. 8). And thus the ruby which
s apprehended as identical through different space-times in a synthetic
resentation called forth by a sensation,® (such a ruby) cannot be
livided (in itself in a string of events). (93.9). Therefore let there be
wo different space-times, or two different locations? (of the object in
‘hem), they are (really) mutually exclusive of one another, never have
hey been reflected® (in our knowledge) as being one and the same.
But not so the ruby, the precious stone whose substance is embraced
)y these (different situations). The ruby is a thing apart from the
wo (points in time-space in which it alternately is located). (93.12).
£ one thing is different, this does not mean that the other thing is
lifferent too. This would lead to the over-absurdity* that there would
se altogether nothing identical (or similar in the Universe).

(93.18). (The Buddhist). A constructed image which embra-
ses different conditions of the object (sometimes) arises independently
rom any stimulus exercised by the object upon our sensitivity.
Therefore (it is clear that the images in general) do not originate in
our sensitivity.

(The Realist). This is not to the point®! Because, (it is true), we
know from experence® that a man fallen desperately in love can evoke
the image of his beloved and his perception will be as direct? (as a
sensation), although there will be no stimulation of his senses (by the
object). However, it does not mean that all our images are such, (viz.,
that they are independent from our sensitivity), and that our sense
data consisting in a fecling of awareness of a pattern of colour, blue
or other, will also be independent from our sensitivity.$

1 indriyajena vikalpena. 2 sambandhau. 3 apratibhasanat.

4 ati-prasangat. 5 na sampratam. 8 drstam. 7 quikalpakam.

8 Lit., p. 93.13—16. «And not correct is it that also in the absence of a con-
tact between the sense organ and the object, because a concept (vitalpasya) exists
consisting in touching (par@marsa) the former and following condition, there will
be a non-sense-origination. If that were so, it has been observed, that even without
any interaction between sense-organ and object there is also a direct perception
(avikalpakam) regarding this object, of the love-sick man imagining his belo-
ved, therefore it would follow that also direct perceptions (avikalpakah) consisting
in experiencing (anubhava) blue etc. will be not seuse-originated». — It must
be remembered that according to Buddhist philosophers even the image of a
blue patch is already a comstruction or a real concept, since it includes the
opposition with the non-blue or the other colours of the spectre, it is as
A. Bain puts it, a positive and negative name. Pure sensation, the quite indefi-
nite moment, is alone absolutely free from any mental construction.
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(93.16). And if (the Buddhist) answers that he makes some diffe-
rence between (a datum), the perception (of a pattern of colour), blue
or other, and the perception (of the mental image) of the beloved
woman, (we will retort that) from our standpoint there is likewise a
difference between images originating in sensation and not so origi-
nating. (The latter are produced) by onr faculty of imagination, (the
former) by the faculty of perception.!

(93.19). (The Buddhist). (The difference is the following one).
When we in the image (we are contemplating) feel the action of our
perceptive faculty, (when the image is a percept), (we conclude) that
it contains a layer? of pure sensation, provided there is no evidence
to the contrary.?

(93.20). (The Realist). The right view,* (on the contrary, is
the following one). All the functions * (of which our cognition consists),
without any exception,® have their origin in our sensitivity. They are
either (direct), non-constructive? or (indirect), constructing and con-
trasting.® They all rush upon the same object in an uninterrupted
stream, every ome concerned only with itself® and disregarding all
the others. They come up and down, (appear and disappear), it is
impossible to discern (any fixed order between them), so that the one
would necessarily follow the other. Therefore !° those our images (or
concepts) which have their origin in sensation (are percepts), produced
by our faculty of sense perception, they are nothing else.*

§ 5. ANSWER 70 THE BUDDHIST ARGUMENT OF THE UNUTTE-
RABLE CHARACTER OF SENSATION.

(93.24). (The Realist). (The Buddhist argues?? that sensation
is unutterable, if it were utterable we would know what heat is from
its name, just as we know it from actual experience, and if we could
really feel it from its name, cold would be removed as soon as the
word heat would be prononced. To this we answer), the sensation??

1 Op. the same phrasing in the closing word of the first chapter of N. b. t.,
text p. 16. 3 upd@dhi. 8 sats sambhave.
* yuktam utpasyamah, p. 93. 23—24, 3 vritayah. 6 sarva eva.
7 avikalpakih. 8 vikalpakah = anuvriti-vyGortts-kalpakih.
9 gham-ahamikaya. 10 Read tasmat. 11 Read nanye.
12 The argument is found in the first part, text p. 88, 26—28.
13 pratyaksa.



VACASPATIMISRA ON THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF PERCEPTION 287

of heat and its name refer to the same real fact, however the reaction*
is different, and this finds its explanation in the fact that the causa~
tion is different, the sensation is direct, the name an indirect sugge-
stion. Therefore the sensation of cold ought not to disappear from the
mere idea of heat (when suggested by its name), since an (actual) con-
nection with some heat is indispensable. (Consequently the universal
quality denoted by the name is not a reality per se).?

§ 6. ANSWER TO THE ARGUMENT OF THE UNREALITY OF
UNIVERSALS.

(93.26). (The Realist®). (We will now examine the Buddhist

1 pratyaya, here a term embracing both sensation and conception.

2 Lit., p. 93.24—26. «And although word and sensation are intent upon
reality (vastu), there is not non-difference of cognition, becanse through a diffe-
rence of causes the difference of transcendency of the ken and non-transcendency
is possible. Nor ought the removal of cold which originates from a conjunction with
heat arise from knowledge of heat».

3 In order to understand here the argument of the Naiyiyiks we must keep
in mind that they admitted the reality of relations, #iz., they admitted that bet-
ween the two terms related (sambandhin) there was a third unity in the shape of
the relation itself (sambandha). The relation of this third unity with the related,
terms was a so called «simple relation» (svabhava-sambandha = visesana-videsya-
bhava), i. e, a relation without a third relating unity. In this way the Indian
realists escaped from the danger of an infinite process which obliged Bradley to
deny the reality of all relations as well as of separate unities and to merge them
all in One Whole. The Indian Realists assumed thus three kinds of relations,
mechanical or separable conjunction (samyoga) between substances, inherence or
inseparable conjunction (samav@ye) between substance and attribute — these both
relations real unities — and simple relation (svabkdva-sambandha) without the
reality of the link. The absent jar, which was for them a reality, resided, they
declared, upon the empty place, by a simple relation (vifesana-visesya-bhava or
svabhava - sambandha) and was perceived by the senses. The subject - object
relation (visaya-visayi-bhdiva) was also a simple relation. The reality of relations
required as a corollary the stability (sthayitva) of enduring objects. The Buddhist
who denied this stability and converted the existence of every object into a stream
of momentary events (ksanikatva) divided all relations into real (vastava) — that
was the relation of Causality between the consecutive moments (cp. above, Short
Treatise, p. 69), and logical (kalpita) — these were the relations of the thing
with its attributes and motions superimposed (@ropéta) upon it by productive imagi-
nation (kalpand = vikalpa-vasand). The first relations can also be called external
or causal (tadutpatts), the second internal or relations of existential Identity (ta@-
datmya). The subject-object relation was thus a simple relation for the Realist,
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argument! that if the bare presence of something is discerned at a
great distance and if this fact is interpreted as) the perception of a
substance supporting? the Universal? «Existence»,* why then are all
the other attributes of the thing, (if they are on the same footing as
the Universal Existence), not equally perceived all at once? (We ans-
wer, — because the thing and its attributes are not a unity). Indeed
the substance of the thing is characterized by, (i. e. related to), its
attributes, but neither the attributes mor their relation® to the sub-
stance are identical with the substance itself® (all are different
unities).”

(98.28). If what is related to the substance (were nothing over
and above the substance), if it were the substance itself, there would
be (in the world) no relations altogether, because the same thing can-
not be related with its own self®

and a causal relation for the Buddhist. It is clear that the Buddhist never counld
accept the perceptibility of relations through the senses. Even causality as a relation
was for him a construction of the mind. Only its members, the moments, were real.

1 Cp. above, in the first part, text p. 83.17—90. 7. P. says that this is an
answer to Dharmakirti’s vartika yasy@pi etc, cp. p. 89,28 ff.

2 visiste = upakarye, cp. p. 89. 24.

S upadhi = jati (P).

4 For the Buddhist this is the only really perceived element and its perception
the only real sense-perception, all the other elements of the subsequent distinct
image are constructions of imagination.

S visistatvam = sambandha (P)==samavaya.

& Every attribute is cognized according to the special conditions of its per-
ceptibility (V). The Realists have never admitted that the attributes and the rela-
tions (avacchedn — upakira) are supported by the substance in its one supporting
essence (upakaraka-eka-svabharataya), so as to be included in one unity (P). This
means that the Realist has never admitted a mechanical separable relation (sam-
yoga) between substance and attribute, comparable to apples in a basket. This is
imputed by the Buddhist for the sake of argument (upagamae-v@do yam sauga-
tasya). The Buddhist is therefore accused of great skill in extraordinary combina-
tions (ati-parimarsa) with utter inaneness of real argament and receives at the end
the advice of sticking to sound realism, p. 94. 15.

7 Lit., p. 93.26—28. «And not,if this one is characterized by one characte~
ristic, the consequence of it’s being perceived as characterized by other characte-
ristics. Indeed, the substance of the thing is characterized by the characteristics,
but neither the characteristics nor the fact of being characterized by them are
the substance».

8 Lit., 93.28—94. 1. «And what is substance-joined is not substance, it it were
80, no conjointness at all, indeed just thiz does not join with this», — Cp. Brad-
ley, Logic, p. 254—«the terms of a relation must always be more than the relation
between them, and, if it were not so, the relation wonld vanish».
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§ 6. THE SUBSTANCE-ATTRIRUTE RELATION IS AS REAL AS THE
SUBJECT-OBJECT RELATION.

(94.1). Moreover, (if you contend that the substance-attribute rela-
tion is contained in a single entity, you may extend?! the argument
to the subject-object relation.? Supposing) we perceive a coloured sar-
face. It is a subject-object relation® The object is a system of atoms
(characterized by the fact of their cognition). But they do not consti-
tute a single entity (with this cognition)* If they did, (this would
involve you in a series of absurdities e.g., the following one). Since
all cognitions by all observers would be on the same footing (as in-
cluded in the atoms themselves), all the atoms would be (always)
cognized by everybody.

(94.4). (If you retort that the subject-object relation is distin-
guished from the substance-attribute relation in that) the atoms of
the coloured surface remain as external objects (even if they are not
perceived), i e., even if their relation to their cognition (by an obser-
ver) does not exist, we will answer no! (the thing cannot be related
as an object, if the relation does not exist), or else, if a thing could

1 na kevalam kalpanike vyaveh@re tavwiwam semorthanam, api tu para-
marthike gi (P). According to the Sautrintikas the relation between svalaksana
and jAandkara is paramarthika. — Cp. with this Bradley’s difficulties in con-
sidering the subject-predicate relation, when a character is assigned to Reality,
Logic, p. 434.

2 visaya-visayinoh perasparam visesana~ciSesya-bhaval (V).

3 visaya-grahana-dharmam; ace. to V. we must read — dharma, cp. Sid-
dhanta-katimadi, § 863.

4 Lit., p. 94, 1—2. «Moreover the cogmition of colour is an attribute of appre-
hending an object, intent upon a multitude of atoms, it is not the essence of the
atoms (or, the atoms are not its essence)». — P. says that param@nu-svabhidvah is
a sasthi-tatpuruse, but he admits also the interprefation paramdnavo jiiGnasya
svabh@vah. V. explains this remark by the fact that on the analogy of visaya-
grahana-dharmae which is a bahurrihi, we would expect — svabhavam.

5 Qther absurdities could be deduced, if cognition were included in the object,
1) if the cognition included in the atoms were one cognition, the atoms would be
known only to one person, & second person would never know them, since his
cognition would not be included, or else 2) there would be as many cognitions as
there are atoms, 3) if the cognition were onc, the atoms would be one atom and the
thing would be invisible; the Buddhist would be bereft even of the constructed unity
of the thing which would become imperceptible, 4) if the atoms became identical
with their cognition, there would be only one atom and again an invisible thing,
5) the thing would be immaterial. Since these absurdities are too obvious, the
author has neglected them (P).
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remain an object of cognition (naturally), without entering into a spe-
cial relation to an observer, every one would be omniscient,! (since
every thing would be his object).

(94.5). (The Buddhist remarks),— «Is not the subject-object
relation ? and ultimate fact®® The (essence of the external) thing is to
be an object, and (the essence of) cognition is to be the subject,
(there is no third reality between them in the shape of a relation).

(94.6). (The Realist). Well then, (let us admit for the sake of
argument) that the relation of substance and quality* is also, just as
the subject-object relation, quite an ultimate fact; it will then be
nothing over and above the terms related® However, in the chapter
devoted to the repudiation of the Buddhist theory of a Universal
Flux,® we will prove (the contrary, i.e., we will prove) that the rela-
tions are (something real, something) over and above the things related.”

(94.8). Thus, (the above Buddhist argument against the reality of
the Universals, viz.), if ome Universal, (say simple Existence) is per-
ceived (at a great distance), all other attributes (if they are on the
same footing as realities) ought to be equally perceived, (this argu-
ment) is wrong.®

§ 7. Is IT POSSIBLE THAT TWO SEPARATE REALITIES SHOULD

BE COGNIZED IN ONE PRESENTATION ?

(94.9). (The Realist). (As to the other Buddhist argument?®
against the reliability of our qualified percepts and the reality of the

1 This over-absurdity (atiprasange) is already mentioned above, text p. 88. 20.
The Yogacaras, falling in line with some modern philosophers, have deduced from
this consideration that the objects do not exist when we do not look at them, and
the real world of the Realist is nothing but a dream.

2 artha-~jii@nayoh.

3 srabhava eva, 1. e., stabhava-sambandha, cp. p. 287 n. 8.

4 upadhi-upadhimator api.

5 gvartipa-abhedah = svabhava-anatirikte = svabhirva-sambandha,

8 ksantkatoa, this theory transforms the world-process into strings of events
developing in a staccato movement, cp. Tatp., p. 879. 27 ff.

7In the Nyaya-kaniks, p. 256.3, Vacaspati also records a Buddhbist
argument against the reality of relations which is just the one used by Bradley
(Logie, p. 96, Appearance, p. 32).

8 For the Buddhist ja@ndrthaycr sambandha is k@rya-kirana-bhave and sva-
bhava-sambandha; for the Realist there is svabhira-sambandha in the cases of bhdva-
abhd@vayoh, samar@ya-tadvatoh, visaya-~visayinoh, but a real link (anubhityamana-
sambandha=vigrahavin sambandhah) in dravya-guna-karma-jati-tadvatam (P)

9 This argument appears in the first part, text p. 89. 12—17.
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Universals which are reflected in them, the argument, namely that, if
substance and attribute are two realities), the one characterized by the
other,' they cannot be included into the compass of ome presenta-
tion,? (since two separate things are always perceived in two separate
presentations, this argument is also wrong). We answer as follows.3

(94.10). Neither would such a relation be possible, if sub-
stance and attribute were perceived in two separate (independent)
presentations. Indeed, an (independent) cognition of the characterizing
attribute, if it at the same time knows nothing about the characte-
rized substance, will never be fit to determine this substance, and
(vice versa, an independent) cognition of the characterized substance,
if it knows nothing about the characterizing attribute, will not be
able to determine its own object, becanse (ex hypothesi) they know
nothing about one another.* (Consequently there must be one quali-
fied percept corresponding to a characterized substance).

(Buddhist. The substance and quality relation is logical, it is
not ultimately real, the ultimate reality is something unique, undivided,
but) a congenital capacity® (of constructive imagination, our Reason,
imputes upon it a double aspect as substance and quality. It is to this

1 wméesana-viszsya-bhava.

2 eka-vijidna-gocaratvepi (read thus with the Benares ed).

8 Lit., p. 94. 9~10. « And that between two objects of one cognition there is no
relation of characteristic to characterized, to this we say».

4 This is not a boma fide positive argument, but a dialectical retort called
pratibanda = pratsbandi-karane = desya-(or codya-)-aGbhiisa = tulyatd = tulyata-
apédana.

5 « We do not deny the empirical usage of those Categories, but we explain it,
to a certain extent (yatha-kathamcit), by assuming 4 special creative Force (vGsana)
of our reason. Those for whom their empirical use is founded on objective reality
must explain it by its correspondence to that reality (artha-dv@rena)» (P). — ta-
bhyam visand = visesya-visesanabhy@m v@sand, the same idea as in the textp. 89.
11—12 is here laconically expressed. Thus the difference between the realistic and
nominalistic view-points reduces to a shade — vifista~vyavahdram upapadayan
saugato naiydyikam eva @Srayate. (V). The Realist finds the origin of our knowledge
in the objective world (artha) and passed experience (samskare — v@sand), the
Buddhist finds it also in the same two places, bnt the objective world for him are
only the momentary things, the point-instants of efficiency (sva-laksana = ksana),
and past experience (v@san@), replacing the Son), assumes the role of a transcen-
dental Force of Illusion (avidya-1@sand = maya) creating the categories as «flc-
tions of the mind... which a common delusion erroneously takes for independent
facts» (Bradley, Logic, p. 96)



292 APPENDIX I

capacity of our Reason) that the logical relation of substance and
quality is due.

§ 8. THE REALIST CONCLUDES.

(94.14). (The Realist). Let us for the present leave off consi-
dering the reality and the ideality? (of the Universals and their
relation? to particulars)! We will take up this subject later on?
However, (let me tell you) that it would be better for you if all the
efforts you are making to prove their? ideality® were bestowed on
the proof of their (reality and) amenability to the senses.® If you
would have done it, you would have (certainly) succeeded in establi-
shing with clear evidence’ that (substances and their qualities really
exist and are picked up) by our faculty of perception,® (they are not
constructed by our faculty of imagination®). (94.16). Otherwise, (if
you are not willing to do this, there is nothing left for you than) to
imagine ° an under-stratum* of pure sensation!? (corresponding to a
thing in itself'® upon which these categories have been erected by our
Reason).

(94.16). (The Buddhist). (You maintain that these catego-
ries are produced from sensation). However, the senses do not think,*
(they only react)! How could they put together?® all (the complicated
edifice of the categories), Substance, Quality and others?18

1 qrastarva = manasatra.
2 viz., visesana-viSesya-bhava.
3N. 8, IL. 2.38 ff.
¢ asya = visesana-viSesya-bhavasya.
5 manasatva.
8 indriya-jatva.
7 saksat, but P. has — asya indriyarthasannikarsajatve svabhavikam saksai-
karitvam eva pramanam ity arthah.
8 darsana-vyaparatve (from darsana-vyapara as bahuvr.) = indriyajatua.
9 dardana-vyapdra is here evidently contrasted with utpreks@-vydpdra, cp.
above text p. 88.8--9 and the concluding passage of the first chapter of N. b. t.
10 kalpyeta (sc. bhavatd), i. e., vind pramanena (P).
11 upadhinam.
12 nirvikalpaka.
13 stalaksana == paramarthasat is evidently understood, cp. N. b. t., I. 14.
14 gvicaraka.
15 samakelayet = vikalpayet = utprekseta ete.
18 vigesana-visesya-adi.
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(94.18). (The Realist). Well then! do you really think that
your Reason? can construct them?

(94.19). (TheBuddhist). Yes, it does! because the Reason (is
not limited in its objects as the senses are), it apprehends every
object.

(94.19). (The Realist). (If you confine the function) of the
Intellect to (the cognition) of the past? how can you tell that) it can

1 manasam jRanam = vicarakam, samkalanakam jidnam, i. e. Reason as con-
structive, logical, even mathematical (semkalana== ganana-riipa) thought, thought
integrational of diferentials (ksana). It is a spontaneous capacity of our Reason to
create the Categories under which reality is subsumed by cognition.

2 Manas as vikalpa-vasand may be assimilated to Kant’s Reason (sarv@rthan
kalpayisyats). Here perhaps the rdle assigned to the Intellect (manas) in early
Buddhism, which is quite different, is alluded to. There it is a synonym of vijfidne
and citta, they all mean pure sensation (vijfi@nam prativijfiaptik). It is classified
as the sixth sense, the inner sense (@yatana Nt 6). The qualified percept, termed
samjiid, is a special faculty (one of the samskaras) which is classified under ayatana
N 12, (not among the indriya’s, but among the visaya’s), and under samskara-
skandha. As to the combining, creative force of the Reason it is rather to be found
in the element (dharma) called cetand « Will» which, besides jts function as the
personal will of individuals, has a cosmical function and is a synonym of karma.
This meaning the term cetan@ hes only in Buddhism. When all the elements
(dharmas) are classified in 18 dhatus, the intellect (manas), for the sake of sym-
metry, as is expressly stated, occupies iwo items, the dhatu No 6 (mano-dhatu)
and the dhatu Ne 18 (mano-viji@na-dhatu), they represent the same element of
pure sensation (the same dharma), but they are distinguished in thatthe firstis the
preceding moment of consciousness, the moment preceding actual sensation
(sparda), after sensation comes feeling (vedan) and after feeling the image or
qualified percept (samjA@). All these three mental phenomena are again classified
under ayatana Ne12. In this arrangement manas, although participating in the
cognition of every object, fulfills the very modest part of a preceding moment of
consciousness, it cannot be charged with the burden of constructing the Categories,
Substance, Quality and others. The Sautrantika-Yog&acara school hasbrushed
this whole construction of the Vaibhagikas aside, and replaced it by two facul-
ties, sensation and couception, also called direct and indirect cognition, or sense-per-
ception and inference (pratyaksa-anumana). The dlaya-vijiana of the old Yogaca-
ras has been rejected. The functions of our Reason belong to indirect cognition; it
is variously determined as arrangement (kalpand), imagination (utpreksa= Gropa),
dialectical arrangement (vikalpa==atad-vydavriti), judgment (adhyarasiya) etc. Ima-
gination ig helped by memory and memory is founded on impressions (samskara)left
by past experience. For the Realist who admits a Soul, these impressions are resi-
ding in the Soul as gualities belonging to a spiritual substance. For the Buddhist, for
whom there is no Soul and no substance altogether, the impressions become autono-
mous, they then receive the name of v@sand (probably borrowed from the Sinkhyas)
which is sometimes explained as p@Ervam jAdnam, sometimes as samarthyam, i.e., &
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apprehend every object, (since it does not apprehend the present)? Ac-
cording to our system the Intellect® (or inner sense), although not
limited in its objects (like the other senses), is nevertheless by itself
just as unconscious (as all senses are). It does not think.? Conscious is
the Soul alone. The Soul is the receptacle of all cognitions and of
all the traces® which are left behind by them (in our experience).
The Soul puts on record every sensation and arranges (past experience
in suitable combinations).

(94.22). (Kumarila#) has expressed this idea in the following

words,
The Soul alone contains all knowledge,®

The Soul is known as the cognizing Ego,
It has indeed ¢ the force of recollection,
It has the force of combination.

(94.23). It is, indeed, the Soul that (at first) in a sensation’
throws a glance® at an indistinct? object, the (actual) possessor (of
those general attributes which are mnot noticed in the first moment).
It then awakens the dormant traces® (of former experience and) cre-

force, or the Force, the Force par excellence, which creates the world as it appears to
naive realism; vikalpa-t@sand can thus be compared with Reason when it is charged
with the task of an autonomous creation of the Categories of our Understanding. Itis
clear from the context that much of the business which in realistic systems devolves
upon the Soul, is in Buddhism entrusted to vasand or vikalpa-vasan@. We may accor-
dingly translate it in this context as Reason. On the theory of cognition in Early
Buddhism, ¢p. my Central Conception, p. 54. P. and V. explain — yadi pirve-
kam vigRgnam maneh pratipatty-anubandhitayd nae sarva-visayam, and the fol-
lowing acetanatayd as sakala-samskara-anadharatayd, i. e., na alaya- vijianataya.

1 manas. In the Nyaya-Vaifegika realistic systems all consciousness is an
appurtenance of an omnipresent substantial and eternal individual Soul. The zen-
ses are physical (bhautika). There is an inner sense, or Intellect (manas) which is
also imagined as physical, having the dimension of an atom. It is swiftly moving
between the senses so as to establish their connection with the Soul. It may be, to
a certain extent, likened to a nervous current.

2 na vicarakam.

3 samskara.

4 8lokavart, pratyaksa, 122,

$ sthitam jRidnam = jiana-vasana (P).

8 co hetau (F).

7 indriya-artha-sannikarsat.

8 Glocya.

9 sammugdha.

10 samskara, in Buddhism replaced by v@sand which discharges the same fanc-
tion without a Soul.
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ates a recollection of formerly experienced things.? Armed with this
recollection, it creates, but again necessarily ? through the medium of
the senses, the judgment ® «this is a cow!».
(94.25). This idea has been expressed in the following (stanza %),
The senses are the instrument of knowledge,
The conscious Agent is the Soul alone,
And since it has the faculty of recollection
It will arrange® all things in combinations.

(94.27). Therefore, although we agree that it is impossible to
distinguish in a single presentation two different parts, the one
causing the other, in as much as the one suggests the existence of
the other nevertheless (a single cognition of a substance with its
attributes is possible). There is in every percept an element of sen-
satlon’ and an element of former experience.? They are (as though)
the one characterized by the other. Both these elements together pro-
duce the qualified percept. This is the sort of efficient production

1 piwrva-pinda-anusmsrti.

2 prag eva, P. refers prag to @locya.

3 mlkalpayati; vikalpa = adhyavasadya = niscaya. Thus, in order to save the
qualified percept (savikalpaka), the senses activated by the Soul are credited not
only with the faculty passively to react (grahana), but also actively to construct
(kalpanz) the object as substance and qualities. The senses think and judge,
because the Soul thinks and judges through the senses (!).

4 The first part of it is found in Slokavart, pratyakga, 121

5 Lalpayisyati, the same function which p. 94.23 is called samdh@na «syn-
thesis ».

8 upakarya-upakaraka-bhave is a term which embraces both logical sugge-
stion (jRapya-jAapaka-bhava) and real causation (karya-karana-bhave). Here only
the first is mentioned, but it is an upalaksana, both are meant (P). nasti is explai-
ned a8 na sarvaire asti, kvacit tu dravya-guna-karmandm asti, because according
to the Naiyayiks there is a special quality or force (sambandha) uniting the sub-
stance with its qualities. P. remarks that there is no wpakara in the videsana-
videgya-bhiva, since it is svabhavika, i. e., svabhava-sambandha, cp. above notes
on text p. 98. 26 and 89. 22, The upakira is therefore limited to atad-adhikarana-
vyavaccheda-pratiti-jananam eva, what seems to be nothing but our old friend
apoha. Udayana adds that since no upakara is needed in a svabhavike relation,
we must understand the term to be used according to the majority of cases (sambh-
ava-pracuryena), i. e., according to the substance-quality relation where a sam-
bandha = upakara is needed. Evidently the problem of the relation of sensation to
a perceptual concept is insoluble on realistic lines and Udayana rightly points to
the contradictions in Vacaspati’s expressions.

7 arthalocana.

8 anugata-smarana.
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which we here admit, (but not the causation between two parts of an
indivisible presentation).

(95.1). Indeed, (in the external world) we see colours and things
which possess them. Both these parts are real separate entities. Reality
as it stands consists always of these two things.? It is wrong to main-
tain® that reality only appears in our knowledge in this (double as-
pect of Substance and Attribute), and that our Reason is autono-
mous* in creating them. On the contrary, they are reality itself?
(they appear as they exist).

(95.8). (The circumstance that both parts are not grasped in full
at the first moment of cognition is irrelevant. Nothing warrants us to
expect) that whatever exists must be apprehended (in full at the first
moment). If only one part of the reality is seized at first, this does
not mean that the cognition is wrong. (95.4). The full complex per-
cept® is produced by (two) causes,” (sensation and memory), as has
been stated. It may very well be a constructed image® in which the
colour will be assigned the réle of an attribute, and the possessor of
the colour the réle of a substance. It will be a sense-perception®
nevertheless, since, although representing a later stage, it is also pro-
duced by a sensory stimulus.® (95. 5). (In our opinion the circumstance
that a part is later produced does not make it an «other» thing).

1 Lit., p. 94.27—95. 1, «Therefore, although there is no relation (bhava) of
producing and being produced as a relation of intimating and being intimated,
when something is apprehended in a single presentation, nevertheless efficient pro-
duction (upak@rakatvam) consists in being the efficient cause (utpadakatvam) in
regard of a cognition which apprehends (avagahs) the relation of characterizing
attribute to characterized substance (videsanu-visesya-bh@va), between a glance at
the object (arthdlocana) and a recollection of its extensions (anugata-smarana)n,

2 arthau.

8 a8 the Buddhist have done in India and Kant in Europe.

4 @patu-janman «born nobody knows where»; since in this context this charac-
teristic is understood as the opposite of artha-starfipa-janman, it is clear that an
autonomous intellect is meant, an intellectus archeiypus as contrasted with an
empirical knowledge, an intellectus ectypus.

5 svarfipa-malrena.

8 savikalpakam.

7 samagri, «totality of causes and conditions» == hetu-kirana-samagri; here
two causes are meant.

8 Lalpayet.

9 pratyaksa.

0 indriya-artha-sonnikarsa-prabhovatayd.
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Things possess duration! and (during the time their existence lasts)
they gradually produce their results, by successively combining with
the totality of causes and conditions? which create together a (stable)
result. This our Theory of Causation will be established later on3 (as
against the Buddhists who admit causation only between moments
and no duration at all).*

(95.7). Thus (we can throw our conclusion in the form of the fol-
lowing syllogism® which can be considered) as proved.

1. (Thesis). The qualified percepts,® (the minor term), the
subject of our discourse, are sense perceptions with respect to
(all facts constituting) the proper domain? (of perception).

2. (Reason). Because they are produced by a sensory sti-
mulus® with which they are invariably concomitant.

3. (Major premise and example). Whatsoever is thus (inva-
riably concomitant with a sensory stimulus) is a sense-perception,
just as a bare sensation.’

4. (Minor premise). The (qualified percepts) are such, viz,
(invariably concomitant with a sensory stimulus).

5. (Conclusion). Therefore they are such (sense-percep-
tions).

1 akramasya.

2 sahakari-bheda = hetu-karana-samagri.

3In the chapter on the theory of Universal Flux (ksanikatva), Tatp.,
p.379.27 f.

4 Lit., p. 95.1—6. «Indeed two things are also standing in a relation of colour
and the possessor of colour, they are not thus apprehended by knowledge which is
born adventitiously, (i. e., nobody knows wherefrom), but (they are both so appre-
hended) in their bare essence. Indeed, not is it that whatsoever exists, so much
must be apprehended, therefore if one part is apprehended there is no want of
reliability (apram@natd), But qualified (complex) perception born from the mentio-
ned complex may (nevertheless) arrange (kalpayet) class-character etc. as the
colour, the thing as the possessor of colour. It will be taught that also a non-gra-
dual (thing) does its effect by degrees, owing to the gradual taking up of the co-
factors».

5 The syllogism is here inductive-deductive, 5 membered, the form admitted
in the NyZya-Vaisegika school.

6 vikalpah = savikalpakam pratyaksam.

7 svagocare; the proper domain of sense perception is thus, for the Realist —
the thing together with its qualities, for the Buddhist the bare thing without any
qualities or relations.

8 endriyartha-sannikarsa-ja.

9 alocanam.
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(95.9). Thus it is established that the words «containing a per-
ceptual judgment'» (have been inserted into the definition of sense
perception in the aphorisms of the Nyaya system) in order to include
among sense perceptions, (not only pure sensations, as the Buddhists
contend, but) also the qualified percepts, (or perceptual judgments of
the form «this is a cow»).

1 vyavasayatmaka.
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Vacaspatimisra on the Buddhist Theory of a

radical distinction between sensation and con-

ception (pramnaa-vyavastha versus pramana-
samplava).






Vacaspatimisra on the Buddhist theory of a radi-
cal distinction between sensation and conception.
(pramana-vyavastha versus pramana-samplava).

§ 1. PRELIMINARY.

The Indian realists, NaiyZyikas, Mimamsakas etc., admitted two kinds of sense-
perception, a primitive, simple sensation without participation of conception (nirvi-
kalpaka), and & more determinate, complex perception with participation of concep-
tion or comstruction (savikalpaka). The difference between the two kinds of percep-
tion was for them one of degree, of distinctness and clearness. DignZga starts,
Pramana-samuccaya, 1.2, by establishing a radical, essential and even, as will
be seen, transcendental, difference between pure sensation and conception. The
latter in his system includes judgment and inference. What the realists call per-
ception and inference is by Dignaga replaced by sensation and conception;
although he retained the terms, but gave them another interpretation and scope.
‘We have thus in his system pure sensation and pure conception and the correspon-
ding distinetions of pure object, which is identified with reality itself, or the thing
in itself, and pure Universals. According to the realists the Universe contains par-
ticulars, universals and mixed things (vyakti-jati-akrti). They are apprehended by
different sense faculties and by ratiocination. The same thing may be cognized in
many ways. There are mo strict distinct limits for each source of knowledge.
Dignaga opposed to this a sharp distinction between two sources corresponding to
two kinds of objectivity. The objects are either Particulars or Universals and the
sources of knowledge are, accordingly, either Sensation or Conception. Particular
and Universal are empirically (samvyavah@rika) conceived by the realists, transcen-
deatally (paramarthatah) understood by Dignaga. His Particular is the point in-
stant, the thing in itself, absolutely undifferentiated and radically different from
all constructions of the conceptive faculty of our mind. The concrete individual
thing (svabhdva-vifesa), being a meeting point of several Universals, is nevertheless
treated as a particular in European logic, for the Buddhists it is a construction
and therefore treated as a Universal cognized by inference. The presence of fire
is perceived, according to the Realists, by two sense-faculties, the visual sense and
the tactile sense, or it may also be inferred from the presence of smoke. This fire
is the conerete, empirical, physical object fire. For the Buddhists the sense of
vision apprehends only colour, the tactile sense only heat, and the distinct image
of fire ig a construction of productive imagination (kalpand), a Universal, a concep-
tion by dint of its sameness with similar points of reality and its contrast with
every thing dissimilar. Such construction by similarity and contrast is the esgence
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of indirect, conceptual or inferential knowledge. It will be seen from the examples
given by Vacaspati that even the perceptual cognitions of the form « this is
bluen, «this is a jars, «this is & cow» are treated as perceptual judgments, as
conceptions, i. e., conceiving states of mind and, therefore, inferences, ep. Tatp.,
p. 838.0, sa ca vikalpan@m gocaro yo vikalpyate, deda-kala-avastha@-bhedena cka-
tvena anusandhiyate and Udayana adds anumandtmakatvad vikalpasya. —Accor-
ding to Sigwart, Logik, II p. 395, the perceptual judgment «this is gold» is an
inference, — wsobald ich sage «es ist Gold », interpretire ich das Phimonen durch
einen allgemeinen Begriff, und vollziehe einen Subsumtions-schluss». By a broader
definition of inference all conceiving activity, all comparing knowledge (saritpya-
pramdna) is called indirect, i. e., non-sensuous cognition or inference. The Bud-
dhist view receives the name of a «radical distinction» between the sources of
our knowledge (pramanae-vyavasth@), the Realist maintains the view which is
called their «coalescence» (pramana-samplava).

§ 2. A pASSAGE OF UDDYOTAKARA'S NYAYA-VARTIKA,
ed. Calcutta, 1897 (B. I), pp. 5. 5—5.12.

(5.5). (The Buddhist) objects and maintains that the coopera-
tion? (of the different sources of our knmowledge in the cognition of
one and the same object) is impossible, since each of them has its own
special field of action. This we (Naiyayiks) deny, because we do
not admit that (each has its own special object). There is indeed such
a theory. Every source of our knowledge is supposed to have a special
object. Sensation ? apprehends particulars (only), inference ® apprehends
universals (exclusively). That alome is an object of our knowledge
which is either a universal or a particular. Sensation is not intent
upon a universal, and never is inference* intent upon a particular.’
(5.9). This we, (Naiyayiks), deny, because we do not agree (with
the reason). We neither admit that there are only two sources of
knowledge, (sensation and conception®), nor that there are only two
(quite distinct) objects of knowledge, (the particular? and the univer-

! Or mixture — samplave = sankara = ekasmin visaye sarvesdm pramini-
nam pravrttih.

2 pratyaksa, sense-perception according to the realists.

8 anumana, according to the Buddhists it includes conception.

4 The Buddhist understands «conception».

5 The Buddhist understands «the ultimate particular, the point-instant», the
Naiyayik understands the empirical concrete thing.

8 The Naiy&yik understands «sense-perception and inference».

7 1. e, the ultimate particalar. This fundamental feature of the Buddhist gys-
tem has been noticed and very well expressed by the learned editor of the Tattva-
sangraha, Introduction p. 43, — svalaksanasya avdeyatvam..., atyantika-
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sal), nor do we maintain that they cannot coalesce. Why? The sources
are four in number, (perception, inference, analogy and testimony).
The objects are of three kinds, the universal, the particular and the
individual thing as possessor! of Universals, (concrete universals).

§ 3. THE CoMMENT OF VACASPATIMISRA.

Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika, Vizian. ed. pp. 12. 16 ff., Benares ed. (1925),
pp. 17.16 £,

(12.16). There is a theory (of the Buddhists according to which
Perception is Sensation, and Inference is nothing but Conception, they
represent two originally independent sources of our knowledge), each
apprehends a special, originally independent? (element) in the cogni-
zed object. When a reference to them is made in the plural (and not
in the dual), their subdivisions are meant. (12.17). Sense-perception,
being produced by a stimulus coming from an object, is intent upon
that object, (because it is produced ® by it. But moreover) only that
thing is an object of perception whose presence invariably calls forth
its image (12.18). A Universal cannot produce the same (results, it
neither can exercise a stimulus, nor can it call forth an image of the

vibheda$ cej jater istah svaloksapat, the particular is conceived as something
unique and inexpressible, because possessing no connotation.

1 tadvot = samanyavad-visesah, it is really a «particular universal », a contra-
dictio in adjecto, just as sensation-imagination.

21t is not enough to state that perception and inference have special (visi-
sta) objects of cognition, these objects represent originally independent (bhinna)
elements, since empirically there is an element of sense perception when we infer
the presence of fire on the hill, and there is an element of constructive thought in
every percept, thus pratyaksayor anumanayor va samplave na badhakam uktam
(visista-sabdena), tathapi vijattya - pramana - samplata - nirakarana - paro’ yam
granthah (V).

3 It is not enough to mention that cognition is intent on the object (artha-
gocaras) in order to imply that it is produced (artha-samarthya-samuttha) by it.
This would be the standpoint of the Naiyfyiks and the Universals would be in-
cluded among the causes of perception. Therefore emphasis is put upon artha-
samarthya. Only an efficient object, only a particular is a cause (hetw) producing
perception. This again is not enough, becaunse there is always a plurality of causes.
Therefore that cause alone is the object which calls forth in our cognition its own
image (akdra-adhayaka) (V).

4 Lit., p. 12, 17—18. «That object alone is the field of perception which obli-
ges its own knowledge-refiex to conform with a positive concomitance and its con-
traposition». — jfiana-pratibhasa = jiiana-akara (V); aniyata-pratibhdsa is meant
in the sense of N. b. ¢, p. 8.8.
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object), since it is altogether devoid of any kind of (direct) causal
efficiency.? (12.19). (Nor can the empirical ? Particular, which is the
meeting point of several Universals, do it. But the transcendental)
Particular can. This alone is (pure reality), reality in the ultimate
sense, (the thing in itself), because the essence of reality (according
to the Buddhists) is just the faculty of being causally efficient. (12.20).
It is a point-instant (in time-space, it transcends empirical space and
empirical time?), it is just the thing in itself shorn of all its exten-
sions.# It is not an extended body.® The ultimate reality is not a thing
which is one and the same in different points of space.® Nor has it
duration through different instants of time. Therefore sense cogni-
tion,” (sensation) apprehends the point-instant of reality,® (the effi-
ciency moment, the thing in itself, which alone?® possesses the faculty
of affecting our sensitivily).!

(12.22). That a Particular (of this kind) should also be cognized
(by the conceiving, synthetic, faculty of our mind, or) by inference, is
impossible. (The sphere of absolute particulars is not the sphere of
inference). The latter cognizes relations,™ and relations are of two
kinds only, (either logical or real), either Identity or Causation.’? In
an absolute particular no relation can be found. (Uniformally) related '3

1 This is against the Naiyayiks who admit that sense perception apprehends
the particular and the Universals inhering in it as well, thus admitting a complex
(samplava), qualified perception which the Buddhist denies as sense-perception;
visista-visayatvam abhipretye siminyasya pratyaksa-avisayatvam uktam (V).

2 samvyavehdriam svalaksanam (P), = vyavah@ra-matra-visayah—avastaram
(V). sa@mvyavahirikah = anddi-vasana-vasitah (N. Kandali, p. 279. 15).

3 artha-kriya-samarthyena eva vastutva-vyavasthapanat, kimartham tasye de-
Sady-ananugamah? (V). — deSa-kzla-ananugatam vicara-saham ity arthah (P).

4 asadharana.

5 qdesmtmaka.

6 desato 'nanugamena.

7 pratyaksam.

8 svalaksana = ksana.

9 artha-kriya-siddhy-artham tad-abhidhanam (V).

10 Lit,, p. 12.20—22. «This alone is its own non-shared (read asadharanam)
essence, that there is ultimate reality of the one which possesses an un-spatial
Ego by not being extended (zranugama) in space (or by not being repeated in space),
and there is momentariness by not running through (ananugama) time».

1 grhita-pratibandha-hetukom.

13 Causation between «strings of events» (sant@ne) is also constructed, cp.
N.b. ., p. 69.

13 protibandhah siminya-dharma@v asrayate.
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are always two Universals. (12.24). (But a real Universal is an impos-
sibility)! A thing cannot represent a unity and reside in different
places, at different times and in different conditions. (12.25). (Since
Universals are thus illusory realities, and inferential knowledge has to
deal with Universals only, does this mean that their knowledge is
altogether objectless??). The Universalsare indeed (not realities ®), they
are logical constructions produced by a congenital capacity (of our Rea-
son*); we must admit that their objective existence in the external world,
belongs (only) to the domain of our inferential knowledge, it is either
a dialectical (superstructure upon reality) or an objectivized image.®
(12.26). Their essence,® indeed, (is not positive, but relative, since
they always contain) a correlative negation” (This is proved by
three® facts), 1) (reality is not their essential attribute), they are
positive and negative,” 2) (although internal mental constructions
they have) resemblance with external reality, and 3) they are distinet 1

1 paramdrthasat samanyam vicgra-asaham (P), kartsnya-ckadeda-vriti-nirasat
(V); the Buddhists admit a vyavrtti-rizpam, alikam, angdi-vikalpa-vasana-vasitam
samanyam.

2 tat kim, samdnyasya asativat, svalaksane ca protibandha-groha-asambhavad
anumdnam nirvisayam eva? (P).

8 vikalp@dhisthanam = (vikalpa)-visayo likam it yivet (V).

4...... adhisthanam vikelpakarasya va alikasye bahyatvam anumana-go-
caro... V. thinks that altkabahyatvam and vikalpakaratvam refer to two different
ideas (matintaram), the first refers to an objectivized image, the second, as is seen
from the sequel, — to a dialectical superstructure, having indirect reality.

5 Lit., p. 12.23—26. «That indeed is caused by the apprehended mark of a
(uniform) tie. And the tie consisting in identity-with-that and origination-from-that
cannot be grasped in a particular as its object, it thus reposes on two Universals.
And the one Universal cannot reside in different places, times and conditions.
Therefore it is the place of construction originating from a beginningless Force, it
must be assumed that the sphere of inference is the externality of a (dialectically)
constructed form or an ohjectivized image (altkasyc)». 6 nistha — svariipam.

7 anya-vyavrtti—apoka, anya-vyavrits-nistham=—pratiyogi-nisedha-svaripam.

8 Cp. the somewhat different formulation of the three points T3t p., p. 340.6 ff,,
translated in Appendix V.

9 Cp. Bain, Logic, I. 54 ff. — Existence, is not their essence, their asadh@-
rana-dharma, in contradistinction from an ultimate particular (svalaksana) in
which existence is inherent, which is only positive, since we cannot say «something
is not», becanse this wsomething» is nothing but mere existence, pure reality.
Cp. Tatp., p. 338.1 and F. Brentano, Psychologie, II, p. 49 ff.

10 niyate-pratibhasa = niyata-akara as in N, b, t., p. 70. 6, = anya-vygorttya;
it is exactly the opposite of niyata-pratibhasa in N.b. 1., p. 8—9, where it is ==
arthena, indriyena va, niyamita,
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images, (i. e., they contain a sharp distinction from, or negation of,
all other things).

(As regards the first point the argument can be thrown into the
form of the following syllogism).

(Major premise). Whatsoever can alternately be affirmed
and denied (has no existence in itself, but becomes existent rela-
tively), as distinguished from something else.

(Example). As, e.g., the fact of not being a body of limited
dimensions.! It is found in consciousness (which is not impene-
trable and) exists, and in the horns on the head of a hare which
do not exist (and therefore are also not a body).

(Minor premise). A (Universal, being) a mental construec-
tion? can be alternately affirmed and denied, «there is a jarw,
«there is no jarn

(Conclusion). («Jar» is not existence «in itself», it exists
relatively to other things).

(Verification). If «jar» were existence in itself?® the words
«it is» would never be used, being superfluous; nor would the
words «it is not» he possible, because they would contradict
(the existence which would then be included in the thing «jar»). If
it were non-existence in itself, the same consequence would follow.*

(18.4). (As to the second point, it should be noticed that the Uni-
versal) is devoid of every direct efficiency, it is an (imagined) illu-
sive Ens. There is no sameness between it and the point of absolute
reality (vepresented by the element «this», so as to produce the
perceptual judgment «fhis is a cown), except the fact that both exclude ®
the negation («non-cow»).®

(18.5). (As to the third point, it must be noticed that) the distinct
image of «a cow», and the definite connotative designation «a cown,
would never be possible without (having present in the mind its)
distinctions ” from horses or other (animals).8

1 amuria. 2 yikalpa-gocaro. 8 asadharano-bhivo.

4 Cp. Bradley, Logic, p. 121, «It may be, after all, that everything eign just
80 far a8 «it is not», and again «is not» just so far as it «is».

5 Instead of manyate’ nya-vy@vrtieh read anyato’ nya-vydvrtteh or anyatra
vydvrtteh.

6 Cp. Bradley, ibid. «If everything thus has its discrepant in itself, then
every thing in a sense must be its own discrepancy».

7 Cp. Bradley, ibid. «Everything is determined by all negation».

8 Lit., p. 13.5. «And the definite idea and designation «cow» not without the
exclugion of horse etc.». — What is here called niyata buddhih refers to the game
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(18.6). Therefore the Universal is nothing but the Negation of
the Correlative,! it is (therefore) an internal? (mental construction,
but related to external reality, since in our behaviour) we do not
notice the difference? it is quasi-included in external reality* and
thus gives reality ® to our (conceptual, or) inferential knowledge. (18. 7).
Being thus indirectly connected with external reality, it has efficacy,’
it becomes consistent experience.” Although it is an illusion of reality,
it is nevertheless a source of right knowledge, in so far it belongs to
a man who thinks (and acts) consistently.®

(18.9). Thus it is that the particular (as the ultimate reality) is
not the object on which inference (or conception) is intent. That
sensation, on the other hand, is not intent on Universals, has already
been pointed out. Nor is there any other source of knowledge (except
these two, sensation and conception). Whatsoever (has a claim to
be) a source of right cognition is included in these two, or, if it is
not included in them, it is not a source of right knowledge. Nor is
there any other object of cognition different from the particular,
(vie. the ultimately particular) and the Universal, (there is no mixed
entity in the cognition of which) both sources of our knowledge could
participate.

thing which above p. 12. 27 was designated as néyata-pratibh@sa. It is evident that
niyate is here used in the sense of «distinct», niyata-pratibhdsa = niyat@ bud-
dhih = niyata-akara, not in the sense of «limited» niyats = arthena indriyena va
niyamite 88in N. b. t., p. 8. 9 and 8. 20, ¢p. above, p. 305 n. 10.

1 gnya-vygvrtti-ripam.

2 abahyam.

3 pahya-bheda-agrahat, i.e, we do not think that «a cow» is not an exter-
nal object.

4 bahyatvena avasiyamanam.

5 pravartayati.

6 prapayat.

7 samvidakam sat.

8 Qur conceptnal knowledge is thus & dream accompanying real facts. This
theory will be expounded with more detail in Appendix V.— Lit.. p. 13. 6—8.
«Therefore the Universal whose essence is distinction from the different (anya-
vyavrtts), being non-external, being plunged in the external through non-percep-
tion of the difference from the external, directs inference towards the external;
and by being indirectly tied up to the external, it makes us reach the external;
being consistent, although wrong, it is, by being located in the cognizer, a means
of right knowledge ».
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§ 4. Tee ANSWER OF UDDYOTAKARA.
Nyaya-vart., pp. 5. 9—14.

(5.9). This is wrong! We do not admit it. We, first of all, do not
admit (the limitation) of two sources of knowledge, nor of two kinds
of object, nor of the impossibility of their mixture. Why? The sources
of our knowledge are, indeed, four in number, (perception, inference,
analogy and testimony). The objects are of three kinds, the particu-
lars, the universals and their mixture. (5.11). A mixt (knowledge) is
possible in that sense that the same object can be apprehended by
any source of knowledge, as e. g, by the senses (etc). (5.12). A
sense faculty is a source of knowledge, it illumines, (as it were), the
objects. Sometimes it is limited, sometimes mixed. It is limited, e. g.,
in the cognition of odours (which can be apprehended by one sense
faculty only). It is not limited in the cognition of solid bodies which
are cognized by two senses, (by vision and touch). As regards the
perception of Existence or of the fact of possessing attributes, (i. e., the
Categories of Substance and Quality), this is cognized by every sense.

§ 5. CoMMENT OF VACASPATIMISRA.
Tatp., p. 13.12—13.

(18.12). In saying «this is wrong!» (the author of the Vartika)
rejects (the Buddhist theory) and explains (the reasons for doing it).
That the theory is really such, (i. e., wrong), will be (repeatedly) sta-
ted here, (in the course of this our work).

(Remark of Udayana, p. 114). If the Universal is unreal and
the Absolute Particular alone ultimately real, the latter cannot be
mixed with the former, because a combination of the real with the
unreal is impossible. (The empirical individual thing is thus founded
on an absurdity). The author says, «that this theory is wrong, (will be
proved later on)». He wishes to say that the path (of Buddhist philosophy)
leads into great depths (and cannot be lightly dealt with at present).

(Remark of Vardhamana, ibid.). Since the (Buddhist) onslaught
leads into great depths, if the author would undertake to refute it
here, it would make his text very heavy (reading )!

1 This is the first short statement of Buddhist Idealism in the Tatparya-
tika. Its different phases will be repeatedly expounded and refuted in detail in
the course of the work wheresoever the opportunity of doiug it will present itself,
cp. pp. 88 &, 100 £, 127 ff., 144 £, 182 ff,, 268 ff, 338 f,, 379.25 ff,, 463 f.
etc. etc. These subtlest Naiydyiks, Udayana and Vardhamana, deemed Buddhist
philosophy an «impervious path », gahanah panthah.
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The Theory of Mental Sensation
(manasa-pratyaksa).






The theory of Mental Sensation,

L

Preliminary.

The genesis of sensation according to the Abhidharms can be represented thus
(cp. my Central Conception, p. 54 ff.), —

1-t current 2-d current 3-d current
the object the organ of sense or the Mind
(visaya) nervous matter (vijfiana = manas)
AN (indriya) v
AN 1 /s
AN ! /
N | y
N | s
AN | s
A | P
Nt/

O — — meeting point (frayan@m sannipa-
j tal), sensation (sparia).
|
O — — feeling (vedana).
|
!

O — — image (semjiia).

The moment of sensation (sparda) has 1) a homogeneous cause (cause materi-
alis = samanantara-pratyaya)in the preceding moment of the Mind, or of conscious-
ness in general, including latent consciousness, 2) a predominant cause (causa
efficiens = adhipati-pratyaya), in the special sense-organ (indriya), and 3) an object-
cause (alambana-pratyaya), say, in a patch of colour for the sense of vision. The
interconnection of these cooperating elements is imagined in early Buddhism
according to the prevailing view of causality (pratitya-samutpide) as functions of
one another, as cooperators or cooperating forces (samstara = sambhitya kirinah),
because a cause never works alone (na kimeid ekam ekasmat). The elements are
not pulling one another, but appearing contiguously (nirantara-utpanna) as func-
tions of one another. In Mahdyana the conception is radically changed. All ele-
ments of existence have only relative (Sinya) reality, as «the long and the short»
(dergha-hrasva-tot), ep. my Nirvina, p. 80 ff. The separation of the unique
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current of consciousness into subject and object is already an impntation (@ropa =
kalpani = grahya-grihaka-kalpans). Instead of the three real currents produ.
cing together sensation in early Buddhism, we now have in the Sautrantika-Yoga-
cara school only two constructed ones. Their cooperation can be represented in the
following table, —

Moments of Moments of
the object consciousness
| ]
: !
' z
! s
L O=—— [
—— |
2. Oz \6 A. pure sensation both s yet in-
;o cluding no
l \\\\__ l synthesis,
3. O=— === B. mental sensation nirvikalpaka.
P !
i T —— { eye . . . .
i ~— | cogoition including synthesis with
; o C. the following moments, savikal-
| i paka, i. e., image.
| %
i i

1 is the object (@ambana-pratyaya) of A; it is also the substrate (up@dana)
of 2; it precedes A in time.

2 is the object (@lambana = visaya == gocara) of B, but it is contemporaneous
with A; it is also the substrate of 8, it precedes B in time.

3 and its continuation are the ohject of the constructed image (savikalpaka),
they represent the duration (sant@na) of the object 1—2—3 ete,

A is produced by 1; it is contemporaneous with 2; it is the substrate-cause
(samanantara-pratyaye) of B, it follows in time upon 1.

B is produced by 2 in collaboration (sahakarin) with A which is its substrate;
it is also a flash containing no synthetic imagination and therefore not capable of
illusion or mistake; it is contemporaneons with 3 and follows upon 2 in time,

3 and the following moments, as well as C and its following moments, represent
the paralle] duration (sant@na) of the object and of its qualified cognition.

= stalaksanam = prathama-ksanah=rupa-ksandniarasye upadanam=—=in~
driya-vijfiana-visayah — tasya ca dlambanam = nirvikalpaka-jonalam.

2 = ripa-ksanantaram = prathama - ksanasya upiddeyam — uttara-ksanah —
nirvikalpaka -jAGna- samana-kalah = mirvikalpake- indriya-vijfidsyasya sahakars
(manasa pratyaksa-utpada-kriy@m prati) = manasa-pratyaksa-visayah = tasya ca
alambanam = manasa-pratyaksa-janakam.

3 ete. = santana.

A = indriyaja-vigAanam = svalaksana-glombitam = samanantara-pratyayoh
(manasa-pratyaksam prati) = rapa-ksenantarasya schakari — vifadabham = nir-
vikalpaka-pratyaksam.

B = mano-vijiignam = manasi-karah = rupa-ksanantara-alambitam = rigpa-
ksan@ntara-sahak@ring indriya-vijfidnena janstam = nirvikalpokam — vidadg-
bham =manasa-pratyaksam.
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C == savikalpakam jAdnam = santGnalambitam = adhyavasdyatmakam = sG=
ripyatmakam = anya-vydvrtti-rijpam = anumandimakam == nirvikalpaka-jfigna=
utpannatvdt pratyaksem api.

In the now following translations from the Tippani, from Vicaspatimi§ra’s
Nyaya-kanikd,and from Jamyafi-shadba’s Blo-rigs a vivid pincture can be
gathered of the comtroversies that raged in India and Tibet on this interesting
problem of a gap between a simple reflex and a constructed mental image, a problem
not yet solved by modern epistemology.

IL

The Nyaya-bindu-tika-tippani on the Theory of
Mental Sensation.
(N.b. t-tippani, ed. B. B., pp. 29. 15—31. 11).

(29. 15). Further, is it sure that as long as the outer sense faculty?
is engaged, the existence of a mental feeling (concerning the same
object) is excluded? Answering this question (Dharmottara)
says, «as long as the sense of vision is engaged whatever (bit) of
cognition (of the presence) of a patch of colour (in our ken) we may
have, necessarily depends on that sense (alone)».?

(30.1). The following question is then raised. Although two homo-
geneous cognitions cannot exist at the same moment, (two heteroge-
neous ones can). Therefore a sensation of the outer sense® may exist
at the first moment (and continue to exist) in the second moment when
a mental feeling will (also) arise, notwithstanding the fact that the
organ of vision will continue to be engaged?* To this Dharmot-
tara’s) answer is as follows. «(This is impossible, since) otherwise,
says he, no such sensation as depends (exclusively) on the sense of
vision would at all exist»? (i. e., there will be no pure sensation, no
simple reflex althogether, there will always be a germ of mental
synthesis present).

(80.3). What he means is this. If we assume that in the second
moment (the outer sense, e. g.), the sense of vision, is engaged just as
it is engaged in the first moment, its function will also be the same, it

1 caksusi.

2 sarvendriy@sritam in 29. 16 is meant for sarvam indrydsritam janam.
8 indriya-vijidnam.

4 pyaparavati calsusi.

% Cp. N. b. 1, p.10. 21,
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will make the object present in our ken; why indeed should then pure
sensation not arise in the second moment also, why should not both
moments receive the same name of a sensation of the outer sense (or
of pure sensation)??

(30.5). Another question is then asked. If mental sensation? is
really something different from pure sensation,® this must be estab-
lished by positive facts, by observation, (experiment * or other proofs).
(If that cannot be done), then its definition, so far it is not at all
founded on facts® will be (useless, it will be as though) non existent.
(Dharmottara) answers® «the existence of snch mental sensation
is a postulate of our system, there are no facts to prove its existence».”
In describing the character of this (mental sensation) as something
simjlar to sensation in general® and in stating that its existence is
assumed as a postulate of the (whole) systeme, Dharmottara re-

1 Lit., p. 80. 3—5. « When the eye is engaged, why, for sure, should cognition
by the outer sense not arise, (a cognition) homogeneous, since the second moment
would (also) be making amenable to sense? therefore why should not both be called
sensations of the outer sense?».— We would expect yogyi-karane instead of yogya-
karane = s@ksat-karint, cp. above p. 8.10. Dharmottara says, p. 10.22 ff, that
if we do not admit, or postulate, a difference in kind between the first and the se-
cond moment of sensation, there will be no pure sensation of the outer sense alto-
gether. The Tipp. explaing this as meaning that either both moments will equally
be pure sensation or none. Dh. insists that we have no empirical proof of the exi-
stence of mental sensation in the second moment of perception, because we cannot
isolate it and observe it, but if we will not assnme its existence, the whole system
falls asunder, since the system requires a radical difference between the world of
pure sense and the constructions of imagination. The arguments in favour of the
existence of mental sensation imagined by Jianagarbha and others Dharmot-
tara does not admit as valid, cp. below.

2 manasam pratyaksam.

3 ¢ndriya-jii@nat.

4 As hag been pointed out in the Intreduction Dharmakirti establishes the
existence of pure sensation by what may be called a real experiment (pratyaksa)
in introspection, pratyaksam kalpanapodham pratyaksenaive sidhyati.

5 yavata pramandsiddham eva.

6 N. b. t, p. 11. 1.

7 Mallavidi, f. 31, introduces this passage thus, nanu indriya-vijfiana-vya-
tirikta-laksenakasya adarsonat laksanam ayuktam evety G8ankyGha etac cetyadi
(p. 11.1). The existence of a mental sensation following immediately on the sen-
sation of the outer sense is thus regarded as something transcendental (§in-tu lkog-
pa = atyanta-paroksa).

8 indriya-vijfiana-sadrsa.
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pudiates the argument adduced by Jfianagarbhal and others for
the sake of establishing its existence, (viz., the argument that) mental
constructions spring up? (from mental sensation which is something
intermediate between pure sensation and conception). (He repudiates
this argument) indirectly,® (without mentioning it), simply by emphasi-
zing* (that no direct proof is needed).

(30. 9). They, indeed, give the following explanation. Both the pure
sensation and the mental one arise while the sense of vision is ope-
rating. It is not right to maintain that two sensations cannot exist at
the same time, because two sensations of the same sense really can-
not, but not two sensations of two different senses. It has been estab-
lished (in the Abhidharma) that six (different sensations) can exist
simultaneously.’ Therefore (there is no impossibility that) two sen-

1 Acsrys Jhanagarbha is the author of & short treatise Satya-dvaya-
vibhanga-karika and its vptti. A block print of its Tibetan translation, prin-
ted at the monastery of Bde-chen-lhun-grub-glis (Aga in Transbaikalia)is in
my posession. There is in the Bstan-hgyur, Mdo v. 28, only a commentary on it, the
Satya-dvaya-vibhanga-pafijik®, by Santiraksita. Whether it is the same
person as the celebrated Acarya Bodhisattyva is donbted by Tiranatha, ¢p. his
text p. 163. Tsofi-kha-pa denies it, cp. Legs-biad-siiifibo, . 70b. 2. Kariki 14
(mtla f, 2, vrttif. 7) deals with causality in the nsnal Madhyamika style—«a maanifeld
Ens is npeither produced from s manifold, nor from & unity, nothing is prodaced from
a unity, nor a unity from a manifold». The vrtsi explains, that if many causes did
not prodnce many things, they would cease to be causes, since every cause, in order
to be a cause, must produce something. The perception of colour, being produced by
a double cause, the sense of vision and the intellect (samanantara-pratyaya = ma-~
nas), the result is also double, as containing a sensation and a conception. On the
other hand, the percept of & colour is a unity (ekam vijfianom). As a Madhyamika
the author evidently rejects the momentarines of being (ksanikalve and svalaksana),
he conditionally may admit the parallel run of sensation aud thought. It seems that
some of those logicians who were Madhyamikas at heart admitted the possibility
of a parallel similtaneous run of semsation and thought, but not Haribhadra,
cp. below, p. 339 n., and this has given rise to much controversy inIndia and Tibet,
as will be seen from the Blo-rigs of Jamyafi-shadba, translated below. In the
Tattvas., p. 391, Santirakgita and Kamaladila admit heterogeneons causation,
cp. also Parisuddhi, p. 609 ff.

2 yikalpodayat are evidently the first words of a karika by JiiZnagarbha or
some of his followers, it is repeated below, p. 30.17, in the werds sam@na-jatiya-
vikalpodayat.

8 bhangya. 4 gvadhdranad eva.

5 According Abh, Kofa-bh., I.28, a great number of mental dharmas can
arise simultaneously. The idea of the Sinkhyas is also that different sensations o
different senses may be present to the mind simultaneously, the idea of the
Naiy&yiks is that this is quite impossible.
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sations (of different origin), of different senses, should arise simulta-
neously.

(30.12). Nor is it right to maintain that mental sensation, since
it is not apprehended as existing separately, does not exist at-all. (Its exi-
stence is proved by the fact that)in the next moment something homoge-
neous with it, viz., the image of the blue patch of colour? is present
to the mind. 1f there were (nothing intermediate), no mental sentation,
then the constructed image of the blue * patch, which immediately follows
in its track? could not arise. A mental construction can arise out of
something homogeneous with it, out of something mental® not out
of a quite heterogeneous simple reflex.* (30.15). Just as when a patch
of blue is apprehended® (by the senses in the stream of thought
called) Devadatta, the judgment® «this is blue» is produced (in the
same person), not in the (different) stream called Yajiadatta. The
difference between mental sensation? and the enduring phenomenon
of a mental image® is not the same, (not so radical), as between the
two streams of (passive) pure sensitivity and of the stream of a
(spontaneous) mentality.® Indeed, both (the mental sensation and the
mental image) do not represent (passive pure) sensitivity, both are
called mental.

(30.17). Our reply to the upholders of this theory is as follows.
You maintain that a mental construction ° must arise out of something
homogeneous with it, and you deduce from that the necessary existence
of a mental (element, although unobservable directly). This deduction is
unwarranted, because experience proves™ that things can (also) originate
out of elements heterogeneous from them. This can be established by

1 mila-vikalpa; thus the perception of a definite colour is considered to be a
mental construction by way of contrasting the blue with the non-blue; it is also a
perceptual judgment «this is bluen.

2 tat-prstha-bhai.

8 manasatmano.

4 indriya-vijfandt.

5 grhite.

S nigeayo.

7 ma@nasa- viz. pratyaksa.

8 mano-vikalpa-santana.

9 mano-vijiGna-sant@na, in the opinion of Jhin agarbha it is a santdna, in
the opinion of Dharmottara it is a ksana. Instead of tathendriy@...... bhinnatvat
read yathendriya. .. bhinnatvom na tatha. . .

10 wikalpa.
11 darsanat.
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positive and negative examples! Nor is the origination of a mental
element possible as long as (the stream of consciousness) is engaged
in a visual reflex. Indeed, we never have experienced the simultaneous
appearauce of two simple reflexes,® two bare sensations, of the same
patch of blue colour at once. This has never been witnessed.

(31.1). Therefore a constrncted image® can be called forth by a
simple reflex * (or pure sensation), not withstanding it is heterogeneous.
Consequently the production of a mental image does not prove the
existence of a mental (element in the form of a mental sensation).
(831.2). Nor is it right to maintain that a simple reflex and a mental
image® belong to two different streams of existence® just as the two
(personal) streams called Devadatta and Yajfiadatta are. (If that were
the case), it would make? the origination (of the mental image) from
the quite heterogeneous simple reflex impossible. (31. 4). Both (pheno-
mena, the bare sensation and the constructed image), belong to the same
stream of consciousness; we must therefore necessarily admit the (par-
tially) heterogeneous origin of the mental image, because (Dharma-
kirti), the author of the Vartika,? has stated,

«When the one, (the simple reflex), is apprehended, (the other fea-
will tures) also will apprehended, they be appear by the force of a
conscious (germ)® and by the force of memory which has ist own
function to achieven.

Here in the words «a conscious (germ)» just a simple reflex*° is
referred to, not something mental.** (31. 8). And therefore if it is asked
how can a constructed mental image, (i. e.), something remembered,
be called forth by a simple (passive) reflex, (we answer, that this is
possible), because heterogeneous origin (is also possible). (31.9). Nor

1N. Kagiks, p. 121.11, gives the example of the cognition of something
refreshing which follows in the track of a sensation of white colour produced by a
piece of camphor, white colour and refreshment are heterogenous.

2 nirvikalpakayor. 3 vikalpakasya.

4 indriya-eijiianad eva. 5 savikalpaka-nirvikalpakayor.

6 bhinna-santana-vartitvam.

7 The cheda before yena must be dropped, and one after na syat inserted.

8 Not found in Pr.-virt., but Pr.-vinidcaya (Co-ni, f. 168% 8) has — don
mthofi-ba-Aid mthofi-ba-la, myofi-bai-mithu-las byun-ba-yi, dran-pasmihor-bar hdod-
pa-yis, tha-silad rab-tu kjug-pa-yin. (A. Vostrikeff).

9 samuit-sGmarthya.

10 indriya-vijfianam eva.
11 m@nasam.
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would it be right to assume that the mentioning of consciousness!
(in the above aphorism of Dharmakirti) refers to something
mental? (not to pure sensitivity), since the point at issue? (in this
passage) is whether pure passive sensitivity* (without any mental
spontaneity) can guide our purposive actions® and whether it can
be reckoned as a source of right knowledge. (31.10). Indeed, how is
it possible to consider a simple passive reflex® to be a source of right
cognition? (O, yes!). It is (a source of right knowledge), if it accom-
plishes its own function. And its function is just the function of
evoking a mental image of its own object.”

Consequently this (argument of Jiianagarbha and consorts) is
negligible® because 2 mental construction can be evoked from a hetero-
geneous source, (from a simple reflex).

I

The Nyaya-kanika of Vacaspatimifira on the
theory of Mental Sensation.
(Reprint from the Pandit, p. 120. 7—120. 17).

(120.7). We (Buddhists®) do not favour (the theory according to
which) the Mind is a special organ ® (of sense), an organ to be put on
the same line as the organ of vision etc)* But we maintain (that the
Mind is a stream of thought, and in that stream) every preceding mo-

1 sanwet.
2 manasam.
3 cintyatvdt.
4 sndriya-vijfianasya.
5 yyavahdrena.
8 indriya-vijfignasya.
7 svavisaye vikalpa-janakatvam.
8 yat kimcett.
9L e, the Yogdcara-Sautrantika school, ep. Tatp., p. 97. 1. The other Hina-
yanists reckon 6 organs of sense, 5 of the outer senses and one of the inner sense.
They also have a series of 22 indriyas, but then these organs have quite a diffe-
rent function, cp. Abh. Ko#a, 1. 48. The realists, Nysya, Vaisegika, Mimdmaaka,
and the Sankhyas characterize manas, the Mind, as a sixth organ. The Madhya-
mika-Buddhists and the Vedantins, very characteristically, fall in line with the
realists. According to W. Ruben, Die Nydyasfitras, An, b5, b6, the author of
these stitras did not regard manas as au indriya, but according to the Bhiigya, he
admitted 5 outer and one inner sense, jus as the other realists.
10 kimeid indriyantaram cp. Tatp., p. 97. 28 £
1 caksuradivat,
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ment is (the cause, viz.), the substrate-cause,! of the next following one.
This preceding moment, indeed, is called (by us) the «homogeneously
immediate cause». It is homogeneous as a (moment in the same
stream) of consciousness, and it is immediate, since it is separated by
nothing. (120.10). This (second moment of cognition) is created,?
(not alone by a stimulus coming from the object upon the senses,
as the first moment of sensation is, but) it is created by the next
following moment of the object® in collaboration* with the Mind,
(i. e., according to our theory) with the preceding moment of consci-
ousness, the moment of pure sensation.® This second moment of the
object i3 contemporaneous ¢ with the first moment of sensation, or
with the simple reflex, produced by the first moment of the object.
The first moment of the object is (also) the substrate-cause (or causa
materialis)? of the second moment of the same object.d (Thus there are
two consecutive moments of the object producing two consecutive mo-
ments of cognition; the latter are, a simple reflex, and a flash of men-
tal feeling). This (mental flash) comes after the moment of pure sen-
sation has passed.® It is (not an abstract mental cognition, it is
vivid® (as a sense-cognition). It has its own external object, namely
the second moment of the object, the moment which collaborates in
producing it. Such is mental sensation. It is not puare sensation ¥
(which is a simple reflex upon the outer sense), because it springs up
when the simple reflex ** is over,

(120.14). Neither (can it be characterized) as an intention upon
something internal,’® because the object upon which it is intent is the

1 upddanena.

2 janitam, p. 120.12.

3 riipa-kyana-antarena, p. 120. 11 to be corrected from réipeksana-.

4 sahak@ring, p. 120,11,

5 tndriyaja-vigidana (p. 120. 10) = nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa.

6 gamdna-kalena, p. 120. 12.

7 Tt is clear that the samanantara-pratyaya, also called upasarpana-pratyaya
is the counterpart of the samav@yi-kirana of the Naiyayiks.

8 indriyaja-(vijianasya)-visaya-ksana-upddinena = prathuma-visaya-ksana-
upadanena, viz., riipa-ksana-antarena, i. e., dvitiyena ksanena prathama-ksana-
uptdanavala.

9 uparate-indriya-vyGparasya (sc. purusasya), cp. lit. transl. below.

10 pidadabha = visadabhisa.
11 ¢ndriyajam.

13 tad-(-tndriya-)-vyapara-.
13 gntara.
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second moment of the external ohbject, this second moment of the
object being a product of its preceding, first, moment and the first
moment, (as has been just mentioned), i§ the object grasped by pure
sensation, (the object which has produced the simple reflex).!

(120.15). And it is not true that there would be no blind and no
deaf persons, (if they could perceive external objects by a reaction
upon their inner sense).? The sense faculty,” (the organs of the outer
sense), are absent with them, hence they have no pure sensation} (no
simple reflex) produced upon the senses® They, consequently, (will
have no mental sensation, since) the latter is a product® of the for-
mer. Nor can it be objected that (such a secondary mental flash) is not
a sensation. It is a sensation, because it is vivid, (it is not an abstraet
thought).”

1 The compound indriyaja-visaya.... must be aualysed thus — indriya-
Jjasya (= nirvikalpakasya) yo visayah (=svalaksanam), tasya yad vijianam (nirvi-
kalpakam), tasya (nirvikalpakasya) yo visaya-ksanalh (= svalalisanam = prathamo
visaya-ksanah), tena yaj ianitam ksan@ntaram (= ripe-ksandntaram = dviliyo
visaya-ksanah), tasya gocaratvam, tasm@t. The upshot is very simple, the second
moment of cognition apprehends the second moment of the object. But they are
not contemporaneous, since the moment of the apprehended object precedes the
moment of consciousness which apprehends it.

2 Cp. N. b. ¢, p. 10. 20.

3 indriya.

4 iffiana.

5 taj-ja-.

6 Lit. «because there i3 no substrate».

7 Lit., p. 120. 7—17. «We do not favour (the thing) called the Mind as some
other organ, the eye etc. But we say that it is just the preceding (pure) conscions-
ness, the substrate of the following one. Just this, indeed, is similar as sensation
and immediate as non-separated, it is called a homogeneonsly immediate cause.
Here it is created (janita) by another moment of colour (réipa) having as its sub-
strate (upadanena) the object-moment of that-sense-produced (tad-indryae-ja), with
whose sense-produced consciousness (v4jfi@na) as a homogeneous precedent it is
working together, having as object the moment which is its own preducer, a vividly
shining cognition (of the man) whose sense-function is over, this is mental sensa-
tion. It is not sense-produced, since it appears when the function of the latter is
passed. An it has no object in the internal, (it is not intent upon internal facts),
because it is intent (gocara) upon another moment, produced by the object-
moment of the consciousness of the object of the sense-produced, (cp. above the
analysis of the compound). Nor is there absence of the blind and deaf, becaunse
of the circumstance (-tayd) that they have no organs, (and) because through not
having consciousness by it produced, a substrate is lacking. Nor is it non-sense-per-
ception, since it shines vividly»,
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In the sequel, pp. 120.21—124.6, Vacaspatimisra, commen-
ting upon the corresponding passage of Mandanamidra’s Vidhi-
viveka, ibid, pp. 120.3—122.6, sets forth a series of arguments
against the theory of a momentary mental sensation. They all centre
in the realistic view that the object of cognition has duration, that it
is a real unity which cannot be split into moments. This unity of the
object, as Vacaspati puts it, «is consecrated by Recognition»! in the
perceptual judgment «this is the same crystal (which I have seen be-
fore)». Mandanamifra says?® «the ohject is not present to the
senses as split into moments, it appears to the senses as a unity; mo-
reover we repudiate your theory of momentariness, (or universal flow
of all existence)»® And Vacaspati winds up* the discussion by
stating, «thus it is established that the senses do not reflect separate
moments, therefore it is not possible that the intellect should grasp the
moment following upon the moment which has produced the simple
reflex, but, on the contrary,® the intellect grasps just the same object
as has been grasped by the senses».

On these grounds the Realists establish the theory of what they
call the «duplication» of the sources of our knowledge (pramana-
samplava).® The same object is apprehended twice, at first by the
senses dimly, and then a second time, by the intellect with more clarity
and distinction.

Iv

The Grand Lama Jam-yafi-shadpa on the theory
of Mental Sensation
Blo-rigs,7 £ 282 3—312. 4 (Tsu-gol).

The second (variety of direct cognition) is mental semsation (or
non-sensuous feeling of the presence of an object in our ken). Its defi-
nition, its own varieties, and the peculiarity of its genesis, these three
points, (will be examined).

1 Ibid., p. 126. 9, pratyabhiyia bhagevatt sthapayisyati (abhedam).

2 Tbid., p. 122.5—6.

8 Tsanikatva-pratiksepat.

4 Ibid., p. 126. 4—6.

5 Read %im ¢z instead of kimeid.

6 Cp. above, Appendix IL

7The Grand Lama Jam-yafi-shad-pa (Hjam-dbyafi-biad-pa Nag-
dbafi-brtson-grus) lived in the XVIIth century (1648-1722). He is the founder

28~ 38
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§ 1. DerxrTiON.

By 2 mental sensation (or non-sensuous feeling) we understand a
(peculiar) sensation of the presence of an external object, a sensation
following upon the sensation of the outer sense which itself evokes it;
it apprehends the second moment of the object seized by the (outer)
sense, and (it is also) characterized as excluding all constructive
imagination and (hence) incapable of illusion. This is its defini-
tion. The fact falling under this definition® is, (e. g), the mental
feeling ? of something blue evoked by the outer sense (of vision) when
the latter contains the reflex? of a patch of blue colour. Incidentally
the words of the definition «if is a sensation apprehending the second
moment of the object seized by the outer sense which itself evokes it»
do away with the query, whether (it is not a recollection, whether) it
apprehends its own object, an object present to it,* or whether it is not
(already) a clear and distinct cognition.’ Indeed, «The Language
of Dialectics®» says, «it is excluded that it apprehends the already
apprehended, because it seizes the second moment». Since it is (also)
defined as a moment of consciousness immediately following the prece-
ding moment (in the same stream of thought), it is distinguished from the
direct perception of the Mystic, (whose direct perception of the Absolute
is also an intelligible intuition, but not at all homogeneous with the
moment which precedes the moment of illumination). In telling that
mental sensation is produced by, (and follows on), the sensation of the
outer sense, an objection urged (upon this theory) by non-Buddhists is
answered, (the objection namely) that there would be no blind and no

of the monastery La-brang, a very celebrated seat of learning in Amdo (Esstern
Tibet), and the anthor of an enormous amount of schelastic literature very much
studied in Mongolia and Tibet.

1 mishan-gzhi,

2 shion-hdzin yid-mion.

3 sfior-sna# dbaA-mion,

* it really apprehends the moment of the object which immediately precedes
in time the moment of mental sensation, cp. above table on p. 812,

5 bead-Ses = paricchinnam jiGnam ; the definition of clear and distinct cogni-
tion i given in the Blo-rigs, 10% 2, On £. 6%, 1 This kind of cognition is mentioned
ag one of the seven different kinds of mental processes (blo-rigs).

8 Btog-ge-skad =Tarka-bhagi, a work by Mabhapandita Bhikgu
Mokgakaragupta (Cordier has Ghabriyakaragupta du grand Vihdra de Jagat-
tala)=Thar-pai-hbyuii-gnas-kyi-spas-pa; itis incorporated into the Bstan-
hgyur, Mdo, vol. 112 (ze), the passage quoted is found £, 380P. 6 (Narthang).
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deaf persons, if they could perceive external objects by a mental sensa~
tion The (same) «Language of Dialectics» has it, «since it is said that
it is a intellectual fact, (but) produced by sense-cognition. . .» beginning
with this passage up to the words—«.. by telling that it is exclusi-
vely produced by a homogeneous preceding moment, the confusion of an
(ordinary) mental feeling with the intuition of the Buddhist Saint,
(the Mystic), is excluded *». Thus it is that the fact of being a mental
sensation is necessarily subordinated to the fact of being produced by
a sensation of the outer sense. This is (also confirmed) by the «Lan-
guage of Dialectics», where it is said that «mental sensation is pro-
duced immediately after the sensation of the outer sense®».

§ 2. THE VARIETIES OF MENTAL SENSATION.

There are five varieties of mental sensation, viz., mental sensation
grasping colour (and lines), mental sensation grasping sounds, olfactory
mental sensatiou, flavorous mental sensation and tactile mental sen-
sation.

§ 3. THE PECULIARITY OF THE GENESIS OF MENTAL SENSATION.
THREE THEORIES.

The (author) of the «Mine of Logic»* (Saskya-pandita)
and his followers maintain that (there are three different solu-
tions of this problem, viz.) —

1. (First theory). At first one moment of pure sensation, (a simple
reflex produced by a stimulus sent out by the object) arises. After it
one moment of mental sensation is produced. After it, one moment of

iCp. N. b t., p.10. 20.

2 Ibid., f. 380", 6 — 3812, 1.

4 This quotation is probably an abridgement of the passage — rafi-gi yul-gyis
de-ma-thag than-cig-byed-pa-can-gyi dban-poi Ses-pa mishafis-pa-de-ma-thag-pai
rkyen-gyis bskyed-pa yid-gys rnam-par-3es-pai zhes pao, ibid.

4 Rigs-gter = Nydya-nidhi, a concise treatise in mnemonic verses by Sa-
skya-pandita Kun-dgah-rgyal-mtshan, held in high esteem by the Tibe-
tans as their oldest original exposition of Buddhist Epistemology. Copies of the Lhass,
block print are very rare, no one is available at Leningrad, but a commentary by
Rgyal-tshab is found in the Mus. As. Petr. The author lived in the XIIth cen-
tury (1182—1251) A, D. in the celebrated Sa-skya monastery, south-east of Lhasa.
He is also the founder of a sect which had many votaries and monasteries, at present
either in decay or turned over to the dominant Ge-lugs-pa sect. According to
tradition his work was originally written in sanscrit.

28b. 2

agh. 3

28b, 4
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pure sensation (again) arises, and so on, pure sensation and mental
sensation (of the object) are alternately* produced. This is, (they main-
tain), the opinion of the author of the Alamkara, (l.e,of Prajia-
karagupta)

9. (Second theory). At first one moment of pure sensation arises.
In the next moment therc is a double sensation, a pure one and a
mental one, it is the second moment of (outer) sensation, together
with the first moment of (internal) mental feeling. They are conditioned
by the immediately preceding moment of consciousness, playing the part
of a causa materialis, and the sense-faculty, playing the part of a causa
efficiens. In accordance with these conditions, (both sensations) run
simultaneously (making two parallel streams of sensation), beginning
from the second moment of pure sensation up to the end (of the per-
ceptual process). During it (we must distinguish) three elements, a
double element of sensation of the external object and one element
of internal self-comsciousness. This three-partite sense-perception is
advocated, (they maintain), by the brahmin Sankaranandas

8. (Third theory). Finally, Master Dharmottara maintains that
(a mental sensation) necessarily arises just when pure sensation is at
an end.*

From among these three theories the first and the last, (says the
author of the «Mine of Logic»), are wrong. That onc in the mid-
dle is alone the right one. It is there stated?

1 spel-ma, lit. «mixed up».

2 Pramana-virtika-alamkdra, a work by Prajiidkaragupta usually
quoted a8 Rgyan-khan-po=Alamkdropadhyaya. The work contains a
commentary on books II—IVof Dharmakirti’s Pramana-vartika and fills
up the vols 99 and 100 of the Bstan-hgyur Mdo. The author lived presumably
in the IX' century and initiated a new school in the interpretation of Dharma-
kirti’s philosophy.

3 Bram-ze Bde-byed-dgah-pa, author of an indepcudent commentary on
the Pramana-vartikaof Dharmakirti called Pramina-vartika-tika. The
work was planned on a very large scale and has been left unfinished. The extant
part ‘covers only the fixst book of Dharmakirti snd fills up vols 108 and 104 of
the Bstan-hgyur, Mdo. The author was a Kashmir brahmin, he is usnally
quoted 28 the Great Brahmin, Bram-ze chen-po.

4 dbam-miion-gyi rgyun-mthah-kho-nar; rgyun usually means duration, but
here it is apparently used in the sense of no-duration or duration of a moment.
It is just the opinion mentioned N. b. t., p. 11. 1.

5 Since no copy of the Rigs-gter is available, this quotation could be
identified only in Rgyal-tshab’s commentary, where it is found f. 918 1. The
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«Both the alternation (theory of Prajnakaragupta), and the
substitution (theory of Dharmottara) contain contradictions».
(Such is the view of Saskya-pandita and his followers)

§ 4. EXAMINATION OF THE THEORY ASCRIBED 70
PRAINAKARAGUPTA.

Now, it is wrong to impute to (the author) of the Alamkara, 2904
(Prajiakaragupta), the alternation theory. Not in a single Tibe-
tan translation of the commentary and sub-commentary on this work
can it be found.

(Khai-dub)? in his «Elucidation of the seven Trea-
tises» says,«That the anthor of the Alamkara favoured the alter-
nation theory, (according to which the moments of pure and of mental
sensation follow one another in turns), this is founded exclusively upon
a tradition current among scholars. Not in a single work, as far as
they are translated in Tibetan, does it appear, neither in the text of
the Alamkara itself nor in the literature following it».

And (Rgyal-tshab) in his Comment upon the «Mine of ags5
Logic» # says, «the alternation theory is not to be found in the trans-
lations of the Alamkara existing at present». It seems that the
alternation theory is a great mystification? because it is pregnant of

full title of this commentary is Tshad-ma-rigs-gter-gyi rnam-b3ad legs-

par-bfad-pai sfifi-po, but it is also kuown under the abridged title of Rigs-

gter-dar-tik; we read there — Rgyan-gyi bzhed-pai spel-ma-daii-ni Chos-
o © e} ]

mchog-gis brhed-pai rgyun-gyi mthah-mar geig-kho-nar skye-ba giis-ka-la-yaf
a a Q o] ¢ © 0
g%od-byed yod-par thaly etc. The words marked by o will make np together the
[o] [<]

verse quoted.

1Mkhas-grub, a pupil of TsoT-kha-pa; the work quoted is a commentary
upon the seven logical treatises of Dharmakirti, its full title is Tshad-ms-
sde-bdun-gyi rgyaun yid-kyi mnn-sel, the passage is found on f. 117%.4 of
the block print made in the Aga monastery, Bde-chen-lhun-grub-glif.
Tson-kha-pa (1857—1419), the founder of the now dominant sect, had three
celebrated pupils, Gyal-tshab (Rgyal-tshab, 1364—1462), Khai-dub {Mkhas-
grub, 1385—1438) and Gendundub (Dge-bdun-grnb, 1391—1474). The latter
was the first Dalai Lama. All have written logical works. The Commentaries
of Rgyal-tshab are renouned for original and deep thought, they are usnally
called dar-tik==vistara-4ika’s, those of Khai-qub are distinguished by detailed
discussion, they are called tik-chen=mahatika’s,

2 Rigs-gter-dar-tik, f. 917 6 (Aga).

8 tha-chad.
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many mistakes and it contradicts the standpoint of Pramana-
vartika, (although everyone pretends) to speak from this very stand-
point. (If it be objected that) this is not clear, (that the Pramaya-
vartika is not explicit enough, we will answer that), (on the alter-
nation theory) the alternately arising sensations (of the outer sense)
will not be able to apprehend the object continually, just because the
moments of the outer and the inner sense will be mixed up. And it is
also impossible to admit (that there will be a continuous apprehension
also on the alternation hypothesis), because it is stated in the Pra-
mana-vartika? «if a thing would be apprehended in turns, we
would not have the experience of its continuous contemplationn.
(Moreover the contention) that the Alamkara favours the alter-
nation theory cannot be correct, because (we know that) it assumes
simultaneity of the sensations of the outer and inner senses, (their pa-

2 rallel run). That this is really so? (follows out of the circumstance that)

this Master did admit in mental sensation a germ of constructive
thonght,* and he did not deem it a contradiction to admit the simul-
taneous existence of pure sensation® with constructive thought. Indeed,
he delivers himself as follows, «the element® «this» (of the judgment
«this is that») which arises in us with regard to something lying in
our ken before we have recognized” in it (an habitual object), we
reckon as a mental sensation, since its (function) is to make the thing
present to our senses®». It is also true that Dharmottara has
a quarrel® with him (on this point), as will be detailed later on.

If we compute the elements present in such sense-perception (as
ascribed to the aunthor of the Alamkara), we will really find that
they are three, (viz. an element of pure sensation or simple reflex, an
element of mental feeling including some imagination, and the element

1 ma-grub-na.

2 Pr. vart, ch. IIT (on sense-perception), karika 256, f. 183b, 2 in the Aga
block-print.

8 der-thal.

4 rtog-pa geig = kalpand kacid.

5 dbafi-miion dus-su, lit., «that at the time of sensation of the {outer) sense
gonstruction is produced»,

8 Ses-pa == jiliGnam in the sense of idamtd-jAanam.

7 goms-las mdun-na gnas-pa-las = abhyisat prig evasthinat, this evidently
refers to anabhydsa-dasi-gpannam jAznam, cp. TEtp., p. 8—9.

8 This quotation could not yet be identified.

# Cp. N.b. t., p. 11. 1 and the Tipp. translated here.
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of self-consciousness). (However) this theory (of the author) of the
Alamkara cannot be accepted (as a correct account of the part) of
the senses (in perception), because, as a consequence? of it, we will be
obliged to admit the presence of (a germ) of constructive imagination
in direct cognition? (i.e, in a simple reflex), whereas (our best autho-
rities), the Sutra® and the Virtika, establish that sensation, (i.e., the
part of the senses in cognition, or the simple reflex) does not contain
any mental construction. This and other objections (can be made
against this theory). However, from the stand-point of the Extreme
Relativists, (the Prasangika-Madhyamikas), it will be
quite acceptable*

§ 5. EXAMINATION OF THE THEORY ASCRIBED TO
SANEARANANDA.

Further, it is not true that the (Great) Brahmin favoured the
theory imputed to him (by Saskya-pandita), because neither the
translation of his works nor the authorities of the Holy Land® point
to it as favoured by him. It is a bare affirmation (on his part). Khai-
dub) in his «<Elucidation of the Seven Treatises» says}
«It is a mere tradition among the ancient (teachers) that the Great
Brahmin favonred such a view. Not in any of the Tibetan translations
of his works is the source (of this mistake) to be found». Moreover, you
(Saskya-pandita) assume that this (sensuous part of cognition
which you imagine as having been analyzed by Sankarananda)
necessarily always contains three elements.” We object that the precision

1 thal-be dai.

% sgrub-hjug-pas riog-pa;the realistic Vaibhagikas admit a germ of imagination,
called by them swabhdva-vitarke in every sense-cognition, cp. Abh, Koga, I. 33.
The Madbyamikas would probably fall in line with the realists.

3 Stitra, in this context, refers to Digniiga’s Pramina-samuccaya.

4 The Madhyamikas cannot admit the absolute reality of the «thing in itself»
(svalaksana), because this wonld mean a deadly blow to their Universal Relati-
vism. As a consequence of this they cannot accept neither the theory of sense-per-
ception, nor the separateness of the two sources of cognition (pramana-vyavastha),
nor self-perception (svasameedana) ect., cp. my Nirvana, p. 135 ff. They are obli-
ged to accept the realistic logic of the Naiydyikas with a provise concerning its
relativity and worthlessness for the cognition of the Absolute.

5 hphags-yul = Grya-deda, India, @rye means here a Buddhist Saint.

6 Op, cit., f. 123", 6.

7 viz., sensation of the outer semse, mental sensation and self-conscionsness,

20b. 5

29V, 6
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of these mathematics® is questionable. You may, if you like to, reckon
seven elements, it will even be more accurate. Really it is so,? because on
the side of the object there are five elements, (its five sensible quali-
ties), with the element of sensation and the element of attention?
this will really make seven elements. (Rgyal-tshab) in his Com-
mentary upon the «Mine of Logicr says! «if we reckon the ele-
ments in the object, they will be five, and if we add the elements of
sense and of the intellect, it will make sevenn. And (Khai-dub)
in his «Elucidation of the Seven Treatises» also says}
«there is no great ntility in computing how many elements there are
in this genesis (of mental sensation), therefore there can be no preci-
sion in the work of computing themn».

And further. It is a very great mistake to imagine that in the
stream of thought which constitutes the ordinary mang at the time
when his sensitivity is engaged in apprehending an external patch of
colour, there is (simultaneously with it) an intelligible feeling clearly
apprebending this same patch. This is in glaring contradiction with
all the passages of the Seven Treatises and their commentaries
where the definition of mental sensation is taught. Not enough of that,
it is directly denied in passages like the following ones,

1. «Allthoug heterogeneous (sensations) may arise simultaneously,
but one of them will be (always) predominant in clarity. It will then
weaken the force of the others and will not allow any other to appear
over the threshold of consciousness».”

1 rtsi-dgos-pa.

2 der thal.

8 yid-byed = manasikira, here mental sensation (m@nasa-pratyakse) is simply
called attention, which is one of the ¢itta-mahd-bhiimika-dharmas.

4 Rigs-gter-dar-tik, f. 91%, 5.

5 Op. cit., f. 124%.2,

¢ prthag-jana. The holy man (@rya) is credited with exceptional intuition.

7 Pr. vart, I ch., karika 521, f. 280% 5 of the Aga block-print. Only the
first part of the k@rdka is quoted by Jam-ya3, the second part is,

nus-pa fams-par byas-pai-phyir,
kun-gehi-las gzhan hbyuii-ba min.

The term kun-gzhi = a@laya in this place has given rise to a great deal of con-
troversy among Tibetan commentators. The majority are not inclined to interpret it
a8 meaning alaya-vijfi@na in the sense in which that term iz used by Asanga and
Vasubandhu, i e, as implying the doctrine of & «store-honse-consciousness»
where all the traces of former impressions and all the germs of the futnre ones are
stored up. They therefore interpret here alaya as meaning only mano-vijfigna, and
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2. «When consciousness is engaged in cognizing one object, it is
incapable of cognizing (at the same time) another ones, ete. efe

The first? (circumstance, is, the circumstance that the theory of 0s. 6
the simultaneous presence of two different sensations is in glaring

the passage as meaning «there is thus (in that moment) no other consciousness than
mental sensation». It seems however possible to assign to @aya here the meaning
of consciousness in general without referring it to a special theory. As a matter of
Tact the Pramana-vartika never mentions the dlaya-vijifing doctrine and there
is evidence enough to maintain that Dharmakirti rejected itasa Soul in disguise.
Jam-yafi-shadpa says, Phar-phyin-mthah-dpyod, vol. fia. (rnam-rdzogs),
f. 61 5—62 3 (Aga) — yaft kha-cig, kun-gehdi sten-du tshogs-drug Rkhor-beas-pa
gag-pa-la hdod-pa mi-hthad-par-thal, skabs-hdir kun-zhi mi hdod-pai-phyir.
hgrel-chen-du, lafi-gSegs-kyi Tu, rnam-par-thar-pa (vead Ses-pa) bryad-fid dai
zhes drafs tsam ma-gtogs kun-zhi dai fon-yid-kyi bsad-pa med-pai-phyir. khyab-
ste, Hphags-Sefl da#i sde-bdun skabs-su kun-zhi hdod-pa mun-mdah yin-pai-
phyir. Zhi-htshos kyafi, dbu-ma-rgyan daii ran-hgrel las, de dag-gis ni gai
sha-phyi med-par sems~giis hbyufi-ba hdi-ni gnas-med-do nas, lu# dafi hgal-ba
belog dkao, zhes dam, rnam-pgrel-las, rtog-giis cig-car mthofi-ba med, ces gsums-pai
phyir. sde-bdun-rgyan-las, sde-bdun-gyi skabs-su kun-gzhi khas-len-par hdod-pa
de-dag-ni rafi-#id ma-rig-pai dmus lo#i zhes-so. This means— Further, some main-
tain, that it is wrong to hold that all six kinds of consciousness with the accompa-
nying mental phenomens (citta-caiita) are locked up in a store-house-conscious-
ness, because in this case, (1. e. from the standpoint of the Svatantrikas)the
«store-house » doctrine is not accepted. With the exception of the Lankivatara-
stUtra and some purely metaphorical (drafis = neyya) expressions neither the
«store house» nor the klista-manas are ever mentioned. This is right, because
both Arya (Vimuktasena) and Haribhadra, and also (Dharmakirti) in his
Seven Treatises hold that the theory of a «stored consciousness» is an arrow
shot into darkness. Moreover, Santirakgita in his Madhyamikalamkdra with
his own comment, says, «a double sensation (sems-gfiss) which appears (at once)
without succession from two (different sources de-dag-gis) cannot existo, and he
continues up to the passage «it is difficult to deny that this rnns against Scrip-
tures. And again Pramana-vartika says «two ideas (kalpand-dvayam = riog-
giiis) cannot exist simultaneouslys. «The ornament of the Seven Treatises»
(by Gendundub) says, «those who maintain that in the system of the Seven Trea-
tises the «store-consciousness» doctrine is admitted are blind men (living) in the
darkess of their own ignorance!». — The passage quoted from S&ntirakgita’s
Madhyamikalamkira is found f. 15P. 1—16% 2 of the blockprint (Aga), and the
passage from Gendundub (the real title of the workisTshad-ma-rigs-rgyan)
is found f. 96°, 3—97% 2 of the block-print (Aga). (A. Vostrikoff).

1 Ibid., XI ch., karikd@ 118, £. 98%. 5 of the A ga block-print; the second quar-
ter of this k@rika is,

nug-med don-can mi-hdzin-phyir.

The block-print of the Sholutal monastery reads don-gehan.

2 The words dafi-po grub-ste usually point to a dilemma mentioned precedently,
viz. to the first part of the dilemma with the closing words gafi-zhig.
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contradiction with all the passages where the definition of mental sen-
sation is taught), is quite right, because (this theory) contradicts all
the characteristics of that (mental sensation), viz., 1) that (mental
sensation) is called forth by the sensation (of the outer sense), 2) that
it apprehends the second moment of the object which has been (in the
preceding moment) cognized by the outer sense, ete. With all these
characteristics the theory of the simultaneous presence of two different
(currents of) sensation is in contradiction. This is quite clear.

And further. You, (Saskya-pandita) maintain that from the
standpoint of the Brahmin (Sankarinanda) there is at first a
moment of sensation by the outer sense and, after it, a double scnsa~
tion arises, an outer one and a mental, inner one. (And you also main-
tain) that, according to his standpoint, sensation always necessarily con-
sists of three elements. Thisis not right, because (the supposed theory of
the Great Brahmin) requires us to admit that there is a double
kind of sensation, the one consists of two elements, the other includes
three. It is really so,! because the one kind of sensation, (the first moment)
which? must be characterized as consisting (only) of two elements,
is endowed by you with three parts. That the first circumstance is
richt? (viz. that the first) moment (is dipartite), must be adwitted,
because in the first (moment), when the single moment of sensation
(by the outer sense) is produced, it consists only of two elements. It
is really so,! since at that time there is no other sensation than 1) this
sensation (of the outer sense) and 2) self-consciousness. If you do not
admit that] (and insist that sensation is always three-partite), then
you will have to assume the double sensation, (outer and mental,
already) in this (first) moment, and many other incongruities will cnsue,
(you will be obliged to admit the collapse of the whole theory).

§ 6. VINDICATION OF DHARMOITARA'S THEORY.

Therefore, in our opinion, the view of the great scholar Dhar-
mottara is the only right one. He has the proper view of the genesis
of intelligible scusation as established (by Dharmakirti) in his

1 der thal.

2 yafi-zhig here also points to the first part of a dilemma which in the
sequel will be alluded to by the words dani-po grub-ste.

3 dafi-po grub-ste.

< der thal,

5 ma grub na.
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Seven Treatises, (viz, that mental sensation) arises immediately
after pure sensation, when the run of (pure sensation) has vanished. (Pure
sensation is one moment). This is (the only plausible way to realize) its
procedure! since (all other attemps to describe it) are proved to lack
logical consistency, viz., 1) the theory according to which mental sen-
sation continues to exist after the moment following on pure sensa-
tion,? 2) the alternation theory, 3) the theory that pure sensation con-
sists of three elements, 4) the theory of the Alamkara, that (every)
sensation includes (a germ) of constructive imagination. These last,
four theories evidently have (no great importance), authoritative?
is only the first one, (that one of Dharmottara), because that
cognition of an external object, where the predominant part* is played
by the intellect, is not reckoned as sense-perception, (i. e., it is not a
sensation). Indeed, the (Abhidharma)-sUtra says, «the appre-
hension of colour (and lines) is double, as conditioned by the sense (of
sight), and as conditioned by the intellect®», and the Pramana-
samuccaya® (confirms this) in stating that the intellect also when
it apprehends an object (in a mental sensation, does not possess the
character of constructive imagination). Thus, in the moment of pure
sensation (by the outer sense), intelligible sensation is not yet present,
but when the first has vanished, the second immediately arises. It is
immaterial whether at the time of both these sensations the totality
of canses producing the pure sensation is complete or not, because,
(albeit they be complete), the change is produced by the efficiency of
a conflicting factor (the intellect, or attention), which may be present

1 The construction of this sentence is worthy to be noticed, gan-#hig here also
points to the first part of a dilemma of five parts, it will be in the sequel indicated
by the words dafi-po grub-ste. Lit. «,..because just such is its genesis on the one
band (de skye-ba gan shig) and because (on the other hand) the existence of men-
tal sensation after the second moment of (outer) sensstion, and the alternate origin,
and... ...are proved to be wrong. The last arguments are easy (to understand as
wrong). ‘The first is righta.

2 Mental sensation lasts only one moment, the moment of aroused attention,
and this moment is the moment following the outer sensation, its continuation is
constructive imagination, the real function of the intellect.

3 grub-ste.

4 dban-rkyen = adhipati-pratyaya.

5 According to the Abhidharma sensation (sparda) ariges at the meeting
point of three things, the object, the sense-organ and consciousness (sc. bare con-
sciousness-vij#igina). The next step is a feeling and a distinct cognition (vedand-
SamjRa).

8 Cp. Pr. samucc., I. 6.

300, ¢
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or absent. We read? in the «Elucidation of the Seven
Treatises» (by Khai-dub), —

«It does not matter much for the continuity of pure sensation,
(without any participation of mind or attention), and for its discon-
tinuity, whether all causes (and conditions) producing it are completely
present or not, but it is not indifferent whether some counter-acting
agency has appeared or not, because as long as there is nothing to
stop the run of (the moments of) pure sensation, it will go on endu-
ring without interruption, and the entrance-door for intelligible sen-
sation will be closed».

Mental sensation appears for not more than a single moment,
because if it were a lasting phenomenon (it would apprehend a distinct
image in a perceptual judgment), and we would have clear and distinct
cognitions produced straight off by the force of a simple reflex, (we
never would have illusions), and the constructed judgment «this is not
right» would never arise* This is quite right, (i. e, it is quite right
that, if mental, direct sensation could last more than a single moment,
an error would be impossible, since truth would arise automatically).
Therefore, since the matter is quite transcendental?® (the existence of
this moment of mertal sensation) is assumed (more or less) dogmati-
cally.! We read in the «Commentary upon the Short Treatise®» (by
Dharmottara), «This mental semsation is merely a postulate of
our system. There are no facts which could establish its existence
(directly)». And (Rgyal-tshab) in his «Commentary upon the
Short Treatise of Logic®» delivers himself as follows, «Now, this

1 Op. ait., f. 1212, 8.

2 Lit., « Mental sensation does not appear after one moment, because, if a dura-
tion (rgyun = santd@na) did appear, certainty (fies-pa = nifcaya) would appear by
the force of a simple reflex (myon-ba == anubhave = pratibhisa) and the imputa-
tion (sgro-hdogs = dropa) «this is not right» would not be produced». Cp. Dhar-
makirti’s words quoted Anekantajaya-patika, p. 177, — na pratyaksam
kasyacid niSelyakam, tad yad api grhndti tan na niScayena, kim tarhi tat-prati-
bhasena.

3 gin-tu-lhog-hgyur.

£ The Nyaya-bindu-4ikd is evidently quoted under the name of Hthad-
ldan-chul-fiu «The Small Commentary », since the passage is found on p. 25. 9—
11 of onr edition of its Tib. translation (B. B, VIII). The «Great Commentarys»
would then be the same author’s comment, Ramani, on Pram3ana-vinidcaya.

5 lu-gi tshad~-mas = Ggama-pramanend.

6 Rigs-thigs-dar-tik. The full title of this work is — Tshad-ma-rigs-
thigs-kyi bgrel-ba legs-biad-siiifi-poi gter, the passage is found f. 143 6
of the block~print of the La-brang monastery.



MENTAL SENSATION 333

(theory) of mental sensation must be accepted as founded on dogmatic
assertions, although subjected to a threefold critical® purification;
there is no other (direct) evidence (establishing it empirically)».

To this (contention,that mental sensation is something transenden-
tal), some (philosophers take exception). They maintain, that mental
sensation is present in every ordinary?® man. It cannot be transcen-
dental® (or occult) in these ordinary men, because its existence is
proved by their own direct perception® And the fact that it really is
805 i established by introspection which exists in their personality
and which apprehends this (their own mental sensation). This (again)
is really s0,% (simply) because they are conscious beings.”

This is not right!®

It really isright,? because every consciousness is self-conscionsness.™

Nevertheless (your argument) is not right* because, although
we really can by introspection establish (as a rule) that knowledge
having dnration and (every case) of right cognition®® (in general) is

1 The threefold scrutiny (dpyod = vic@ra = mamamsa) which every sacred
text or trustworthy testimony must undergo is 1) the test of experience (pratyaksa),
2) of inference (anumdna) and 3) of non-contradiction (avirodha). Accodingly the
objects are divided into 1) evident facts (pratyakss), 2)inferred facts (paroksa) of
whom we have formerly had some experience, 3) very much concealed facts (atyanta-
paroksa = Sin-tu-leog-pa) which are either transcendental, unimaginbble entities,
orelse facts never experienced, but nevertheless not unimaginable.

2 80-80-8kye-bo == prthag-jana, i. e., not a Saint, not the man who possesses
direct intuition of the Absolute, something like Kant’s «intelligible Anshanung »
as contrasted with «sinnliche Anshaung» of ordinary men.

3 $in-tu-lkog-gyur = atyanta-paroksa.

+ Thig argument is here thrown in the nsual Tibetan form, viz.,

Minor term — mental sensation in the rnn of consciousness of every
ordinary man,

Mejor term and Example—it is not at all quite so transcendental in
an ordinary man.

Middle term — because its presence is established by yonr direct
perception, (i. e., introspection),

S der thal, 8 der thal.

7 Lit., «because there is knowledge in his continnity, (stream of thought—san-
ta@na)».

8 ma-khyab, lit. there is no invariable concomitance (between the middle and
the major terms).

9 khyab-par-thal.

10 Lit. «if it is knowledge it is pervaded by self-grasping self-knowledge».

11 ya7i ma-khyab-ste, «no concomitance againy.

13 j, o., every santana and every pramana.

31% 6

31% 1

s1b.2
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accompanied by self-perception, we (by no means) can maintain that
every cognitive phenomenon (without exception) is susceptible of being
grasped by introspection Aud even that is a concession made? (by us
to the advocates of introspection).

Moreover, if we take our stand upon (the ideas of these advocates
of introspection, we will be landed in the following absurd consequence).
(Let us take as subject, or) minor term, the fact that the consciousness
of an ordinary man contains (nevertheless a feeling of) its own ulti-
mate unreality®; (we then must take as predicate, or) major terni,
the fact that this feeling must be cognized directly in the conscious-
ness of this ordinary man, because he has introspection, for we have
admitted an invariable concomitance (betwecn introspection and cogni-
tion of external objects).t It is really so, because this feeling is nothing

1Jam-yall establishes in the Bro-rigs seven varietics of meaning for the
term athoughts (Ulo-rigs-bdun). Prof. B. Erdmaun, in the Ch. Sigwart memo-
rial Philes. Abhandlungen (Tubingen, 1900), has endeavoured to determine
the various mesnings of the German term «das Denken». The historian of philo-
sophy will perhaps be tempted to make a eurious comparison

2 The comment adds that the if introspection were not fallible, the Carvika
would know that he makes inferences; he nevertheless denies it, henee his intro-
spection is not sufficient to establish even the presence of a pramain.

3Inthe Abhisamayalamkira I, this germ of the idea of S@nyatd is called
prakyti-stham gotrem. Jo-nak-pa, the predecessor of Tsofi-kha-pa, went all
the length of maintaining, in his Ri-chos-fies-don-rgya-mtsho, that every
man is a real Buddha, and therefore the teaching of the Path is useless.

¢ Lit. (the text p. 839.5: de-lx kho £). «Ou this they say, mental sensation in
the consciousness (rgyud) of an ordinary man being the subject (¢hos-can), 1t will
follow (yin-par-thal) that it (= *hyod) is not very oceult in the ordinary man, be-
cause it (=khyod) is established by a perception in his cousciousness. (81°. 1).
{Again) this follows (der thal), becaase this is established by introspection grasping
it in his consciousness. This (again) foXlows, because in his censciousness there is
knowledge. No concomitance! Concomitance follows, because wheresoever tkere is
knowledge, it is invariably concomitant with the presence of self-grasping intro-
spection (31, 2); if (this is maintained), again 00 concomijtance because, albeit in
the (cases) of continuous knowledge and of right coguition (santinn and pramina)
there is concomitance with (the fact) of being established by introspection, but there
is no (such) concomitance with being cognized by introspection in every case of
knowledge. And even this iy a concession (yo-thob) made. Moreover, for them
(1%, ) the subject being the knowledge characterized by personal unreality in the
conscionsuess of an ordinary man (thsur-mthoi-gi rgyud), it will follow that it
(=kRhyod) is cognized by the perception of the ordinary man, becanse it is cogni-
zed by his introspection. This concomitance (they) admit. (And) this follows (der
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but a case of cognition of external objects, and it is maintained* that 3153
every cognition i3 also self-cognition (of whatsoever may be found in it).
If (the argument) is admitted? we will have the absurd consequence 3
that (every ordinary man) mnst be a Saint!* They have accepted it!
All other points are easy to understand. 81b, 4

v

The text of the translated part of the Blo-rigs
Tsu-gol block-print, Blo-rigs, f. 28 5—31b. 5,

giiis-pa, yid-(kyi) mion-(sum) la mtshan-fiid, dbye-ba, skye-tshul-
gsum. dafi-po ni. rafi-hdren-byed-kyi dban-mfion-las byuni zhif, dei
bzni-don skad-cig gfis-pa hdzin-pai, rafi-fiid rtog-bral ma hkhrul-bai
cha-nas bzhag-pai gzhan-rig mfon-sum-de (282,5) dei mtshan-fiid.
sfor snafl dbafi-mnon-gyis draiis-pai sfon-ndzin yid-mion lta-bu dei
mtshan gzhi. dei mtshan-fiid-kyi zur-du rafi-hdren-byed-kyi dban-mnon-
gyi bzub-yul skad-cig gfiis-pa hdzin zhes smos-pas (282.6) rafi yul da-
ltar-ba hdzin nam sfiam-pa daf, de bead-Ses yin nam sfiam-pai log-rtog
sel-te, Rtog-ge-skad-las, skad-cig gfiis-pa hdzin-pai-phyir bzusi-
zin-pa hdzin-pa-fiid bsal-lo, zhes gsufis-pai-phyir. (28b.1) mtshuns-pa
de-ma-thag smos-pas rnal-hbyor miion-sum bsal-zhini; dbani-poi miion-
sum-lag byunl zhes-pas phyi-rol-pas lofi-ba dan hon-pa-sogs med-par
thal-bai logrtog bsal te. Rtog-gei-skad-las, dban-(28b,2)-pai
fes-pa-las skyes-pai yid yin-pas, zhes-pa-nas, mtshufis-pa-de-ma-thag-
-pai rkyen-gyi khyad-par-gyis kyah rnal-hbyor-pai Ses-pa yid-kyi mfion-
sum-flid-du thal-ba bsal-te zhes-pai bar gsuns-pai-phyir. des-(28b. 3)-
-14 yid-mnion yin-na dbali-mhon-gyi rjes-su byuii-bas khyab-ste, Rtog-
gei-skad-las, dban-mion hdas-ma-thag-tu yid mhon skye-bao, zhes
gsuls-pai-phyir.

thal), because it is (nothing but) his knowledge of the external world. (31%. 4), This
concomitance (they) admit. If they admit (the argument), it will follow that (the
ordinary man) is a Saint, since they have accepted it. The remaining is casy to
understand ».

1 khyab-pa-khas. 2 hidod-na. 3 thal = prasanga.

4 In order to have a direct intuition of the irreality of the phenomenal world
and of the non-existence of an Ego, an educated man must have nndergone a long
course of philosophic studies and after that practice concentrated meditation, If
illumination comes, he will contemplate the absolute truth directly and become a
Saint (@rua). en. mv Nirvina. o. 16 f£
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giiis-pa. de-la dbye-ba-na. gzugs-hdzin yid-milon, sgra-(28b.4;
hdzin yid-mfion, dri-hdzin yid-miion, ro-hdzin yid-miion, reg-bya-hdzin-
pai yid-mnon dan Ina yod.

gsum-pa. skye-tshul-la. Rigs-gter rjes-hbrafis-dafi-bcas-pa na re,
dafi-por dbafi-mion skad-cig-ma (28P.5) geig skye, de rjes-su yid-muon
skad-cig-ma gcig skye, de rjes dbab-mion skad-cig ma gcig skye-ba-
-sogs dban-yid spel-mar-skye-ba Rgyan-mkhan-poi lugs-su byas-
pa dal. yafi daB-por dbaf-muon skad-cig-ma (28b.6) gcig skye, dei
rjes des de-ma-thag-rkyen dafi dbafi-pos bdag-rkyen byas-nas, dbal-
-miion skad-cig-ma gfiis-pa dall yid-mlon skad-cig dan-po gfiis, rkyen,
mtshufis-pas skyed la, dbal mdon skad-cig gfiis-pa-(29a. 1)-nas mthar
hgags-pai-bar dus-mfiam yin-pa, hdi-la phyir-ltai mTon-sum ghis dag,
nafi-ltai ran-rig-gi hgros-geig dan gsum ste. mion-sum hgros gsum-po
hdi bram-ze (298.2) Bde-byed-dgah-ba-am Sam dikara-nan-
dai lugs-su byas-pa. yah dbab-mifion-gyi rgyun mthah kho-nar skye-
ba slob-dpon Chos-mchog-gi lugs. gsum gyi sfa-phyi gfiis mi-
hthad-la, bar-ma hthad zer-te. Rigs-gter-las (29a 3),

spel-ma dail pi rgyun-gyi mthah
ghiis-ka-la yan gnod-byed-yod,
ces-So.

R gyan-gyi lugs spel-mar hdod-pa mi-hthad-par-thal, de R gy a n-
gyi hgrel-pa hgrel-bfad bod-du hgyur-ba gcig-las-kyali mi hbyun-
(292. 4)-pai-phyir-te. Sde-bdun-yid-kyi-mun-sel-las, dban-yid
spel-nas skye-bar Rgyan-mkhan-pos bzhed-do, zhes mkhas-pa-
rnams la grags-pa tsam-du zad-kyi, bod-du hgyur-bai Rgyan rjes-
hbrans-dafi-bcas-pai gzhub-(292. 5)-lugs gafi-na-anl mi gsal-lo, zhes dan;
Rigs-gter-dar-tik-las kyai, spel-mar skye-ba da-lta hgyur-bai
Rgyan-gyi hgrel-pa-na mi snafi-no, zhes gsulis-pai-phyir. spel-mar
skye-ba tha-chad yin-par-thal, gnod-byed man-(292.6)-la, Rnam-
hgrel lugslas phyir hgyur kyan, de lugs-su smra-bai-phyir; ma
grub-na, dbal-mion rim-gyis skye thse-bar-ma-chad-par yul mi hdzin-
par thal, dbab-yid skad-cig-ma spel-ma dei phyir. hdod-mi-nus-te
Rnam-hgrel{(29b.1)-las,

rim-gyis hdzin-na de myon-ba,

rnam-chad med-par spafi mi-hgyur,
zhes gsubs-pai-phyir. des-na Rgyan-gyi lugs-la dbafi-yid spel-mar
hdod-pa mi-hthad-par-thal, Rgyan-gyi lugs-la dban-mnon yid-mion
dus-(29b. 2)-mfiam-pa bzhed-pai-phyir. der thal, slob-dpon des yid-
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mion-la rtog-pa geig hdod-pas, dbafi-mfion dus-su yan rtog-pa skyed-
pa wi-hgal-pai-phyir-te; Rgyan-las,

goms-las mdun-na gnas-pa-la

«hdio», zhes-(29%b. 8)-ni $es-pa-gaii,

mien-sum byed-phyir de-la ni

yid-kyi mnon-sum yin-par-hdod,

ces gsuns-pai-phyir daf, Chos-mchog dan rtsod-tshul-yas yod-mod-
kyan, gzhan-du spro-o. hdir hgros brtsi-na hgros gsum-par (29b.4)
bya-o. Rgyan-gyi lugs de mibon-sum-du mi rub-bar-thal, de-la
sgrub-hjug-gi rtog-pa yod-par thal-ba-dafi, mfon-sum rtog-bral-du
Mdo dan Sde-bdun- gyis bfad-pa mi hthad-par thal-ba sogs-kyi
skyon yod--pai-phyir. thal-(29b. 5)-hgyur-bai phyogs yin-na rufi-bar-
-hgyur-ro.
yai Bram-zei bzhed-par hdod-tshul de yan mi hthad-par-
thal. de Bram-zei gzhun-hgyur-ba-dafi, hphags-yul-gyi mkhas-pas
dei bzbed-par ston-byed med-pas, dam-bcah (29b.6) tsam-du hgyur-
-bai-phyir-te. Sde-bdun-yid-kyi-mun-sel-las, Bram-ze-
-chen-poi bzhed-pa-yin zhes sha-ma-dag-la grags-pa tsam ma-togs,
Bram-zei bod-du hgyur-bai gzhufi-lugs gan-na-ail khufis-med-cif,
zhes gsufis-(302. 1)-pai-phyir.
gzhan-yal. khyod-kyis de la hgros-gsum fes-can byas-nas, rtsi-
-dgos-par hdod-pa mi-hthad-par-thal, hgros-bdun-kyanh rtsi-hdod-na,
brtsis chog-pai-phyir. der thal, yul-gyi sgo-(302. 2)-nas hgros Ina dan
dbafi-po dall yid-byed-kyi hgros gfiis dan bdun yod-pai-phyir-te.
Rigs-gter-dar-tik-las, yul-gyi hgros sbyar-na lnar hgyur-la,
dban-po daii yid-kyi hgros bsnan-na, bdun-du-hgyur-ro, zhes (30%.3)
dan, Sde-bdun-yid-kyi-mun-sel-las, skyetshul hdi-la
hgros-du yod brtsis-pa-la dgos-pa-chen-po yod-par ma-go-bas, hgros-
du-rtsi-dgos-pai Ties-pa-med-la, zhes gsuns-pai phyir.
gzhan yal. mig-gi (302.4) dbal-milon yul-gzugs-la hjug-bzhin-pai
dus-su so-skye-dei rgyud-la gzugs gsal-bar mthofi-bai yid-mion hdod-
pa §in-tu tha-chad yin-par-thal. de-ni Sde-bdun rtsa-hgrel-gyi yid-
mion-gyi mtshan-fid ston-(30a. 5)-pai gzhun thams-cad dafi hgal-ba
gah-zhig der ma zad; Rnam-hgrel-las,
cig-car rigs-mi-mthun skye yan,
§in-tu gsal-bai sems geig gis,
zhes sogs dah,
rnam-fes dai gzhan zhugs-pa-yi,
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zhes-(30%, 6)-sogs du-ma dafi dnos-su hgal-bai-phyir. dafi-po grub-ste,
dban-poi rgyu byas-pa-dan, dban-muon-gyi bzun don skad cig gfiis-pa
bzufi-bar bfad-pai rgyu-mtshan thams-cad daii hgal-bai-phyir Sim-tu
rtogs sla.

(80b. 1) gzhan-yai. Bram-zei lugs-la khyod-kyis dan-per dban-
mion skad-cig-ma gcig kho-na dail, de rjes dbali-mnon dafl yid-mon
gfiis skye-bar hdod-pa dan, dei lugs-la mion-sum hgros gsum-pa-kho-
nar byed-pa mi-(30b. 2)-hthad-par-thal, de-ltar-na mhon-sum hgros-
gfiis-pa dall hgros-gsum-pa gfiis-kar hdod dgos-pai-phyir. der thal,
milon-sum hgros gfiis-pa geig dgos-pa gad zhig-hgros gsum-pa khyod-
kyis Kkhas-blafis-(30b. 8)-zin-pai-phyir. dad-po grub-ste, dafi-por dban-
mion skad-cig-ma geig kho-na skye-dus mion-sum hgros gfiis-pa yin-
pai-phyir; der thal, de dus dbafi-muon da® rafi-rig gfiis-las mhon-sum
gzhan med-pai-phyir. (30b.4). ma grub na, mion-sum hgros ghis-par
dei-tshe hgyur-ro sogs skyon-du-ma hphen $es-par bya.

des-na rap-lugs-la Sde-bdun-gyi yid-mnon skye-tshul pan-chen
Chos-mchog-ltar dbad-mfiop-gyi rgyun-mthar skye-ba yin-te; de
skye-(30b. 5)-pa gali-zhig, dban-miion skad-cig gfiis-pa phan-chad
yid-miion yin-pa-daf, spel-mar skye-ba dafi, rtog-bral-gyi mion-sum
hgros-gsum-du skye-ba-dal, muon-sum rtog-bcas Rgyan lta-bu-
-rnams mi-hthad-par bsgrabs zin-pai-(30b. 6)-phyir. rtags-phyi-ma-rnams
sla, dam-po grub-ste, yid-dbad-gis bdag-rkyen byas-pai gzhan-rig
mion-sum mi bzhed-pai-phyir-te; M d o-las,

gzugs fes-pa-ni roam-giiis te,
mig dal yid-la brten-pa-o,

zhes dai. Tshad-ma-(31a.1)-kun-btus-las, yid kyan don daf,
zhes gsuns-pai-phyir, dbafi-mnon dus-su yid-mnon mi-skye-la, de rdzogs
rjes de-ma-thag-tu skye-ste, de-dag-gi dus-su dbaB-mTion skye-bai rgyu-
tshogs tshan-ma-(312. 2)-tshail mtshutis kyan hgal-rkyen yod-med dban-
-gis yin-pai-phyir-te. Sde-bdun-yid-kyi-mun-sellas, hdirgym
dafi rgyun ma rdzogs gon la rgyu-tshogs thsai-ma-thsafi mtshutis-kya,
hgal rkyen yod med mi-mtshuns te, rgyun ma~(31a. 8)-rdzogs gofi-du
dban-Ses bar-ma-chad-par hbyui-bas, yid-mion skye-bai sgo bkag-
pai-phyir-ro, zhes gsuns-pai-phyir. yid-mion skad-cig-ma gcig-las mi-
skye-ste, rgyun skye-na myon-stobs-kyis Ties-par hgyur-bas, mi-hthad-
(312.4)-do, zhes sgro-hdogs mi-byed-pai-phyir. khyab-ste, des-na de
Sin-tu lkog-gyur yin-pas lufi-gi tshad-mas grub-pai-phyir-te. Hthad-
ldan-chufi-nu-las, yid-kyi muon-sum de-Bi grub-pai-mthah-la
grags-pa tsam yin-kyi, hdi grub-par-(31a. 5)-byed-pai tshad-ma-ni yod-
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pa-mma-yin-no, zhes dai. Rigs-thigs-dar-tik-legs-bSad-rin-
po-chei-gter-las, yid-kyi mnon-sum de-yahi bdag-cag-rnams-kyis
dpyad-pa-gsum-gyis dag-pai lun-la brten-nas rtogs-par-bya-(312. 6)~ba-
yin-gyi, tshad-ma gzhan-gyis rtogs-par mi-nus-so, zhes gsulis-pai-phyir.

de-la kho na re. so-skyei rgyud-kyi yid-mnon chos-can, khyod so-
-gkye-la §in-tu lkog-gyur ma-yin-par-thal, khyod dei rgyud-kyi mnon-
sum-gyis grub-(81b, 1)-pai-phyir. der thal, dei rgyud-kyi de-hdzin-pai
rafi-rig-mion-sum-gyis grub-pai-phyir. der thal, dei rgyud-kyi Ses-pa-
yin-pai-phyir-na. ma-khyab. khyab-par-thal, Ses-pa yin-na rafi-hdzin-
pai rab-rig yod-pas Kkhyab-pai-phyir-(31b. 2)-na, yan ma-khyab-
-ste, rgyun-ldan-gyi Ses-pa dal tshad-ma-la rali-rig mnon-sum-gyis grub-
pas khyab-kyah, Ses-pa-tsam-la rab-rig-gis gzhal-bas ma-khyab-pai-
phyir. hdi-yan go-thob byas-so.

kho-ran-la ho-na, tshur-mthon-gi rgyud-gyi gan-(31b.3)-zag-gi-
bdag-med-kyis khyad-par-du-byas-pai Ses-pa chos-can, khyod tshur-
mthon-gi rgyud-kyi mmuon-sum-gyis rtogs-par-thal, dei rgyud-kyi rag-
rig-mion-sum-gyis rtogs-pai-phyir. khyab-pa-khas. der-thal, dei rgyud-
kyi gzhan-(31b. 4)-rig-gi Ses-pa yin-pai-phyir. khyab-pa khas. hdod-na,
hphags-par-thal, hdod-pai-phyir. des lhag-ma-rnams rtogs sla-o.
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Vasubandhu, Vinitadeva, Vacaspatimisra, Udayana,

Dignaga and Jinendrabuddhi on the act and the

content of knowledge, on the coordination (sarupya)

of percepts with their objects and our knowledge
of the external world.

I

Vasubandhu on Coordination (siripya) between
images and their objects.
Abhidharma-KoSa, book IX, Bstan-hgyur, Mdo, vol. 63, ff. 108b, 7—105% 1,
transl, by L. de 1a Vallée-Poussin, Abh. kofa, IV, p. 278 ff., and by me in the
Bulletin de I’Academie des sciences de Russie, 1919, p. 852 ff.

(Vatsiputriya), Now, if there absolutely is no (permanent) Soul, how
ig it then, that the detached moments of consciousness can remember
or recognize things which have been experienced a long time ago?

(Sautrantike). Consciousness, being in a special condition and con-
nected with a (previous) knowledge of the remembered object, produ-
ces its recollection.

(Vatsiputriya). What is this special condition of consciousness which
is immediately followed by remembrance?

(Sautrantika). It is a condition which includes 1) attention directed
towards this object, 2) an idea either similar or otherwise connected
with it and 3) absence of bodily pain, grief or distraction ete., impai-
ring its capacity. But supposing all these conditions are realized, con-
sciousness nevertheless is mnot able to produce remembrance, if it is
not connected with a previous experience of the remembered object.
If on the other hand it is so connected, but the above conditions are
absent, it likewise is not able to produce it. Both factors are neces-
sary — (a previous cognition and a suitable state of mind). Then
only memory appears. Experience shows that no other forces are ca~
pable (of evoking it).

(Vaisiputriya). But (if there were absolutely nothing permanent, it
would mean that) one consciousness has perceived the object and an-
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other one remembers it. How is this possible? In this case things
experienced by Devadatta’s consciousness would be remembered by
the consciousness of Yajfiadatta.

(Sautrantike). No! because there is no connection between them.
They are not mutually related as cause and effect, as is the case bet-
ween moments belonging to the same stream of thought. Indeed we
do not at all maintain that one consciousness perceives and another
one remembers. (The stream of thought is the same). On a previous
occasion® we have explained the manner in which a complete change
is gradually taking place in a chain of consecutive moments. Thus it is
that a consciousness which did perceive an object formerly, is (gradu-
ally) producing a consciousness which remembers it now. What fault
can you find with this argument?

As to recognition it is simply the consequence of a recollection,
(and requires no further explanation).

(Vatsiputriya). If there is no Soul, who is it that remembers?

(Sautrantika). What is the meaning of the word «to remember»?

(Vatsyputriya). It means to grasp an object by memory.

(Sautrantika). Is this «grasping by memory» something different
from memory?

(Vatsiputriya). It is an agent who acts through memory.

(Sautrantika). The agency by which memory is produced we have
just explained. The cause producive of a recollection is a suitable state
of mind (and nothing else)!

(Vatsiputriya). But when (in comomn life) we are using the expres-
sion «Caitra remembers» what does it mean?

(Soautrantiks). In the current (of phenomena), which is designated by
the name Caitra a recollection appears. We notice the fact and express
it. It is no more!

(Vatsiputriya). But if there is no Soul, whose is the recollection,
(whom does it belong t0)?

(Sautrantita). What is here the meaning of the Genitive «whosen?

(Vatsiputriya). It denotes proprietorship.

(Sautrantika). Is it the same as when somebody enquires, of what
objects who is the proprietor?

(Vatsiputriya). It is just as when we say «Caitra is the owner
of a cown,

(Sautrantike). What does it mean to be the owner of a cow?

1 Abh. Ko#a, II. 36. ¢.
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(Vatsiputriya). It means that it depends on him to employ her
for milking or driving purpeses etec.

(Sestrantika). Now, I should like to know to what place must I dis=
patch my memory, since it is supposed that I am the master of it.

(Vaispuira). You must direct it towards the remembered object.

(Soutrantika). What for shall I direct my memory?

(Vatsiputriya). In order to remember.

(Soutrantika). Hallo! I must employ the very thing I already pos-
sess in order to get it! Indeed that is well spoken! Great is the merit
(of such discoveries)! And then I should like to know, in what sense
memory is to be influenced: in the sense of its being produced, or in
the sense of its being dispatched, (like a servant)?

(Vatsiputriya). In the sense of production, since memory cannot
move (like a servant).

(Sautrantika). In that case the proprietor is simply the cause and
the property will simply be its effect. The cause has a rule over the
effect, and this rule belongs to the cause (only in the sense of it pro-
ducing) a result. Memory is the property of something which is its
own cause. As to the name of an owner given to the united elements
of Caitra with respect to those of the cow, this name has been given
only because it has been observed that there exists a relation of cause
to effect between him and the movements and other changes in the
cow, but there is no real unity whatsoever neither in Caitra nor in the
cow. Consequently there is in this case no other proprietorship than
a relation of cause to effect. The same argument may be applied to
the questions «who is it that perceives?», «whom does perception
belong to?» and other similar questions: (who feels, who has notions,
who acts etc.?). The difference consists in the fact that (instead of
the described state of mind producing memory), the corresponding
conditions for a perception are: activity of the senses, presence of the
object and aroused attention.

( Vatsiputriya), There are others who argue as follows: (a Soul must
exist), because wherever there is an activity it depends on an agent.
Every action depends on an agent as, e. g., in the example «Devadatta
walks» there is an action of walking which depends on Devadatta, the
agent. To be conscious is likewise an action, hence the agent who
cognizes must also exist.?

1YaSomitra supposes that the view of the grammarians is here alluded to:
bharasya bhavitr-apeksatvad its vasyakaranah. But Hiunen Thsang thinks that
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(Sautrantika). It must be explained what this Devadatta is.

(Vatsiputriya). It is an Ego.

(Sautrantika). That is begging the question!

(Vatstputriya). It is what in common life we call 2 man.

(Sautrantika). This does not represent any unity whatsoever. It is
a name given to such elemests (of which a man is composed). The ele-
ments are meant when we say «Devadatta walks». When we say that
«consciousness cognizes», it is just the same.

(Vaisiputriya). And what is the meaning of the expression «Deva-
datta walks», (if there is no individuality whatsoever)?

(Sautrantika). It is an unbroken continuity of momentary forces
(flashing into existence), which simple people believe to be a unity,
and to which they give the name of Devadatta. Their belief that De-
vadatta moves is conditioned (by an analogy with their own experience,
because) their own continuity of life consists in constantly moving from
one place to an other. But this movement is but a (series of new)
productions in different places, just as the expressions «fire moves»,
«sound spreads» have the meaning of continuities (of new productions
in new places). They likewise use the words «Devadatta cognizes» in
order to express the fact that a cognition (takes place in the present
moment) which has a cause (in the former moments, these former mo-
ments being called Devadatta). (But is it simple people alone whose
language is so inadequate?). Great men have likewise condescended to
denote the (mentioned facts) by such (inadequate) expressions, when
they were pleased to use the language of common life.

(Vatsiputriye). But we read in Scripture: «consciousness appre-
hends». What is consciousness here meant to do?

(Sautrantika). Nothing at alll (It simply appears in coordination
with its objective elements, like a result which is homogeneous with
its cause). When a result appears in conformity with its own cause it
is doing nothing at all, nevertheless we say that it does conform with
it. Consciousness likewise appears in coordination with its objective

this controversy about the reality of a subject is directed agamst a Stmkhya
philosopher. The aim of Vasubandhu is to establish that there are cognitions, but
no real cognizer. This may be directed against the Samkhya system where Ztman
is the cognizing principle, but it does not agree with it inasmuch as the Atman is
passive, not an agent. We relain the designation of Vatsiputriya as adversary, be-
cause, as usual, he may start questions not only in accordance with his own views
(stamatena), but also from the stadpoint of an other system (paramatam Gsritya).
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elements. It is (properly speaking) doing nothing. Nevertheless we
say that consciousness does cognize its object.

(Vatsiputriya). What is meant by coordination? (between
consciousness and its objective element)?

(Sautrantika). A conformity between them, the fact owing to which
cognition, although caused (also) by the activity of the senses, is not
something homogeneous with them. It is said to cognize the object and
not the senses. (It bears the reflection of the objective element, which
is its corollary). And again the expression «consciousness apprehendsn»
is not inadequate, inasmuch as here also a continuity of conscious
moments is the cause of every cognition. («Consciousness apprehends»
means that the previous moment is the cause of the following one).
The agent here also denotes simply the cause, just as in the current
expression «the bell resounds» (the bell is d oin g nothing, but every
following moment of sound is produced by the previous one). (We can
give) an other (illustration): consciousness apprehends similarly to the
way in which a light moves.

(Vaisiputriya). And how does a light move?

(Sautrantika). The light of a lamp is a common metaphorical de-
signation for an uniterrupted production of a series of flashing flames.
‘When this production changes its place, we say that the light has
moved, (but in reality other flames have appeared in another place).
Similarly consciousness is a conventional name for a chain of con~
scious moments. When it changes its place (i. e. appears in coordina-
tion with another objective element) we say that it apprehends that
object. And in the same way we are speaking about the existence
of material elements. We say matter «is produced», «it exists», but
there is no difference between existence and the element which does

1 Sadysya(== saripya = tad-akirald = visayal®) iz here not simple simi-
larity, but a Buddhistic technical term, «coordination» which is here meant to
explain the connexion between consciousness and its object. It is clear that there
is mo agrasping» or «apprehending» of the object by knowledge according to Va-
subandhu. The objective element is appearing simultaneously with the flashing of
conscionsness, both are independent, but there is a mutual correspondence between
them; cp. my Central Coneception, pp. 55—56, and Prag§astapida, p. 112.20.
The latter explains sariipyat by visesapa-sambandham (== samav@yam) antarena
and contrasts Vaii. 8. VIIL 1.9 which implies that the attribute, e. g., colour inhe-
res in external reality and is the cause producing our cognition of it. Thus the
term gar#pya implies an indealistic view of attributes, or of Universals, and iscontra~
sted with the term samavaya which implies a realistic one, Cp. below, p. 365, 2.
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exist. The same applies to consciousness, (there is nothing that does
cognize, apart from the evanescent flashings of consciousness itself).

(Sankhya).t If consciousness is not a product of a Soul, (if it hasno
other cause than consciousness itself,if it is only a string of conscious
moments), the following moment springing up from the preceding one,
then how is it to be explained 1) that it does not remain perpetually
just the same, and 2) (if there be a change), why not in a fixed order
of succession, like a sprout, a stem, leaves etc. (produced from a seed)?

(Sautrintika). (As regards the first point, we answer that) all ele-
ments which partake in the process of life are characterized by a con-
stant change, (they have no duration). They constitute a stream in
which the next moment is necessarily different from the preceding one.
Such is the inmost nature of every thing living!

(Samkhya). (There are exceptions! e. g. in cataleptic states neither
body nor mind undergo any change).

(Sautrantika). If there really were exceptions (to the principle of
Universal Change), and if the ascetics after being merged in transic
medidation and having reached the climax of it would really appear
in a state of perfect identity of body and mind, (without absolutely
any change in them), then there could be no difference between the
last and the first moment of such a state of medidation, and there
could be no spontaneous awakening from the trance in the last mo-
ment. (Therefore there is an imperceptible constant change going on
even in such states as catalepsy).

(As regards the second point we maintain that in the continuous
strearn of ideas) there positively is a fixed order of succession: if one
idea springs up from another one, it does so with necessity. There is
a certain affinity (between ideas), in virtue of which there are ideas
somehow related to others and having the power of evoking them.
As for instance, when the idea of a woman is immediateiy associ-
ated (in the mind of an ascetic) with the idea of an impure body, or (in
the mind of a married man) with the idea of husband, son etc., and
if later on, in the changing stream of thought, the same idea of a
woman reappears, it has the power of evoking these ideas of an im-

1 Aceording to Yafomitra the opponent is here a Sankhya philosopher.
That system admits the existence of two substances only, the one spiritual (purusa)
representing the Individual’s Soul which is an eternal light of pure conscious-
ness, unchanging and motionless, and the other material (pradh@na), perpetually
changing (nitya-parin@min) according to causal laws. The question would then
mean: «your «consciousnes» (vijfidna) must be either purusa or pradhana?»



OUE KNOWLEDGE OF THE EXTERNAL WORLD 349

pure body or of a husband, son etec., because they are associated with
it, but it has not the power of evoking other (ideas, not so associated).
Again the idea of a female may be followed by various ideas arising
one after another, (but if we examine them, we shall find) that only
such ideas really appear which are either very common (in the corres-
ponding stream of thought), or most intensely felt in it, or (at last)
have been experienced at a very recent date. The reason for this is
that the Vital Energy? of such ideas has more power (to the exclu-
sion of other influences), except (of course) the influence of the pre-
sent state of one’s body and the immediate objects of cognition.

(Samkhya). If this Vital Energy (inherent in ideas) has so powerful
an influence, why does it not produce perpetually (its own, ons and
the same) result?

(Sautrantika). Because, (as we have said above), the elements
partaking in the process of life are characterized by a perpetual change.
In conformity with this principle of Universal Change the Vital Energy
itself is perpetually changing and so does its result (the idea). This is
only an abridged account of all the modes (of association) between
ideas. A thorough going and full knowledge of them belongs to Bud-
dha.This has been stated (by Rah ul a, the Elder) in the following stanza:

Every variety of cause

Which brings about the glittering shine
In a single eye of a peacocks tail

Is not accessible to limited understanding.
The Omniscient knows them all!

(It this is true in respect of complicated material phenomena), how
much more is it with respect of immaterial, mental phenomena!

I

Vinitadeva's Comment on the sitras I 18—21 of the
Nyayabindu.
(Tibetan text ed in the Bibl. Ind., Calcutta, 1918, pp. 52. 1—54. 10).

(52.1). In order to repudiate the (current) misconception of a (se-
parate) result (in the shape of a content cognized by the act of sense-
perception, the aunthor says),

L18. This direct cognition is itself the result
of (this) way of cognition.

1 bhavomi = vasang = karma = cetand — samskara.
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The meaning ! of this is the following one. If you adhere to the view
that sense-perception is an instrument of cognition, then there should
be a result of (the act of cognizing by this instrument, a result) in
the shape of a definitely circumscribed? patch of colour or some other
(sense-datum), just as an axe (being an instrament through which the
act of cutting wood is carried into effect) must have, as experience
shows,? a (separate) effect in the fact that the piece of wood which is
being cut becomes separated into two pieces. (Every action has its
instrument and its result). (52. 7). Therefore, (in opposition to this view),
it is said that «this perceptive cognition is itself the result of (this)
instrument of cognition». This perceptive cognition, (the instrument),
is just itself (also) the result produced by the instrument, there is no
other separate result, (the act of cognition and its confent are the same).

(52.10). It is now asked, how is it (to be understood) that (the act)
possesses the essence of a result of sense-perception? To this itis said,

1.19. Because it has the essence of a distinct
cogunition of the object.

A distinct cognition is (bere a perceptual) judgment® When sense-
perception possesses this essence, or this nature, (it is said) that it
has the essence of a distinet cognition. This condition ® is just the
fact that sense-perception receives a definite form. Therefore, because
(the act of) sense perception appears in the form of a distinct cogni-
tion, (there is no difference between the act of being infent upon an
object and the resulting content of the cognition of that object).
(52.15). This (should be understood) in the following wmanner.
If we artificially construct a relation® between the cognizing (act of
cognition) and the cognized (content of cognition), then we (really)
shall have a result in the shape of 2 perceptual judgment on that
object. Knowledge is indeed of the essence of a judgment? regarding
its object, and sense perception also is regarded as being of the essence
of knowledge (52 19). Therefore, sense perception, so far as it possesses

1 Jbrel-ba = sambandha,

2 Read yofis-su-bead-pai instead of yofis-su-dpyod-pas.

s mthofi-ba-bzhin-no. 4 gtan-la. phebs-pa=niscaya.

5 dei diios-po-ni = tasya bhavah.

8 tshad-ma dan gzhal-byar tha-siiad btags-pa=pramana-prameya-vyavahra-
-aropa.

7 =jhignam artha-niscayana-svabkdvam, pratyeksam api jitana-svabhdvem

tstam. Cp. Bosanquet maintaining, Logic p. 32 ff, that cognition is a perpetual
judgment,
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the essence of a (perceptual) judgment regarding its object, receives
the character of a result, (of 2 distinct image, the presence of which is
called forth by the senses). So is this to be understood, this is estab-
lished (by the author).

(53. 3). (Now, from this point of view), if we consider the phenome-
non of sense- perception?! in its resulting phase,? what shall we then
regard as the instrument, (through which the act of cognition arrives
at this result)? To this it is said,

1.20. (The instrument) of cognizing consistsin co-
ordination (between the image) and its (real) object.

Coordination is similarity.® «Its (instrument)» means the instru-
ment of perception. That sense perception which is a perception of an
object representing a distinet image, this its (coordinated image) is
the (real) instrument of cognition* (53. 8).

‘What is the meaning (of the assertion) that coordination (of the
image) with the object, (or the sense of sameness) is the (real) source
of (all) our knowledge? To this it is said,

1.21. By the way of it a distinct cognition of
the object is established,

Since by the way of a coordination of the object, its distinct cognition
is ascertained (in a judgment), this coordination, (or this sense of sa-
meness), is the (real) source of (all) our knowledge.

(53.11). Indeed we then have (the judgments) «this is distinctly blue»,
«it is not yellown. The source of this definiteness (is the sense of sa-
meness) and We can maintain that this is the (real) source of our
knowledge, (when we make an imputed distinction between the act and
the content of knowledge).

(58.15). Indeed the senses cannot produce this definiteness (by
themselves), because the (pure element of) sensation, although it is
the cause (of our cognitions) is the same in all cognitions. How
could it then (by itself) possess the force of distinguishing every
separate cognition (from all the others)? (54.1). If a given (pure) sen-

1 maon-sum-fiid = pratyaksa-thdva.

2 hbras-bus rafi-behin = phala-svabhava.

3 Coordination (s@rizpya) first of all means the connection between the object
and its image, but it implies the difference of the image from all dissimilar ones
and its connection, owing to the sense of sameness, with all the similar ones.

4 tshad-ma = pramana in the sense of sadhakatama-kirana = prami-karana
{ep. Tarka-bhagh, p. 10, Poona ed.), = praksrtopakaraka (cp. N.b. t. Tipp.,
p- 42. 8), the nearest psychological antecedent, the causa efficiens par excellence.



352 APPENDIX IV

sation could produce a cognition (of the presense) of a blue patch,
and could not produce a cognition of a yellow or of some other patch
of colour, then it would possess the force of producing distinctness.
But since as (pure) sensation it is (everywhere) present? and (always)
the same, it is not the cause producing distinctness. On the other hand
coordination is not always the same, it is therefore the cause produ-
cing the distinctness (and clearness) of every single cognition. (54.6).
Indeed, when we cognize something as being blue, it is then the image
of blue, (its sameness with other blue objects), which produces (clear-
ness and) distinctness, because (we then are aware) that it is not yel-
low or of another (colour).

(54. 8). Because, when we have (constructed) the image? of the
blue, we can judge® «this is a cognition of blue and not of yellow»,
therefore this coordination (or coordinated image is the real) source
of (all) our knowledge.t

11X

Vacaspatimifra on the Buddhist theory of iden-
tity between the act and the content of knowledge,
and on coordination between our images and
external reality.
Nyayakanika, pp. 254. 12—260. 22.

§ 1. RepupiATION OF THE MIMAMSARA THEORY OF A PURE,
MAGELESS CONBCIOUSNESS.

(254. 13). The opponent, (viz., the Bud dhist), now raises another
problem.® It is impossible, (says hLe), that our cognitions should
(exactly) correspond to external objects,® because of the following (inso-

1 fle-ba = sannihita. 2 rnom-pa = Gkira. 8 sfiam-pa = maiti.

4 By pure sensation we have knowledge of the presence of a blue patch, but
we do not yet know that it is blue, it is nilasya jfidnam, but not nilam its jidanam.

5 In the preceding passage the theory of the origin of our knowledge through
direct intuition (nirvisaya-pratibha-vida) wes discussed. Although on this theory
knowledge is autonomons, independent from experience, nevertheless for the sake
of argnment (disanabhidhitsaya), the problem was divided, and it was asked whe-
ther these direct intuifions correspond to external reality or not, ep. p, 254.8 ff.
MandanamiSra and his commentator Vacaspatimidra seize this opportunity
to discuss the various phases of Buddbist Idealism, pp. 254. 18--268, 15.

6 Read bahya-visayam.
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luble) dilemma. Is the cognized object ! apprehended by pure conscious-
ness or is it apprehended by a consciousness which includes the image
of the object #? The first is impossible, because (really, what does it mean
to be an object?). None of its definitions will apply to such an object (of
pure consciousness)! (254.16). Indeed, (we have the definition that to
be an object means simply to exist, whatsoever exists is an objeet).
This means that every thing becomes an object (automatically), because
it exists® But (on this theory), since all things (of the universe) exist
equally, all will equally be objects of our knowledge, (all will be
cognized because they exist), and every body will be omniscient!
(254.17). Now, (take another definition), a thing which produces
knowledge is its object. We thus evade the absurd consequence (just
mentioned), because (a cognized object) will be only a definite thing,
for a definite person and for one definite cognition only. (254.19).
But another absurdity arises, (viz.), the organ of vision and all other
sense-organs are also factors producing cognition, they (will fall under
the definition and thus become, not organs, but) objects of cognition.
(254.20). A further absurd consequence will ensue, viz., that (by this
flash of pure consciousness) we will never be able to cognize something
present, since at the time of (this flash) the thing which has pro-
duced it will be just gone by; (according to our system, all efficient
things) are moments® and (the moment of) the effect can never be
simultaneous with (the moment of) the cause. (254.21). The simultane-
ousness of the object (and of its cogrition can be saved, if we assume
that the object) is contained in the one totality ® (of causes and con-

1 tad-visayah, viz. artho vijAiana-visayah.

2 Lit,, p. 254. 13—15. « The opponent takes up the second part. Is it not that
consciousness (v{fidna) possessing (bakhuvr.) an external object (read bahya-visayam)
is impossible, because it cannot stand before the dilemms, whether its object is of
the non-shaped (nir@kdrasya) consciousness or of (consciousness) possessing
ghape ?».

3 Read sattaya.

4 Read kam cid eva.

5 Drop the cheda before ksanikatvena.

68 The Buddhist assails the Mimamsaka in urging upon him the fact that since
his pure consciousness will be posterior to the object that called it forth, it will
illumine nothing, the momentary object will be gone. The Mimamsaka in defence
appeals to the Sautrantika theory of cognition (para-matam aéritya). The eognized
object is not the preceding moment (pHirva-ksana), but the next following one
contained in the same «totalityn of factors which are simultaneous with cognition
(eka-sTmagri-vartam@na-jAana-samana-kalina-visaya-ksana). The four factors (pra-
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ditions producing together the act of cognition), but then (the for-
mer objection remains, viz.), the organ of vision and the other organs,
since they also are contained in the same totality, will be simultaneous
with cognition and will be, (according to the definition, not the organs
producing cognition, but the objects) apprehended (in that cognition).

(54.24). Mimamsaka). Be that as the case may be! Knowledge
(is knowledge)! It is a special faculty which is produced by its own
causes, (and obeys to its own laws). It throws light upon some objects
only, not upon every object, and only upon an object present (in
its ken). Such is its sovereign power (that cannot be questioned)!
(This is enough to explain why) the senses are not objects, (but or-
gans), of cognition! Accordingly it has been stated that «the essence of
cognition is to cognize its object».

(255.2). (The Buddhist). Now, let us consider the following point.
(You maintain that) cognition is a certain (mental) activity whose exi-
stence is conditioned by its own laws. (We will then ask) what is the
object upon which this activity is intent?

(Mimamsaka). The object which this activity is intent upon is
the cognized thing.

(The Buddhist). And how is this thing affected by that activity?
Is it «turned out», as a figure shaped by the sculptor, or is it modified
as rice corns are when they are crushed in a mortar, or is it consecrated
as the pestle and other sacrificial implements are when they are sprink-
led with holy water, or is it acquired as milk is by milking (the
cows)?!

(255.6). (Mimamsaka). What is the use of these imputations
which are out of question! I maintain that cognition has the power
to reach the object.

(The Buddhist) And what is this «reaching» (of the
object)?

tyaya), the object (@lambana-), preceding consciousness (semananiara-), the predo-
minant factor or the sense faculty (indrya=adhipati-) and light (sahak@ri-pratyaya),
unite accidentally in ome totality (s@magri) and become cooperating forces (saha-
karin = eka-k@rya-karin). Nobody knows who produces whom, but when they meet
cognition is produced, cognition is their function, it is a case of pratitya-samutpada,
asmin sati idam bhavati, cp. my Nirvana, p. 86. The Buddhist idealist answers
that if the object is defined as the cause producing cognition all the four members
of the atotality» being equally causes, they all will fall under the definition and,
according to it. all will become objects.

1 An allusion to the old scholastic division of the objects into objects produced,
modified, consecrated and reached, (utpddya, vikarya, samskarya, prapya).
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(Mimamsaka). It is the fact of being rightly cognized, it is an
attribute of the thing cognized, (its illumination).! It exists (neverthe-
less) only in regard of a definite cognizer, just as the numbers, two
(three) etc., are qualities (residing in the object), but they exist only
relatively to the individual mind who counts them. (This attribute of
being illuminated by knowledge) ceases to exist as soon as cognition is
over, just as the numbers, two, (three) ete., exist no more (apart from

the separate unities) when the cognition which has counted them is
over.?

1 The Indian Realists, MImamsakas and Naiyayikas, keld a kind of anti-
conceptualist doctrine of knowledge. They denied the cxistence of concepts, or ima-
ges, altogether and imagined cognition as a pure light of consciousness which is
not in itself affected by the form of the object cognized, just as the light of a lamp
iz always the same and does not change according to the objeet lluminated. Ac-
cording to the MimZmsakas kaowledge produces in the external object a new
quality called « cognizedness» (jA@tata) or «illumination » (= artha-prakaia), which
disappears as soom as cognition is over. The realists devised this theory probably
wishing to escape all the consequences of the fact of coextensiveness of existence
and knowledge (sahopalambla-niyama), urged upon them by the idealists. They
also denied selfconsciousness (sva-samredana) and direct introspection, and main-
tained that we have no direct expericnce of our knowledge at all (vijfianam atyanta-
paroksam), but when the quality of «cognizedeness» is produced in an ohject, we
by an inferemce conclude of the presence in us of kuowledge, cp. Slokavart.
Bunyavida, 76 — 3uddham eva nirgkaram grahakam samuid asti hi.

2 The idea that number (deitvd@di-sankhyd) as well a8 position in time aud
space (paratva-aparatva) are relative, and hence subjective and notional, seems to
be an early concession of Indian Realists to Buddhist criticism. These notions are
sajd by them to owe their origin to the Principle of Relativity (apeksa-buddhi-
janya), cp. Prafastapida, p. 111 ff. and 164 ff. But for the Buddhists relative
means unreal (@peksiko'yam visesana-visesya-bhdvo, na vasiavah), for the Realists,
all Universals being realities, relations are also real in spite of being relative
(@peksiko vastavas ca, ¢p. N. Kandall p. 117.25). Number two is imagined as a
full blown reality comfortably residing in two things, in two different places. The
Buddhist contention that they are purely notional, merely signs of reality (j7a-
paka, laingtka, jAanamatram), is rejected by PraSastapada on the score that all
attributes, or all Universals, are real, cp. ibid. p. 112. 16. He says that the characte-
ristics (videsana) of an object cannot owe their origin to mere «coordination»
(s@r@py@t), but to «characterizationn (vifesana-viSesya-sambandha). Both terms,
although they gramatically mean the same, are used, the one ag connoting an ide-
alistic interpretation, the other—as an extremely realistic one. The Indian realists
have gone in their tendency to infer realities from mere names a considerable bit
further than their European matches. The Mimdmsakas follow the same tradition
when they assert the real production by the pure light of knowledge of & real
quality in the shape of the «cognizednessn (jfidtatd) of the object. This theory is
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(255.9). (The Buddhist). I may open my eyes (as wide as pos-
sible), I do mnot arrive at perceiving this attribute of «cognizedness»
in the same manner as I perceive the attributes «blue» etc. Moreover
it will follow (from your theory) that objects past and future will never
be cognized, because it is unthinkable that a thing should be absent,
while its attribute (its «cognizedncss») should be present.

(255.18), (Mimamsaka). But if I maintain that this attribute
of illumination by cognition is nothing different from cognition itself!
On the contrary, it is just the light of cognition! And the light of
cognition is but cognition itself!

(The Buddhist). How is it that the illumination of one thing
becomes the illumination of another one, (the luminosity of knowledge
becomes the illumination of its object)?

Mimamsaka). (255.15). Because such is the specific character
of their nature. Indeed, physical objects like colours ete. (have their
own laws), as they spring up from the causes producing them, they do
not throw any light (of cognition), neither upon themselves nor upon
others. But knowledge, as it springs up from its (specific) causes,? has
the power3 to throw light upon its own self and upon others. Know-
ledge cannot begin its existence without an object, and then unite
with an object at a later date. An axe, (e. g., obeys to other laws), it
springs up from its causes and exists (at first) alone, it then combines
with a fissure (by t produced) at a later date* But (knowledge) is
always combir  with an object, this fact cannot e questioned (or
explained).  deed the axe also, according to the causes which have
produced it, consists of iron. There is no special reason for this fact
and its explanation is never asked.

(255.20). And although the (double faculty) of throwing some
light on its own self and on others is the quintessence of our know-
ledge, (this does not mean that the object is immanent to knowledge
and that this double) faculty is objectless. When we contrast it with
other things, (with inanimate things which are unconscious, we say) it

here compared with the VaiSegika theory of number and Sridhara accordingly
desls with the whole Buddhist theory of cognition in his section on Number, cp.
N. Kandalj, p. 122. 33—130. 19,

1 Read apratyutpanno dharmi dharmaes ca. ..

2 Reod sta-pratyaya-samasadita —

3 Read prakdsana-samartham.

4 This is according to the Realist, but not according to the Buddhist, cp. below,
the translation from Udayana.
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is @ light which illumines itself and others. When we contrast it with
other faculties (we say it is) a power of throwing light upon itself and
upon others. (In the first case) we more or less imagine it as a result,
(as a content). (In the second case we, on the contrary), imagine it as
an instrument (or as an action produced by) cognition. The differenti-
ation is more or less imputed, (the fact is the same, but in this way)
there is a faculty of cognition and there is an object of it.

(The Buddhist). (255.24). To this we reply as follows. What
meaning do you attach to the assertion that knowledge posseses the
power? of throwing light upon itself and upon others? If you mean
that such is its own nature® we agree! But if you mean that there is
a real mutual relation (between the object and the subject), we will
ask, of what kind is this relation?

Mimamsaka). Itisa subject-object relation.

(The Buddhist). (256.3). The consequence will be that this
relation, (if it is something real) must inhere in the object as well as

1 Lit. 255. 20—23. « And illumination of self and other (read sva-para-prakd-
$anam) having its own nature by a contrast (nivrttya) with non-illumination, in some
way or other (katham cit) receives (bahuvr.) an imagined differentiation as «a re-
sult»; the power of illuminating self and other, by a contrast with non-power
in some way or other becomes through an imagined exclusion «an instrument of
knowledgen, thus the power is not without an object».

The Mim@msaka is here represented as compelled to admit that his light of
pure consciousness and the illumination of the object by it are not two facts, but
one, because knowledge is never without an object, such is its nature that can
neither be questioned nor explained. The Buddhist avails himself of the opportu-
nity to bring home to the MimAmsaka his favorite idea of the identity of image and
object. The light of knowledge, if it is the same thing as the illumination of the
object, is in danger of having no object at all, since the object will be immanent
to knowledge. It is just what the Buddhist wants, and he represents the Mimamsaka
as admitting self- consciousness (sva-para-prakise = sva-samvedana) and an ima-
gined difference (kalpita-bheda) betweeen the act and the content, the instrument
and the result, or between the object and subject, of cognition cp. below the transla-
tion from Jinendrabuddhi.

2 Read sva-para-prakidana-samartham.

3 Both the Mim3msaka (cp. above, p. 254.15) and the Buddhist admit that
the essence of cognition is to include an object and to be self-conscious, but the
Buddhist explaines it as the same fact which in different contexts can be differently
characterized, according to the view we take of it. The Mim3msaka, although
very nesr to that view (cp. above, p. 255. 20—24), nevertheless, as a realist, admits
a real relation, a real tie (sambandha) between object and subject, something
like & chain which resides at once in both the related things and unites them. On
relations and their reality cp. above p. 287 n. 3.
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in its cognition, (i e, in two different places), and then it will be
itself different, just because it resides in different places. (There will
be no union at all, object and subject would be separated as before).
Therefore only these two different entities will remain, (their suppo-
sed uniting tie is itself disunited)! Moreover, as already mentioned,
the past and the future (could never be cognized on this hypothesis,
since) how could this one uniting tie reside in objects (separated by
time). (256. 5). But if you admit, (as you are now bound to do), that
the subject-object relation is immanent to our knowledge alone, how
can it then be connected with external objects? Thus it is that while
you are expatiating on the capacity of our knowledge to throw a
light upon itself and upon others, you are driven against your will to
admit the identity of (the exeternal objects), the patches of blue ete.,
with their cognition. (256.7). And thus it is that if you maintain that
knowledge contains no images, we will never arrive to know what it
means to be an object of this pure imageless consciousness,® (i. e, what
union there can be between this internal light and an external
object).

(256.8). We must conclude that the external object corresponds
to a cognition which includes its image.

(256. 9). Moreover, (the theory of an imageless consciousness leads
to an absurdity). If, (as you maintain), the illumination of the object (by
knowledge) is nothing but the fact of the self- luminosity of knowledge,
the difference among the objects must be then determined according
to a difference between their cognitions. But cognition (according to
this theory) contains no differences, since it contains no images, (it is
always the same). (Neither will the objects contain any differences).
We then will not be able to distingnish, «this is our consciousness of
something blue», «that one, of something yellow». People wanting to
take action (in pursuit of their special aims will not know how to do
it, and) will commit no purposive actions at all.

1 Cp. Bradley, Appearance, p. 33. «The links are united by a link, and
this bond of unmion is a link which also has two ends... this problem is inso-
luble ».

2 Lit., p. 266. 7—8. « And thus, since the essence of an object of knowledge is
averse (ayoga?) to imageless consciousness, the (external) thing is an objeet of
image-containing consciousness».
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§ 2. CONSCIOUSNESS CONTAINS IMAGES COORDINATED WITH
EXTERNAL OBJEOTS.

(256.12). On the other hand, if we admit that our cognitions
contain definite images, then the coordination of the blue patch?® (with
its image), being the cause which imparts definitencss to it, will be
the source of our right cognition, and its aspect of being a content of
our consciousness which receives, (as it were), definiteness in the shape
of a patch of blue colour will be the result (of that act of cognition).?
(256. 14). And although (on this theory) coordination (of our know-
ledge) and that knowledge itself are just one and the same reality, ne-
vertheless they can be differentiated (in imagination), by imagining a
double aspect of the same thing, the aspect of an act of cognition and
the aspect of its content. The essence of cognition is settled by one
principle contrast (of cognition to mon cognition). But many other
differentiations may be imagined which are all included in it, and thus
an imagined differentiation is created, according to different stand-
points, so far the fact of cognition is differently viewed and differently
contrasted, (as an action when it is contrasted with other actions, or as
a content when it is contrasted with other contents).? (256. 16). It has
been said (by Dignaga)* «the mere existence of pure consciousness
is not yet the definite consciousness of an object, because it is always
the same, and (if there were no images), we would arrive at the con-
sequence that all our cognitions must be undifferentiated. But the sense
of sameness introducing itself into our consciousness, brings in
coordination».

(256.18) (We now have a gcod definition of what an object of
cognition is). An object is the cause which produces cognition and

1i, e, the indefinite point of external reality will become a definite patch of
blue only for us, only owing to the existence in us of an image corresponding to it

2 Here apparently Vicaspatimiira borrows his expressions from Dhax-
mottara, cp. N. b. t, p. 15.20 ff.

8 Lit., p. 256. 14—16. «Although coordination and cognition is (here) just the
same thing, nevertheless through constructions (vikalpadr) whose essence is an in-
tention (evagahana) of the shape contained in one contrast, (i. ., many secondary
differentiations can be evolved from one chief differentiation, or chief feature), it
reaches the condition of sources and result of cognition, (this condition) being an
imagined difference, produced by a difference of things to be excluded, (or to be
contrasted with)». Cp. zbid., p. 262. 2.

4 Quoted also in the N. Kandalj, p. 123.24.
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corresponds to its image Thus the senses, (although also being
producers of cognition), are not its objects.? (As to the simulta-
neousness of cognition and object, they are also explained on this
theory). To be conscious of an object® means to be conscious of its
image which has been evoked by the object. The images are present
at the time of cognition, thus their simutaneousness is explained. It
has been said (by Dharmakirti) —

«If it is asked, how can an (absent) object, separated from us in
time, be perceived, we will answer, to be perceived rightly, means
only to be the cause of the (corresponding) image, to be the moment
(capable of) evoking the mental imagen».t

(256.23). And thus, in this sense it is right to maintain that the
(external) object is felf, (i. e, cognized). For this reason the Sau-
trintikas teach that the (external) things are the objects of our
cognition, but their (definite, constructed) form is immanent to know-
ledge.

§ 8. CONTEST WITH EXTREME IDEALISM. SENSE PERCEPTION
DOES NOT WARRANT THE EXISTENCE OF AN EXTERNAL WORLD.

(256.25). (The Yogacara). All this is wrong! Because, in-
deed, if you maintain that images are inherent in our knowledge and
they refer to (external) reality, we shall ask, (how do you come to
know this?) Do you know it by direct evidence or by inference?

(257.1). First of all, you cannot invoke direct awareness,® because
your awareness testifies to the presence in you of the image of so-
mething blue, this image is locked up® in its own self, (it cannot
make a step beyond, in order) to grasp another blue thing, (the blue
object). Indeed the reflected image is one blue thing, not two blue
things, (the image and the object)?? And we have already called

1 Cp. N. Kandali, p. 124.9.

2 Lit., p. 256. 18—19. «And owing to an objectivity throngh coordination-with-
it and origination-from it there is no deduction-of-it upon the senses etc.»n.

8 artha-vedanam.

4 Quoted T&tp., p. 101.14 with the reading — ksamam instead of — ksa-
nam.

5 The discussion of the first part of this dilemma is finished below p. 258. 15.

6 Lit. «is quite finished in its own image merely».

7 Among modern Europeans B. Russelis, e. g., isopposed to «the intrusion of the
idea between the mind and the object», cp. Mysticism, pp. 183 and 222, Analysis
of Mind, p. 180. He will consequently be a nirgkara-vadin, just as & Mimamsaka.
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attention® to the fact that it is impossible to be at once (out of the
cognition and in the cognition), to be a separate thing (from know-
ledge and to be cognized by it as) its object.

(Sautrantika) (257.4). Let it be so! However the object of
cognition is double? the prima facie apprehended (in sensation), and
the distinctly settled (in a perceptual judgment). (257.5). Now, in
respect to sense-perception, what is immediately seized (in a sensation)
is only one single moment, but what is distinctly settled (in a percep-
tual judgment) is a compact chain of moments, (the constructed thing),
the object of our purposive action. (257.6). If that were not so, cogni-
tion could not guide the actions of those who act in pnrsuit of defi-
nite aims? (When we speak of) knowledge guiding * our actions and
leading to successful attainment® of aims, we only mean that know-
ledge points® to an object of a possible (successful) action.” Now, the
moment of sensation is not the moment of action? since the latter does
not exist any more when the action takes place. But the chain of mo-
ments, (the continuity of the object) can be (the aim of purposive
action). (257.9). However, (a chain of moments) cannot be grasped
directly (in sensation), and therefore we must admit (the importance
and conditioned reality) of the constructed ® (chains of moments).

(257.9). The same applies to an inferential judgment.’® The object
it is prime facie intent upon is a Universal, (anabsent thing constructed
in imagination), whose essence is to represent a contrast with some
other things.! But the (corresponding) judgment *® refers that Universal
to (some particutar point of reality 1¥), which becomes the object of om
purposive action and is capable of being successfully attained. (257.11).
Both these ways of cognition, (direct perception proceding from the

1 Cp. above, p. 255.14 ff.

2 Here again Vacaspati’s phrasing seems to be influenced by Dharmot-
tara, cp. NBT, p. 12.16 .

8 Read artha-kriy@rthinah.

4 pravartaka.

> prapaka.

8 upadarsaka.

7 pravriti-visaya. With this passage cp. NBT, p. 3.6 ff.

8 Lit. «not the object of actionn.

9 adhyavaseyatvam = vikalpitatvam.

10 anumana-vikalpa = anumita-adhyavasiya.

11 Read anya-vyavriti-ripam.

12 adhyavaseyas.

18 i, e., svalaksana, ep. NBT, p. 12. 20—21,
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particular to the general and inference proceding from the general to
the particular), are right means of cognition only in respect of success-
ful purposive action, as has been stated (by Dignaga?), «a man
who has distinetly delineated his object by these two modes of cogni-
tion in a judgment,? takes action, and is not lead astray». Thus it
is that the external (real object) is not accessible to our direct
knowledge, but being indirectly ascertained (in a judgment) it is an
object (of cognition nevertheless).

(Yogacara). (257.14). All this is wrong!® You do not know at
all what a judgment is!

(Sautrantika). A judgment is a mental construction* (of the
form «this i8 blue»)® Indirect cognition (or inference), because in its
essence it is nothing but constructive thought, is conterminous with
(judgment).5 Direct cognition (or semse-perception) is also a judgment
because it calls forth a thought-construction.’

(Yogacara) (257.16). But a construction also, since it is intent
upon the image (produced by it and cannot make a step beyond it),
how can it judge, (or execute constructions regarding external reality)?

(Sautrantika) (257.17). (This is however possible), if you
accept (the following explanation). The image (which a man feels
inwardly present in his mind) is his own. It is not something (artifi-
cially) constructed ® (by combining in thought). On the contrary, it is
something intimately and directly felt.® Indeed, a mental construc-
tion is something arranged (by our mind’s initiative). The true
essence of a thing is never an arrangement. It is always (something
unique), something not standing in any relation to whatsoever,!?
(something unutterable), something that cannot be designated by a
(connotative) name. It is (also something concrete and vivid), a gla-

! This quotation has not yet been identified.

2 adhyarasdya.

8 Read tan na.

4 vikalpa, cp. Tatp., p. 87.26, 388.15 and Tipp., p. 28. 4—5,

5 A fuller befinition of a perceptual judgment (vikalpa == adhyavas@ya) is
found Tatp., p. 838. 15, translated below in Appendix V.

6 vikalpa-riipateit tad-visayam, cp. Udayana, Parifuddhi ad T3tp,
p. 888.15.

1 vikalpa-janandt.

8 Lit. «the domain of choice or arrangement .

9 samredanam.,

10 sarvato blinna cp. Tattvas, p. 390.25, trailokya-vilaksana, cp. Tatp.,
p- 888.17.
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ring reflex,! (non-operated upon by the mind). (257. 20). Thus it is that
images are not mental arrangements (for a consciousness which feels
their immediate presence) in itself. But the mind projects the inward
reflex? into the external world and guides the purposive actions of
those who are desirous of dealing with these external objects, in direc-
ting them towards this or towards that thing. Nor are the people (who
are thus guided by images projected into the external, world) deceived
(in their aims, since experience does not contradict them), because
indirectly (these images, although themselves subjective and notional),
are produced by external (reality); and since they are related to reality,
the real aims are successfully reached. Accordingly, it has been stated
(by Dharmottara®), (judgment or inference guides the purposive
actions of men), because «the course it takes consists in having prima
facie to deal with mental contents of a (genenal) unreal character and
in ascertaining through them some real fact».*

(257.24). (Yogacara) Please explain what is meant by the
words «(knowledge) constructs (in a perceptual judgment a kind) of
reality out of that unreality which is the image present to it%».

1 Cp. N. b. t, p. 12. 3 (= sputibha), and N. Kaniks, p. 281.6 — sgksdtkdro
vidadatd. — vidada-pratibhdsa refers to the same thing as niyata pratibhdsa in
N. b. t., p. 8. 10.

2 svabhasam vikalpayantah.

3 Cp. N.b. t.,p. 7. 1.

4 Lit. 257. 17—23, «If it is opined that one’s own shape is not the object (or the
domain) of constructions, (of choice, of combinations), but of intimate feeling (sam-
vedanasya) which is immediate (direct), (drop the cheda before pratyaksasyn, and
put it after that word, and insert sa before hi). An object of mental construction is
something that is being arranged combined and contrasted), but the essence of
something is not being constructed, because it, being excluded from everything,
cannot be (combined with a name, and because it is a vivid reflex. Therefore, not
being in themselves constructions, they arrange their own shape as being external
and direct, here and there those who wish to deal with them. And since medjately
they are produced from the external, because they are connected with it, because
they reach it, they do not deceive the people. As has been sald «because it operates
(read pravriter) in ascertaining an object in a non-object which is its own (imme-
diate) reflex ».

5 When the cognition of a blue patch arises we experience internally a modi-
fication of our feeling and project it into the external world in an internal judg-
ment «this is the blune». The words of Dharmottara qnoted by Vacaspati
refer in NBT, p. 7.13, to inference, but p. 18.9 ff. he also maintains that there
is in the resulting aspect of inference no difference between perception and infe-
rence, since both are judgments asserting a coordination (sdriipya) between an
image and a point of reality.
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(Sautrantika). Does it not mean that it imagines a real object,
(i. e., some efficient point-instant producing a possible sensation)?

(Yogacara) What is the essence of constructive thought? Is it
an imagined sensation? or some other function? The first is im-
possibile! (An imagined sensation is indeed a contradictio in ad-
jecto). Sensation and imagination being the one passive and the
other active® (the one non-constructive and the other comstructive,
imaginative sensation) would be as it were a liquid solid stuff® (Con-
structive thought or imagination) is a function different (from seunsa-
tion). The question is whether it operates after (sensation) or simul-
taneously with it? The first is impossible, because cognition being a
momentary® flash) cannot operate by degrees. Even those schools who
deny Universal Momentariness,” even they maintain that thought, as
well as motion, cannot operate intermittently 8 and therefore (sensation

1 Read p. 257. 25 -268. 1, kim vikalpasya svar@pam, anubhoav@ropa uta vya-
pard@ntaram, and drop the following svar@zpanubhavah.

2 anubhava-dropa = protyoksa-agrope = pratyaksa-vikalpa, this would involve
a samplave between the two quite different sources of knowledge in contradiction
o the Bunddhist principle of pram@na-vyavastha, cp. App. IL

8 vikalpa-avikalpa, the order of these two terms is here inverted in keeping
with Papini, IT, 2. 34.

4 Lit. p. 258.1—2. «Because of the impossibility of identity between actual
experience (anubhava) and coustruction (sam@ropa) whose essence is non-differen-
tiation and differentiation, just as between the solid (read kathina) and the liguid ».—
The solid and the lquid elements are, according to Indian conceptions, ultimate
elements, not two different conditions of the same stuff. When milk coagnlates into
curds this is explained in assuming that the solid element which was always pre-
sent in milk becomes prominent (wtkrsia). Ornly the Sankhya would explain it as
a parindma. In the eyes of the Buddhist as well as of the Naiyaiyik the simile
means that sensation and thought are different in principle and cannot be mixed up.

5 vijAdnasya.

8 For the Buddhist every existence is motion, and motion consists of a chain
of absolute infinitesimal moments (pifrva-apara-kalo-kal@-vikala-ksana), for the
realists the things are either moving or stationary and every unit of motion, as well
a8 of thought, consists of three moments, the moments of its prodnetion, its existence
and its extinction,

7 The MimAmsaka and Nyaya-VaiSegika schools are first of all meant, They
deuy that the existence of every object is split into point-instants. In fact alls hools
except the Buddhists deny the Universal Flux, and among the Buddhists the M#-
dhyamikas also deny it, on the same gronnds as the Ved&ntins. The Sankhyas
with their parinZma-nityatva of pradhdna come very near the Buddhist keani=
katva. cp. Central Conception, p. 80 and Introduction.

8 viramya-vydpara.
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and imagination), cannot operate alternately, (when something is felt
and imagined at the same time). (258. 5). But if you assume that sen-
sation and imagination work simultaneously, we can admit this, with
the proviso! that the ohject? is immanent? in cognition; because if we
suppose that what we feel is (not in wus), but out of us? the term
«feeling» will loose itself every intelligible meaning.?

(258.7). And thus, what is really immediately felt in us is the
(double) snbject-object aspect of our knowledge,’ and what is constructed
in imagination is the (external) object. (258.8). Our own self, what we
internally feel in us, is not something constructed in imagination,” (on
the other hand the external) object, since it is constructed in imagi-
nation, is not the thing actually felt in senmsation® (258.9). (We can-
not know) whether the (external) object exists or does not exist, bui
(what we call) construction (of an object) is nothing but the (imagi:
ned) «grasping» (aspect of its idea).® It has been already mentionec
that to «grasp» something external to our knowledge is impossible.!

(258.11). (Sautrantika). (We also assume a kind of) imputec
externality,* (viz.), our images (coalesce with external objects in tha
sense) that we are not conscious of the difference,'? aud that is why
our purposive actions, (when guided by our judgments), are directec
towards external objects (and arc successful).

(258.12). (Yogacara). But (when they coalesce), is the externa
object also cognized at that time or not? The first is excluded, accor
ding to what we have just said, viz., that (real) «grasping» is a1
impossibility. But if no external object is really apprehended and wi
simply dont feel the difference (between the external thing and a
imagined idea), this undiscrimination alone could not guide our purpo

1 kevalam,

2 vedyah.

8 Gtma-bhava-avasthita.

3 para-bhava-vedane.

5 svariipa-vedana-anupapatiih = svarpena tedanasya anupapattih.

8 Read grahya-gr@haka-akaro *nubhito.

7 Lit., p. 258. 8—9. «But the self is not snperimposed upon the non-felt».

8 pratyaksa-vedyah.

9 Lit., p. 258. 9—10. «And this superimposition is nothing but (eva) the gra
ping of something either existing or not existing».

10 Cp. above, p. 236. 1—6.

11 b@Ehya-samaropas.

12 phedigraha == akhyiti, this celebrated principle has been also adopted t
Prabhakara for the explanation of illusions, cp. Tatp., p. 56 ff.
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sive actions towards a definite aim, since (undiscriminated from our
image will be not exclusively one definite object, but all) others will
be also undiscriminated at that time, and the consequence will be that
(our image) could direct us not towards the definite object to which it
corresponds, but) to another one?

(258.11). Thus it is that our immediate feeling cannot be relied
upon as a proof of the reality of an external world.

§ 4. IMPOSSIBILITY TO PROVE THE REALITY OF AN EXTERNAL
WORLD BY RATIOCINATION.

(258.16). (Yogacara) Neither can (the reality of the external
world) be established by inference. It has been, indeed, sufficiently
explained that, just as simple awareness, inference cannot seize the
external object neither directly, nor indirectly.? There is no fact from
which its existence could be deduced with logical necessity.® (If such a
fact exists), it must be either an effect (of external reality from which the
existence of the cause could be necessarily deduced) or a fact possessing
externality as its inherent property, (the existence of this property
could then be deduced analytically). There are no such facts.*

1 Lit., p. 258.14—15. «But if it is not grasped, there will be no definiteness
of action by not grasping the difference, because, since other ones are at that time
not grasped, towards another one also activity will be consequent». — For a more
detailed explanation of the principle of bheddgraha or Neglected Difference and
the nse which is made of it in order to make iutelligible our perception of the
external world cp. preliminary note to Appendix V, on apoha.

2 According to the Sautr&ntikas the direct function of sense perception is the
awareness of the presence of something in one’s ken (grahana), its indivect functi-
on — the cvoking of its genera] image in a perceptual judgment (pratyaksa-
balad wipannena vikalpena adhyavasdyak). The direct function of inference, on the
other hand, is the construction of a general image, its indirect function is the
ascertainement of the presence of something in our ken, cp. above p. 257. 4 ff. and
N.b.t, p. 7.13, 11.12 and 12.16 ff. The Yogacara of the old school and the
Madbyamika- Yogiiciiras reject this theory.

3 Biuce there are only two kinds on Uniformity in nature, Uniformity of Suc-
cession or Uniformity of Coexistence, a neccessary deduction is only possible either
from a following effect or from a subaltern guality, but no such successive facts
or coexisting facts can be found from which the externality of our objects could be
deduced. The Sauntrantika will presently apeal to Solipsism as a fact inherent in the
demial of an external world.

+ Lit., p. 258. 17—18. «And there is no such probans dependent (read prati-
baddhas) upon the external, neither its identity nor its result».
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(258.18). (Sautrantika). However there is one! Yourself, you the
Yogacira, deny Solipsism, and you admit the influence of a foreign
stream of thought upon my stream of thought. When the perceptions
of walking and speaking arise in my mind (and they do not refer to
my own walking and speaking because they) are not preceded by my
own will to walk and to speak, (we assume the existence of another
person who walks and speaks). We then can throw the argument in
the following syllogistic form),

(Major premise). If something appears accidentally in a
combination otherwise constant, it must depend upon a special
cause.

(Example). Just as my perceptions of external purposive
movements and of (foreign) speech, which depend upon the pre-
sence of another personality.

(Minor premise). Such are the perceptions of external ob-
jects, the subject of our controversy.

(Conclusion). (They are due to a special cause).

This is an analytical judgment,® (since the predicate, the necessary
existence of a special cause, is an inherent property of the subject,
the occasional change in our stream of thought). And this special cause
lying outside our subjective stream of thought is the external object.

(258.28). (Yogacara)?(The external object is superflucuns, there
is an internal) Biotic Force® which accidentally becomes mature and

1 Lit., p. 258, 18—22. «Does not the following (proof) exist? All things thai
are accidental, if something exists, depend npon a cause additional to it, just as the
ideas reflecting cut-off-walking-and-speech (read vicchinna-gamana-vacana~) depend
upon another stream, and such are also the subject of controversy (= the mino:
term), the six (kinds) of outwards tnrned ideas (pravrtti-vijidna), while the stream
of the store of inwardly turned ideas (@laya-vijfigna) exists. Thus a reason of own.
existence». — Cp. the same argument as quoted by Vacaspati in Tatp.
p. 464.12 ., and by Jinendrabuddhi, in an abridged form,in the following
translation in this Appendix. The pravriti- and alaya-1yfidna are thus defined it
Tatp., p. 145. 17—piirva-cittam pravrtti-vijidnam yat tat sad-vidham, pafica
rilpadi~jAanany avikalpakani, sastham ca vikalpa-wijiignam, tena saha jatalh sama
na-kilah cetand-videsas tad Glaya-vijiGnam ity ueyate.

2 Beginning with 258. 23 the Yogacara assumes the role of a pitrvapaksin.

3 ¢dsdna, often anddi-cdsond, sometimes explained as = pUrvam jfidnam, c}
Santanintara-siddhi, sGtra 65, sometimes as=—samarthyam, cp. Kamala
§ila, p. 367.21. 1t performs in the Bunddhist system of Idealistic Monism th
function of explaining the origin of phenomenal plurality owt of transcendental unit
and is in many respects similar to the Larma = cetand of the early Bnddhists, th
maya of the Madhyamikas and Vedantins, the v@sand of the Sainkhyas, the bha
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evokes an idea; this idea is also accidental (and changing concomitantly
with a change in its cause).

(258.24). (Sautrantika). But is not your Biotic Force (in this
case simply) the force of subjective thought, contained in one continuous
stream, the force to produce out of itself corresponding objective thoughts.
Its (so called) maturity is its (perfect development and) readiness im-
mediately to produce its effect. Its cause is the preceding moment of
the same stream, because you (the Yogacara) do not admit (in this
case) causality between different streams. (259.8). But then, either

vand@ of the Mimamsakas, the adrsta, aplirva, abhydsa and samskare of all shools.
The Sankhyas derive it from the root vZs «to perfumen, the Buddhbists from the
root vas «to liven. In the Abh. Koda, IX, it is nsed identically with bhavan@ as a
designation of the universal force which propels life. We bave accordingly tried to
render it by the Bergsonian élan vital, since it seems to possess some of its conno-
tations. Vasand is sometimes divided into enubhava-tdsand and avidyd-c@sand or
anddi-(ovidyd)-visand. The first = samskira = smrii-janaka-sGmagri, means the
influence of former experience, habit, habitual way of thought and life in general.
On the difference between t¢asan@ and samsk@re cp. 8. N. Dasgupta., The
Study of Patafijali, p. 111. (Calcutta, 1920). This notion implies the reality of the
external world. The term avidy@-t@sond or anadi-t@sand@, on the other hand,
implies an idealistic view of the Universe, different in the old Yogacara and the
new Yogacara-Sautrantika schools. The importance of former experience is by no
means denied (vasand = parvam jil@nam), but the existence of a duplicate world
heyond the world of our sensations and ideas is deemed problematic and metaphy-
sical. It is thus an internal, spiritual force creating the illusion of this external
world and might also be called the Force of Transcendental Illusion, similar to the
maya of the Vedanting, Every idea is impregnated or perfumed by that force
(vastrader mrga~madading vasyatvam yathi). The extreme Yoghcaras apparently
denied the doctrine of svalaksana-s@riipyam, they maintained that (na) drsta-
arthakriya-svalaksana-salaksonyena (= s@ripyena), (api tu) enGdi-visand-vadat
(altkasyaiva daha-pakddika-samarthya-dropak), cp. Tatp., pp, 145.9 ff., 464. 11 ;
N. vart., p. 69 — fakti-vifistah cittotpado vasand. We bave seen above, p. 296,
that when the origin of the the Categories of our understanding is found in former
experience, the force prodncing them is called anubkarva-tGsand, and when it is
ascribed to a spontaneous faculty of our Reason, it is called vikalpa-vdsand. Thos
Empiricism may be called anubhava-r@sani-vade, and Rationalism — vikalpa-
vasand-vada. The extrem Idealism of the Yogac@iras may then he called atyania-
or ekanta-vikalpa-vasand-vida. Our Reason in the role of the creator of the illu-
sion of an external empirical world would he then called avidyd-tasand, our Res-
son as containing innate ideas — anddi-nikalpa-cdsand, the empirical world as
contrasted with transcedental reality — i8 then anadi-v@sand-vasilah sameyava-
harikah pratyayak cp. N. Kandalf, p. 279. 15.

1 Dharmakirti admits that the presence of another personality is the predo-
minant cause (bdag-rkyen == adhipati-pratyaya) or causa efficiens of our presenta-
tions of external pnrposive movements and speech, cp.Santanantarasiddhi, p. 63.
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every (moment) in the subjective stream of thought will be a «cause
of maturity», or not a single one, because (as moments of subjective
thought all are in this respect) equal. They are equal, because if you,
aceording to your intention, chose in the subjective stream one mo-
ment as ready (to produce out of itself a given objective thought),
all other moments will be just in the same position!

(259.5). (Yogacara). (Nol), because every new moment has a diffe-
rent force. Since the moments change, their effects are also changing.

(259.6). (Sautrantika) But then,(if every moment is different),
there will be only one moment capable of producing the image of a
blue patch or! capable of arousing it from (its dormant condition in
the store-consciousness). No other moment will be able to do it, (the
image of the blue patch will then never recur in the same individual).
Or, if (other moments) will also be (able to do it), how is it that every
moment (is supposed) to have a different efficiency? (If it is not diffe-
rent), then all the moments of the stored up subjective stream of con-
sciousness ? (uninfluenced by external objects, being in the same posi-
tion), will have the same capacity; and, since an efflcient cause being
present, cannot postpone? its action, (all the moments will then pro-
duce just the same image of a blue patch).

(259.10). If all our ideas have the same origin in the subjective
stream of thought, they must be always the same, (since their cause
is always the same). But this (constancy) is incompatible with the
(actual) changing character of our ideas.

(259.11). (If there were no external cause), there would be unchan:
ging constaney of thought, which excludes change. (But change exists
and) is thus proved to depend upon an external cause’ Thus it is tha
an invariable concomitance (between the change of thought and it
external cause) is established. (259.12). Neither de you, Idealists,
admit all our knowledge of the external world’ to be produced b;
the influence on us of other minds?® you admit it only (in order t

1 Read veti. 2 glayo-santana. 8 Read ca. . .anupapatts}

4 Cp. the same argument developed in S&stra-dipiks, p. 180 ff,— sarva
daive nila-vijianam syat; and SDS., p. 26.

5 This would be a negative deduction according to the 4th figure, natra kzda
citivam, sad@tanatvasya prasangdt, or according to the 6th figure, na@tra sadata
natvam, hetvantardpeksatvat, sadatanatvasya yad viruddham kaddcitkatvam, ten
yad vydpyam (vydpakam?) hetvantarGpeksatvam, tasya wpalabdhik; cp. NB, ]
35 and 87.

6 vijffianavadin. 7 pravrtti-vijiiana. 8 santanantara-nimittatvam.
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avoid Solipsism) in regard of some of our (external) perceptions, (viz.),
the perceptions of external purposive movements and of (another man's)
speech. (259.14). Moreover, even assuming, (for the sake of argument,
that every occasional external perception) is produced by the influence
of a foreign personality, the effect cannot be changing, since such a
personality is constantly present. (259.15). (You cannot maintain that
the other personality is sometimes present and sometimes absent), be-
cause the chain of moments constituting the personality is quite com-
pact? and cannot be occasionally relegated to a remote place, since
according to (your) Idealism® space as an external entity does not exist.
And because thought is not physical, (the foreign personality which
is only) thought, never does occupy a definite place. (259. 18). (Nor can
a stream of thonght be occasionally present) in respect of the time (of
its appearence), since you do not admit the appearence of something
(new, of something) that did not previously exist. Therefore our syllo-
gism proves the existence of external (physical) objects.?

(259.19). (Yogacara). This is wrong! Although (in our opinion)
the origin of all our external perceptions is exclusively to be found
in our internal stream of thought,* there is nevertheless an occasional
variety of perceptions. The reason (in your syllogism) is fallacious, it

1 Read gamana-vacana-pratibhisasya vijllanasya.

2 sandratora.

3 The solution of the problem of Sclipsism by Dharmakirti in his Santa-
nantarsiddbi is that, from the point of view of absolute reality, there is only one
spiritual principle undivided into subject and cbjest and, therefore, no plurality of
individual existences. But from the empirical point of view there are necessarily
other personalities existing in the external world, just as there are external objects
existing and cognized by the two sources of our knowledge, sense-perception and
inference, a8 they are characterized in Digniga’s and his own epistemological
gystem. Nevertheless he himself calls his view idealism (vyfiGnavads and yoydcara)
and maintains that an idealist can speak about other personalities and an external
world just as a realist does, but for the sake of precision he onght to speak not
about other personalities, but about «his representations» of other minds, tospeak
of other minds is only an abbreviation Our ideas, in this system, are not cognitions
of reality, but constructions or dreams about reality, They are indirect cognitions
just as dreams are, since dreams are also conditioned by former real experiences,
but feebly recollected in a morbid state of mind, Hence Dharmakirti and
Dignaga are represented here as Sautrantikas, although in their own opinion
they are Yogacaras. They are therefore called Sautrintika-Yogacaras. Their
opponents are the old Yogacaras of Asanga’s school and the later Madhyamika-
Yogacaras.

4 sva~santana-matra-prabhore’pi = @laya-vijiana-prabhaze 'pi.
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is uncertain! its absemce in contrary cases is uncertain? (since the
change of our perceptions can be explained from within)
(260.11). Moreover, when you maintain that to be an object of know-
ledge means to be, 1) (a point of reality) producing cognition, and 2) to
be coordinated with the respective image (by the sense of sameness)?
(we will object that all the other causes and conditions of our know-
ledge are also to a certain extent coordinated with it through a sense
of sameness, viz.) when a perception of colour is produced the sense
of vision produces the limitation* (of it to the visual sphere), light
produces the distinctness® (of the image), the previous moment of
consciousness ® produces the following ? one. Since all these causes are
coordinated with their respective results by (special kinds of) coordi-
nations? and gince they are the causes (of our perception of a blue
patch of colour), they (according to your definition) must be also ob-
jects, (not only causes), just as the blue patch (is an object, because it
is a cause). (260.18). And if you maintain that the object is absolutely
the same?® (as its image), and that that is it what makes it an object,
then (we will answer) that the preceding conscious moment,!® the mo-
ment preceding our perception of the blue, possesses still more same-
ness than the (external) blue object, and that it consequently (will
fall under your definition and) constitute an object of our image of
the blue patch! (Hence your «coordination» explains nothingl).
(260.20). (Sautrantika). To be an object of our knowledge does
not only mean to be (a point of reality) producing it and coordinated
with its image, but it also means to be established as such by a per-
ceptual judgment® («this is the blue»). This judgment refers just to
an external thing, not to something else. (The sensation or feeling is

1 anatkantika.

2 sandigdha-vipeksa-vyavritika.

3 wtpatti-saripyabhydm visayatre (satt), cp. Tatp., p. 468.20 — na saripya-
samutpatti api visaya-laksanam.

4 niyama.

5 Read spastatd.

6 samskdra bere evidently in the sense of samanantara-pratyoya.

7 jAdna. 8 sarijpyath. 9 atyanta-saripyat.

10 pila-vijitna-samanantara-pratyayasya.

11 Lit,, p. 260. 15—18. «Moreover, if objectness comes from origin and co-
ordination, eye, light and samskara also respectively, throngh the coordinations of
Iimitation, clearness (read spastat@) and consciousness, and through origin from
them, must be grasped just as the blue». '

12 adhyavasayat.
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purely internal, but in the following moment we have constructed an
image, projected in into the external world and identified it with
a point of external reality, i.e., we have judged).

(Yogacara). No! We have already answered this. We have pro-
ved above! (that neither by immediate awareness nor by inference
can the reality of the external world be established).

v

Udayana-acarya on the Buddhist theory of an
identity between the act of cognizing and the con-
tent of a cognition.
Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika-Pari§uddhi, ed. Calentta 1911, pp. 152—155.

(152.1). A source of knowledge? (is compared by the Realists
with) an instrument. It is the special cause (of a mode of cognition),
its predominant cause? (such as the senses in sense perception).
When the result is achieved there is no need of such an (instrument)
to produce (the resulta new),*just as, when (the tree) has been ent down,
there is no need of an axe (in order to cut it down anew). Therefore,
just as the function of an axe consists in cutting down the tree which
is not yet cut down, just so does the function of our sensitivity and
of the other (sources of our knowledge) consist in cognizing an object
which is not yet cognized. This is the opinion of the Mimamsakas.

(152.6). However, there is another theory, (the Buddhist one).
(The ultimate cause producing cognition is the fact of) a coordination?

1 Cp. above, p. 257. 4 ff. 2 pramana.

3 karana = sadhakatama-kirana = prakysta-wpakarake==adhipati-pratyaya.

4 Lit. « And when the thing to be prodnced is produced, there is no producing
for its like». karana-jottyasye indriyideh (V).

5 Lit. «Therefore, just as the axe becomes functioning with respect to cutting,
because of the fact that its object is the non-cut, just so...».

8 The definition of pramana as anadhigate-artha-adhiganty is accepted by
both the Buddhists and the Mimamsakas, bt the latter nnderstand under object
the empirical object which has stability and, in the continuons run of its perception,
receives in every moment a new time-characteristic. The Buddbists understand the
transcendental object which has no dnration, which is « other» in every moment.

7 sartipyam, cp. Titp., p. 14.18, the fact that a constructed mental image
with all its inhering attributes corresponds to the ntterly heterogeneous (atyanta-
vilaksana) point-instant of efficient reality, the transcendental object. In Appen-
dix V, on apoha, it will be explained that this coordination is fonnded on relati~
vity (anya-vyavrtts).
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(between a mental image and the real) object (corresponding to it).
What indeed is the result produced from a source of knowledge?
It is (knowledge itself), a distinet cognition of the object. Nothing
else is meant by the content of right knowledge! A source of know-
ledge has, indeed, nothing else to do with respect to its object than to
cognize it. (To attend to the object and to «fetch» it are the same).
The «fetching»® of the object by our knowledge is nothing but the
focussing® of our attention on it, and the latter is nothing but the
cognition of an aim of our possible purposive action?

(152.10). Therefore a source of knowledge has no result over and
above the distinct cognition of its object, (the result of cognition is
cognition, the act and the content of cognition are undistinguishable).
This has been expressed by Dharmakirti (with respect to sense-
perception) in the following words,®

«Just this direct cognition is itself the result of (the act) of cogni-
zing, as far as it has the form of a distinct cognition».

(153.1). That alone is a source of right knowledge what deter-
mines the object (in distinguishing it from all similar and all dissimilar
ones). And that alone determines the object what restricts its image as
belonging just to this object. If it is not restricted to the right object,
it will belong neither to that object nor to any object, and thus the

1 pram@ = pramiti-kriyd — artha-pratiti-ripd, evidently here refers to the
«content». kréiy@, when distinguished from karana, will be its result. Tf the senses
are compared with an instrument, sense-cogpition will be the result. The Mimam-
sakag assume three consecutive steps in cognition, the following being the result
of its predecessor, sensation, attention and «fetching» or conception (drsti-pravrtti-
prapti). The ultimate result (prapti = pratits) is evidently the «contenta of cogni-
tion, it is called here pramiti-kriy@ = prama = prateti-rip@ only with the respect
to the simile of the axe — the instrument, and its resalt the act of cutting (che-
dana). If the senses are the instrument, sensation is the result; if sensation is the
ingtrument, attention is the result, and if attention plays the part of an instrument,
conception will be the resalt. That these three steps exist empirically the Buddhist
would not deny, but cognition is for him the correspondence of an image construc-
ted by our productive imagination according to the forms, or categories, of our under-
standing with a point-instant of external reality. This is s@ritpya, conformity of the
image (@kara), and this is also the image itself, there being no real distictnion bet-
ween the image and the fact of its coordination with the object, cp. NBT ad 1.20—21.

2 prapti = adhigatt = pratiti —bodha, the ultimate result, the «contentx.

3 prawrtti, the cactn proper, viz. jfi@nasya pravritih, cp. NBT, text, p. 8. 5 ff.

4 pravrtti-yogya-artha = artha-kriya-samartha-artha. — pravrtts here in the
sense of a purposive action, not of an act of objective cognition.

5 Cp. NB, I. 18.
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distinct image will not be coordinated with the object. (153.5). If it
did produce a cognition of some indefinite object, how could it be
called a means of right knowledge?

Now, such (passive sources of our knowledge as our) senses are,
although they belong to the causes producing knowledge, cannot (alone,
by themselves impart distinctness and) determine our cognition as
referring just to the right object?

(158.7). Indeed, a sensory stimulus produced on the visual sense
by a patch of blue colour, is not yet a cognition of the blue as blue,
because pure sensation produced by a patch of yellow colour (so far
it is only pure sensation) is just the same. It is the concept (or the
image) of the blue alone which makes the stimulus produced on the
sense of vision a real cognition of the blue patch?

(158. 9). Therefore it is the image* of the object alone, the image
contained in our understanding,® which determines our cognition as a
cognition of a definite object.® It also determines the (cognized external)
object. Therefore it (can be compared with) an instrument, (with the
ultimate cause) of Cognition, since it determines (and distinguishes)
the objects of our knowledge (between themselves).

(158.12). This has been expressed by Dharmakirti in the
following words,’

«The source of cognizing consists in coordination (between the
constructed image and its real) object. Owing to this a distinct cogni-
tion of the object is producedn.

(158.14). The words «a distinct cognition of the object is produ-
ced» mean that a distinet cognition of the object is determined, and

1 Read jlana-karapar.

2 ladiyatayd = niyata-visaya-sambandhitayd (V).

8 Lit., p. 163.7—9. «Indeed, the blue-knowledge of the blue is not simply
because produced by the eye, becanse of the consequence of suchness of the yellow-
knowledge, but only from being the form of the blue there is blue-knowledge of
the bluen. — The difference between a pure sensation produced by something
blue (n7lasya jAdnam) and the definite cognition or judgment « this is blue» (wilam-
iti jAianam) is found already in the Abhidharma~gtra, it is quoted by Dignaga
in his bhagya onPr. samuec., I. 4, by Kamala3ila in TS8P, p. 12 and his NB.-
-pirva-pakga-sankgipti and in other texts.

4 artha-@hara = artha-sariipya.

5 buddhi-gata = manasa = kalpanika.

8 tadiyatayd = niyata-visaya-sambandhitaya.

7 NB, L. 20—21.
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thus it also means so much that the (external) objects of our know-
ledge are being distinguished (between one another).

(154.1). (It could be objected that one and the same thing), a
thing undivided in itself, cannot represent (at once) the instrument
and its result, (i. e., the instrument and the action which is expedited
by the instrument. This would be a contradiction?). However it is not
a contradiction. (There are cases when this is possible). The relation
between an instrument and the work produced by it? is, indeed,
either (real) as between the possessor of a function and that function
itself® or (logical) as between a logical antecedent and its conse-
quence.*

(154.38). The axe, e. g, is a (real) instrument (only at the moment
of its) contact with the tree (which is to be cut). It is called an «in-
strument» in common life because of this (future) contact which is
its function. (154.5). But the contact itself is not really a unity?®
different from the axe at the moment of contact (The instrument
and its working are at this moment just the same event).

(154. 6). On the other hand, we surely know? cases when the logi-
cal antecedent and its consequence are included in the same concrete
entity. Such is, (in the mental field, the subject-object relation inclu-

1 Cp. NBT, text, p. 15. 11, transl. p. 41.

2 karana-phala-bhava.

3 vyapdra-vyapari-bhava.

4 gamya-gamaka-bhava.

5 vigrahavan = pramana-siddhah (V) = na tucchal, just as the abh@va accor-
ding to the Realists is vigrahavan = na tucchah. According to the Buddhists the
utmost that can be said is that it is a name — api tu vyavehartavyah param,
Tatp., p. 389.28.

6 samyujyamana eva. Yor the Realists the axe is an object possessing stabi-
lity, a substance (sth@yi-dravya). The operation of the axe must be, therefore,
something real, in order that the operating axe be distinguished from the non-
operating one. As Bradley, Logic p. 254, puts it, «the terms of a relation must
always be more than the relation between them, and, if it were not so, the relation
would vanish». The Indian Realists, therefore, boldly assume a real relation (vigra-
liavan sambandhah) as a third unity between the two unities related. Cp. above
p. 287 n. 5. But for the Buddhist the axe is a string of events, the axe at the mo-
ment of contact is another entity than the axe outside that moment. The axeis a
construction of our mind, real is alone the string of contacts, i. e., the string of
efficiencies, of which the axe is an integration. For the same reason there is no
difference between the «contents and the «intent» of every coguition.

7 drsta eva.
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ded in every) self-conscious idea® and (such is) in the external field,
(the relation of some logical marks to the fact deduced from them,
e. g., when) we deduce that whatsoever is an ASoka is also a tree,
(154.8). The tree is, indeed, not something different from the Adoka,
nor the Afoka different from the tree. Their difference lies in the lo-
gical field, (the conceptions are alone different). (The same thing can
be differently conceived from different standpoints). It is then diffe-
rently contrasted? (as contrasted with other trees it is an ASoka, and
as contrasted with other plants it is a tree). The same applies to the
difference between (an instrument, or) a factor® (in general and the
function) produced by it. There is no difference at all, (it is absolutely
one and the same thing). This is the theory of the Sautran-
tikas?t

(155.1). The author® quotes another (Buddhist) theory: pure®
knowledge containing in itself no image at all has the capacity (like
a lamp) to shed light both on its own self and on the non-self, (i. e.,
on the external object. This capacity) is the source of our knowledge.
That, indeed, is the source of 1ight knowledge whose function it is to
throw light upon the objects (of our cognition). By light-throwing we
understand the essence of consciousness, it is the attribute of those
(beings) who are conscious. (155. 3). But such sources of our knowledge

1 sva-prakade vijfiane. V. remarks gamya-gamakayor yadi visaya-visuyi-
bhavas tatraha, sva-prakaia i, atha jAapya-jrapaka-bhavas, tatraha, bakye cett.

2 vy@vrtti-bhedas.

8 karaka is more general than karana, the latter s the «instrumental factorn,
il cases, except the Genitive, express some «factors».,

4 Lit., p. 155. 1—~11. «And there is no contradiction of instrument and result
being found) in an undivided self. This, indeed, is either the relation of a function
0 the possessor of the function or of the conveyed to the conveyor. Indeed, only the
axe which is conjoined with trees etc. by conjunction, by function, is called in
common life an instrument. And there is, for sure, no conjunction possessing a body,
(a thing) different from the coujoined axe. The relation of conveyed to conveyor also
has been surely (¢va) experienced in a self-luminous cognition and in an external
tree suggested by #im3apa. Indeed the tree, for sure, is not something other than
the Simsapa, nor the §im8apd (other) than the tree. But in imaginative dealing, just
as there is a difference of exclusion, just so between a factor and it possessor, thus

no difference whatever, thus the Sautrantikas». — The Sauntrantika-Yogi-
caras are meant, since Dharmakirtiis quoted. But in the 9*® Kofa-sthina
Vasubandhu speaking from the standpoint of the Sautrintikas emits similar
views, cp. my Soul Theory of the Buddhists, p. 854.

5 Tatp., p. 14. 14, ‘

8 eva.
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as the senses are! are different, because they (by themselves) are
unconscious. Now there is no other conscious (substance) besides (the
flow) of consciousness itself. Therefore this consciousness itself being
the (only) conscious (element)? and cxercizing the function of appre-
hension, is the source of (all) our knowledge. As to the difference
between a function and (something stable) possessing that function,
there is none at all, just as in the case of the axe at the moment of
its contact with the tree.® This is the opinion of the Vaibhagikas

and of other (sects) who deny the presence of images in our cogni-
tion.*

\

Dignaga and Jinendrabuddhi on the act and the

content of knowledge, upon the coordination of

ideas with their objects and our knowledge of
the external world

§ 1. PRAMANA-SAMUCCAYA, 1. 9, AND THE AUTHOR'S
EXPLANATION,
Bstan-hgyur, Mdo, vol. 95, f. 95b, 5 &

Here also® the process of cognition is supposed to
have a resulting (content), because it is imagi-
ned” as being an act.

1 indriyadini.

2 i. e., no Soul being admitted.

3 1. e, there is no substantial axe different from the flow of efficient moments
imagined by our Reason as being a stable thing. The non existence of a Soul is de-
duced from the general principle of the non-existence of anything stable, is existent
what is efficient and efficient is only the moment. V. remarks — tasya (cefanasya)
sthiratve artha-kriyiy@ abhavat.

4 The Vaibh@gikas even denied the existence of images in dreams. They
tried to prove that even in dreams we somehow perceive real external objects.
This their theory is ridiculed by Dharmakirti in his Sant@ndntarasiddhi.
The samjfiz was considered Dy them as external (visaya) to pure consciousness
(vijfi@na), cp. my Ceniral Conception, p. 97 and 100.

5 Denying the presence of images in our cognition, andkira-v@dinas, are
among the Brahmanical systems chiefly the Mimamsakas, and among the Bud-
dhists — the Vaibhasikas, i e., the early 18 sects.

8 The kartk@ must have been something like this, pramina-phalatvam istam
kriyay@ saha kalpanat, pramanatvena c@ropah, kriyam vind ca na@stt tat.

7 Read rtog-pai-phyir instead of riogs-pai-phyir.
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We do not follow here the realistic (philosophers) in assuming that
the result of cognition differs from the act, because the supposed
result is only the image of the cognized object and (this image) is
wrongly imagined as separated into an act (and a content).!

It is a metaphor, when we assume that our
ideas are instruments of knowledge, and (when
we assume) that they cannot exist without exhi-
biting an activity.

As for instance, when corn is produced, it agrees (in kind) with
its cause (the seed), and people say that it has «taken» the shape of
its cause. The same thing has happened also here, (when people think
that cognition) is also not debarred of activity, (they think it «takes»
or «grasps» the form of its object).

§ 2. CoMMENT OF JINENDRABUDDEI ON THIS APHORISM.
Bstan-hgyur, Mdo, vol. 115, ff. 34%, 6—386%.7 (Pekin).2

(84%. 6). The words «here also» mean «according to our opinion».
The words «because it is imagined as possessing activity» mean «be-
cause it is imagined® (as a thing) together with its activity». This is
the cause why the role of an instrument of knowledge is metaphori-
cally imputed ¢ (to cognition). The (supposed) instrument of cognition
exists only as a result, i. e, the cognizing activity of this instrument
of knowledge® is (its own) result, and it is (the result)justitself, in its
own identity. Therefore there is here no difference (between the act
of cognition and its resulting content). Here, (in this system), there is
1o result of cognition separately from the instrument (or the act) of
cognizing, as this is the case in the realistic® (systems). In this (sy-
stem) no such fault as they alone have committed! The words «only

1 hbras-bur gyur-pai Ses-pa = phala-bhitia-jfiana, lit. «because this cognition
hag arisen as possessing the form of the object.

2 Jinendrabuddki is the author of a very thoroughgoing and detailed com-
mentary on Pramana-samuccaya which fills the whole of vol. 115 of the Bstan-
hgyar, Mdo. He is presumably the same person as the author of the great grammatical
work Kafika-vivarana-paiijiks, also called Nyisa, and lived, according to
the editor of that work, 8. C. Chakravarti, in the middle of the VIIIth century A. D.

3 Read rtog-pai-phyir instead of rtogs-pat-phyir.

4 fle-bar-hdogs-pat rgyu = upacirasya karapam.

7 tshad-mai rtogs-pa wi.

0 phyi-rol-pa-rnams == bahyah, non-Buddhists.
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as a result» etc. lay stress upon this meaning. There is (immanent in
cognition) not the slightest bit of the distinct nature of a thing pro-
duced and of its producer. Indeed our ordinary idea (of causation), of
«producer» and «produced», is in any case not far away from having
the nature of an imputation. (35, 1). And this is really also the case
here! Cognition, so far it possesses the character of something attai-
ned,? evokes the idea of a thing produced, and thus it may be ima-
gined ® as (a kind of) result. (But the same fact is also) imagined, and
spoken? of, as an instrument of knowledge, because it (as it were)
also «grasps» the image of the (object) and appears thus (in the réle)
of something exhibiting activity. (35a.3). Thus it is that this cogni-
tion, so far it «grasps» the image of its object, although it (really)
has no activity, receives the name of an action, consisting in cognizing
its own object, but not otherwise. And thus the image of the object,
since it is identical with the (supposed imstrument), is itself called an
instrument of cognition.

(852.4). And this is right! because, when we say «an action is
being produced», we do not atall refer (to the universal interconnection
of all elements of existence according to which) every thing is the pro-
ducer of every action and every action is being produced by all (the
elements of the Universe), because (from this point of view) there
would be no definiteness,® (we would never know who is whose pro-
ducer). But if one thing springs up without an interval,immediately
after another one, then we say that the former is the producer? and
the following is alone the action produced by it. (852.6). Now, (sup-
posing) we have a patch of colour and a stimulus® produced (by it on
our senses), we then (immediately) have a feeling of its presence in

! Read rtog-pai fio-bo-las; cp. NBT, text p. 69.

2 lhag-par rtogs-pat io-bo = adhigama-riipa.

8 fie-bar gdags-par-bya-o.

4 fig-bar-gdags-te, tha-siad-du byao, i. e., a metaphor is consiructed by our
imagination, and this metaphor is the foundation of our usual way of thinking and
speaking (vyavahara, cp. NBT, p. 29. 22).

5 The karana-hetu, causal connection, is probably here referred to, according
to it all elements of the Universe are the causes of a given phenomenon with
the exception of its own self, because nothing can be its own cause, but every thing
else can, cp. Abh. Koda, IT. 60, svato’nye karana-hetuh.

8 thug-pa-med-par thal-ba = anavastha@-prasanga.

7 Read yin-te, instead of yin zhe-na, the latter reading is repeated in the Nar-
thang edition f. 878, 7.

8 lag-la, in the sence of don-byed nus-pa-la.
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our ken and a consciousness of its coordination with some external
object, (a semse of sameness) according to which we can distinguish
and determine «this is a cognition of bluen, «that one is of yellow».
(Our cognitions) then receive these (definite) shapes If this were not
the case, any cognition would refer to any object and no cognition would
refer to a (definite) object, because there would be no differentiation.?

(852, 7). All determination (maintains the Sankhya) is evolved
from an undifferentiated® (primitive) condition of all things and (qua-
lities as having their root in primitive Matter). But this we cannot
admit, because 1) (primitive Matter) is inanimate? 2) all cognitions
as having the same cause (would not be differentiated). Moreover there
is (according to the Sankhya system) no interaction® (at all bet-
ween Matter and Consciousness). This alone would be sufficient to
make any perception of objects® impossible.? (35b.1). Without (assu-
ming) a «coordination» (of the image) with its object no perception
of objects is at all possible, since definite knowledge consists just in
this (coordination). Therefore, the definiteness of (our judgments)
«this is my cognition of bluen, «this one is of yellow» is due to the
fact of a coordination (between our image) and its object, it is (imme-
diately produced) by the latter, and there is nothing else that could
create it.

(85b.2). Therefore just this (coordination through the sense of
sameness) is (predominantly) the producer® of a distinct cognition of

1 Lit., f. 35% 6—7. «There, by what cognition (Ses-pa ga7i-gis) having the es-
sence of coordination (hdra-ba = s@riipya) with the essence of immediate feeling
(Rams-su myofi~ba = anubhava) concerning the action (las-le in both ed.) of colour
ete., (by what cognition) the distinctness «this is a cognition of blue», « this one is
of yellow» is produced, by that (its) essence of a producer of what is being defini-
tely settled, is this being made to appearn.

2 Coordjnation through our sense of sameness is thus the real source of cogni-
tion, if we at all ave to distinguish between cognition as a source of knowledge and
cognition ag its result. This (inexplicable) sense of sameness is thus much more
the cause of cognition than the coarse concept of a supposed «grasping» of the
object through the instrumentality of the senses, because it appears as the most effi-
cient feature, the sadhokatama-k@rane = prokrsiopalarake = adhipati-pratyaya.

8 mi-gsal-ba = avyakta. 4 des-pa ma-yin-pa-.

5 phrad-pa = sannikorsa, samyoga, samsarga. ¢ don-la lta-ba.

7 The reason why Sankhya views are mentioned in this context is perhaps
that this school also construets a kind of s@rfipye, cp. my Central Concep-
tion, p. 64.

8 Cp. the definition of adhipati-pratyaya Ab. Kofa, II, and Madh. vyiti, L
p- 86, cp. my Nirvans, p. 17. 6.
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the object, because when all the causes (and conditions) of a cognition
have united and (the sense of sameness) has arisen it immediately is
followed by the coordination «this object — that cognition». (35b.3).
And further, (when we maintain that this coordination) «produces»
(cognition), we mean that it produces it so far it is the foundation of
distinctness, we dont mean that it really creates it (in a realistic
sense), because (it represents the essence of cognition itself), it does
not differ (from cognition).

(35b.3). Let it be so! But is it not a contradiction to assume in
one undivided reality, in the same fact of knowledge, two sides, of
which the one produces the other? No, there is no contradiction!
Because we just maintain that in reality there are here no (two)
different things, (there is but one thing differently viewed), two (ima-
gined) different aspects have been superimposed on it, the aspect of
something cognized and the aspect of an agency cognizing it.

(85b.5). And because (the same thing) can indirectly appear as
different, if it is differently contrasted (either with one thing or with
another). Although there be no difference in the (underlying) reality,
the conception® of it may be different, it can then appear either in
the réle of a «produced» thing or of its «producer»? (35b.6). For
example (we say) «that honey which makes you drink it, is being
drunk by you», «I myself oblige myself to grasp my own self», «my
mind grasps (its own self)». In all these cases there is in reality no
(two) different things of which the one would be definitely only «the
agent» and the other only «the thing produced». (This is clear), in
such cases there is no quarrel (on that question).

(35b. 7). But how is it that (in this other case, viz. in the case of
cognition)? Although there (also) is no act (of cognition different from
its content) it seems as though there were (an action)? The author
says, «for instance etc.». What is immediately felt (in the case of per-
ception) is just one thing, the image, blue or other. We must necessa-
rily admit that this represents the essence of our knowledge, that
otherwise it could not be connected with an object (which trans-
cends it). (35b.8). No external reality different from it, Wwhether

1 vijiigna-pratibhasa.

2 Lit,, p. 85" 5~—6. «And because of an imputation of different exclusions (Zdog-
pa = vyavrttl), albeit there is no difference in reality, by a difference of the reflec-
ted idea (rnam-par-sts-pai snafi-ba = vijiGna-pratibhasa) it is shown as distin-
guaished in the produced and the producer».
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baving the same form or not, can at all be found. (352.1). Neither is
an external support for it logically admissible! Why? This question
we will discuss in the sequel, on the occasion of an examination of
the opinion of (Vasubandhu) the author of the «Vada-
vidhanan?

(862.1), As to the (usual) argument® (of the Sautrantikas in
favour of the existence of an external world), it is the following one.

(If an instance in which a visual) perception is the result, (and an
instance in which) it does not occur,* have every circumstance in com-
mon save one,> (that one occuring only in the former; the circumstance
in which alone the two instances differ) is clearly the cause of our
perception. And such is the external object, (since an intact faculty of
vision, the presence of light and aroused attention ® do not produce
perception in the absence of a patch of colour, but they do produce
it as soon as a coloured surface is present). Thus it is that by the
Method of Difference? the existence of an external world is proved.®
This (argument) is not well-grounded, because the absence of the
effect in the shape of a perception (in the second instance) can be also
explained (without imagining an external reality), by the circumstance,
(namely, that at the given moment), the Biotic Force ® (which controls

1 dmigs-pa hthad-pa yan ma-yin-te = alambanam api ne ghatate, i. e., vicarya-
manam buddhau na arohali.

2 Pr. samuce, L 14 ff.

3 Lit., «constructionn, rtog-pe = kalpand. It is, in an abridged form, the same
argument as the one mentioned in the N. Kanikd, 258.18 ff. and the Tatp.,
p. 464.8 ff.

4 hbras-bu Ses-pa mi-skye-bas ni.

5 rgyu-gshan-rnams yod-pa-yak = k@randniarani santy api.

6 The karan@n'ar@ni «every circumstsnce in common save one» are 1) adhi-
pat-pratyaya = caksuh, 2) sahakiri-pratyaya = dloka and 3) samanantara-praty-
aya = manasikirg or samsk@re, the one additional and decisive is 4) @lambana-
pratyaya = artha.

7 yaidharmye = ldog-pa.

8 Lit., f. 36% 1—2. «Albeit the other causes be present, since the result, the
cognition is not produced, another cause is elicited, That is the external object ».—
It will be scarcely doubted that, leaving alore the extreme laconicity of the Indian
author, his argument as formulated according to the Method of Difference agrees
exactly with J. 8. Mill's method of that name, cp. Logie I, p. 452 (1872). This is
also a glaring example of how misleading literal translations are, if it is desired
to have an idea of the full connotation present to the mind of the Indian thinker.

9 bag-chags = vdsand, cp. above, p. 368; avidya-vEsand is here meant.
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the evolution of life) was not ripe to produce (the perception in
question),

(86a.3). Therefore, what we really experience are only our own
(sensations and) ideas;! except them nothing at all (can be really expe-
rienced). But just these (our sensations and) ideas are self-con-

scious. Self-consciousness, therefore, (can be regarded as a kind) of
result.

(362, 4). Now, let there exist an external object! (Whether it exists
or not is irrelevant), because even in that case, (even if it really exists),
it is (for us really) a definite object only as far as we have had an inter-
pal experience of it. Therefore this alone, (i. e., the self-consciousness
of our ideas alone, not the cognition of an external object) can be
rightly deemed to represent the result of our cognition, since it can
be distinctly cognized in that form only which is its own, definitely
settled, (internal) form. To experience (internally) an (external) object
according to its own (external) essence is impossible. (Otherwise,. if
our perceptions were passive, if they did represent the external object
as it is), they always would have (exactly) the same form. But (we
know that) our sensations? (of the same object) have different degrees
(of intensity). (362.5). We observe, indeed, that different persons, can
have respecting the same object various semsations, either acute or
feeble or otherwise shaped. But the same real object cannot appear in
different forms, because it would then be different in itself, (it would
not be the same object).?

(362, 6). However,* although convinced that there is no possibility
of cognizing the (external) ohject in its real essence, (the author) is
desirous so to formulate his view of the problem of the resulting phase
(in the process of cognition) that it should satisfy both the Realists who
maintain the existence of an external world and their opponents who
deny it5 He says,

1 rnam-par-Ses-pa = vijfidna, the term evidently embraces here sensations as
well as conceptions.

2 rnam-par-rig-pa-rnams ni = samvedanani.

3 Cp. N. Kanik3, p. 265.13—14.

4 dei-phyir, lit. « thereforen.

5 phyi-rol-dan-cig-S0s-kyi phyogs-dag-la mod-cig kho-nas hbras-bui khyed-par
rnam-par-behag-pa byed-par behed-pas =bahyetara-paksan bhavatom eva iti
phala-vifesa-vyavastham cikirsur a@ha, «He says with the desire to determine
the special result from whatsoever of the both standpoints, the external and
the other».



384 APPENDIX IV

§ 3. DieNA@A’S APHORISM, PRAMANA-sAMUCCAYA, I.10 axp
HIS OWN COMMENT.
(Bstan-hgyur, vol. 95, £. 95b. 7 ££.),

We can also envisage the internal feeling
(of something either desirable or not) as a kind
of resulting content in the process of cognition,
since the object (and the consequent purposive
action) are determined' by it. The image of the
object will in any case assume the réle of the
source of cognizing it. Through it alone some-
thing is cognized?

(95b. 7). The self-feeling® can be also* (constructed as a kind) of
resulting content (as against fhe act of cognizing). Every cognizing
(mental state) is here (from one side) the reflex® of an object, (from
another side) it is a reflex of the (cognizing) self. From among these
both reflexes, the second, that one which represents self-feeling, (can
be regarded as a kind) of result. Why? Because the object (and the

1 The aphorism is quoted by Parthasirathimiira in his comment on Slo-
kavartika, p. 158, but the order of the padas is inverted and t@driipyat = de-yi
fio-bo-las must be read iustead of tad-dvaye, (which is probably due to a desire of
contrast with the trayam of L 11).

sva-samvittih phalam casya, tadripyad artha-niscayakh,
visayakra eviisya pramanam, tena mayate

Lit., «Its resnlt is also self-feeling, according to its form the object is deter-
mined, just the image is the source of knowledge, throngh it it is cognized s, — The
words tadriipy@d artha-nidcayah are reminiscent of arfha-s@riipyam asya pro-
manam, N.b., L 20, cp. Tatp, p. 84.7 and Kamalaiila, p. 560. 18, t@dripyad
it4 saritpydt. Buthere the term refersto & coordination between feeling and the ag-
certainment (nédcaya) of the object, and evidently also to the snbsequent purposive
action, not between the point instamt of reality and the image es in the NB,
Parthasarathi thinks that the opinion of the Sautrintikas is here expressed,
JA@nasya visaydkaro nila-pitd@di-ripo (instead of-ritp@) arthena jfi@ne Ghitah sa
pramanam, cp. TEtp, p. 14.12, where the same theory is allnded to — visaya-
sa@riipyam sikdrasya vijfianasya praminam, and N. Kanika, p, 256. 14 (transla-
ted above).

* don-fies=artha-nidcaya is explained as don riogs-par-byed=artha-adhiga-
ma, and artha-adhigame i8 explained in NBT, pp. 8.9 and 15. 4 as the attitude
of the cognizer, his possible purposive action.

8 rafi-rig-pa = sva-samvedana.

4 «alson (ca) points to a possible arrangement, rnam-par-riog-pa.

5 snafi-ba = pratibhasa.
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consequent purposive action) are determined by it. When (we attri-
bute the role of) the object of cognition to its idea together with the
cognized object as immanent in it} then a self-feeling corresponding
to it arises, a feeling which determines the object either as something
desirable or undesirable. But if we (attribute the réle) of the object
of cognition? to the external thing alone, then (we must attribute the
réle) of the source of this cognition just to the image (we have of it).
Although the self-feeling still exists in our cognition, but this its
feature is then disregarded, and the image of the object (plays the
part) of the source of its cognition, because this object is its (corres-
ponding) cognized part. Whatsoever be the image reflected by our
cognition,® whether it be the image of something white or non-white
or of any other colour, this image together with the object possessing
this shape will have the function of producing ¢ the cognition. Thus a
variety of functions is attributed metaphorically to (what essentially
is but the same fact of) cognition. They can be differently arranged
(either as a content or as an act), either as a cognizing agency or as
its object, (but merely) in imagination, because (in absolute reality)
all elements of existence® are devoid of any causal efficiency.t

1 Lit. «1If the object {don = artha) is the knowledge (Ses-pa =jfana) together
with the object (yul = visaya)».

2 gzhal-bya = prameya.

3 Jes-pa-la snafi-ba = jhana-pratibhisa.

4 hjal-bar-byed-do = pram@ipayati.

5 chos-thams-cad ni bya-ba daf bral-ba = nirvygparah sarve dharm@h, (pra-
titya-samutpannatvat). The old Buddhist formula of causation as « dependently-
together-origination» is here alluded to by Dignags, this fundamental idea of
causation from which the whole millenial later developement of Buddhist philo-
sophy started. The elements of existence are coordinated (asmin sati idam bha-
vati), they cannot encroach or obtrude upon one another, cp. my Central Con-
ception, p. 28 and my Nirvana, p. 39 ff

8 Samvedana = samuit = samvitti = rig-pa = rnam-par-rig-pa is usually de-
fined as one of the synonyms of jfi@na, cp. Kamalagila, p. 563. 11, but the sub-
jective side of knowledge, its immediate data as revealed in introspection are more
especially meant, hence it is often used as a synonym of anubhave — myoni-ba. It
is evidently closely related to vedand = vedani-skandha = tshor-ba in the sense
of the feelings of pleasure and pain. According to the Abhidharma these feelings
are external (visayw) with respect to consciousness (citta). In Nydya they are exter-
nal (visaya) with respect to cognition (buddhs), although inhering in the Soul. The
Sankhyas went the length of declaring them objects of the external world, against
which theory both the Naiyfyiks and the Buddhists protested, cp. NBT, p. 11. 9 ff.
The later Bnddhists, on the contrary, identified them with the Ego. They admitted
no other Ego than the feelings of desirability or non-desirability. They insisted on
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§ 5—12. CoMMENT OF JINENDRABUDDHL
(Bstan hgyur, v. 115, ff. 36s. 8, ff.),

(862. 8). At first the réle of the resulting content of cognition was
attributed to the cognition? of the objective (part). (Now it is attri-
buted to the subjective part), therefore the word «also», pointing to
an alternative arrangement? has been inserted. The word «here»
points to sense-perception (which is the subject matter) of the prece-
ding passage. (36a.8). (The author) mentions a subjective part, (the
self-feeling of either desire or aversion) and an objective part, (the
object-feeling of something either white or of another colour). «Its

this double division, abandoning thus the third item, the indifferent feeling admit-
ted in Abhidharma, cp. Abh. Ko%a, I. 14, evidently becanse the indifferent state,
the state without any feeling, would be nohody’s state, the substitute for the Ego
being absent. Although the NBT, p. 11.6 ff.,, defines svasamvedana a8 jA@nasya
anubhava, it clearly defines it as sukh@dy-Gkaral and insists that there is absolute-
Iy no such conscious state from which every feeling would be absent. The «feeling »
of the presence in us of a perception ig evidently conceived as belonging to the
emotional sphere and is put on the same line as the feeling of pleasure or ease.
Jinendrabuddhi explains it also as Ses-pa-yi ni $es-pa = jA@nasya jhanam (cp.
Mdo, vol. 115, f. 370, 1), with reference to Dignaga’s words that the result of
cognition is self-consciousness (svasamvitis), as a feeling of something either desira-
ble or undersirable. But he seemingly makes some distinction between the sensation
of ease and the «sense of sameness» -s@riipya-vedana, cp. below p. 394. Partha-
sirathimifra preguoantly remarks, loco cit. p. 158, vigaydkaro visaya-visayah,
svasamuittis tu vijfiana-visaya. Thus cogaition is cut off by sva-samvitti from its
owner, the cognizing Ego, but at the same time it is also cut off from the external
world. For the Realist the result of cognition is the full perception of an external
object; the object, for the Buddhist, being immanent, the result is also immanent.
This has been expressed as essential identity of cognition and its result, of the
cause and the result of knowledge (pramdna and pramana-phalam). Thig celeb-
rated Buddhist theory evoked a unanmimous protest of all other schools and was
very often misunderstood. There being only one fact of cognition, there is no sepa-
rate cognizer and no cognized object, no object external with respect to cognition.
‘What the other schools conceive as cognizer and cognized become all merged in
cognition. Keeping this in our mind we may arbitrarily differentiate this one fact of
cognition by diverse analogies and metaphors as an agent, an act, an instrument
and an object. Previously acoordination» artha-s@rizpyam was established as the
source of knowledge and artha-prafiti as its result, although both are the same,
But other arrangements are also possible, e. g., sva-samvitti may also be construc-
ted as a kind of result, The Realists have inherited this theory of a double result
which aceording to them is either prama or hanopadana-buddhi, cp Slokavirt.,
pratyaksa, Kar. 68 ff,, and Tarkabhassg, p. 28.
1 Lit., a8 feeling of the object », yul-rig-pa = visaya-vedanam.
2 rnam-par-brtag-pas don = vikalpitarthah.
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reflex itself!s means its own reflex, itself, the real reflex itself? also
(appearing) as «grasping» aspect. (36b. 1), It is the reflex of this cogni-
tion as cognizing just its own self. This means that this aspect of our
cognition is a reflex from within,® which has the form of the cognition
of a cognition, i e, (of self-cognition), the cognition of its own self.
(36b.2). As to the expression («the object-feeling»), «the reflex of the
object», it admits of a (double) interpretation. (If we, siding with the
Realists), take our stand on the existence of an external world, it will
mean an image* corresponding to an (external) object. If not, (i. e.,
if the existence of an external world is denied), it will (simply) mean
the representation?® (the idea), of that object. Indeed, the object is
then the «grasped» part (immanent) in cognition, since that is what in
common life is called ® an object, (and both the realist and the idealist
likewise call it an ohject).

§ 6. THE RESULT OF OUR COGNITION FROM THE STANDPOINT OF
THE [DEATLIST.

(361.3). The words «in that case? (the result will be an image
corresponding to an external object)» contain the following (implica-
tion). The question whether an external world exists or not is otiose?
In either case what we really have an experience?® of, are (sensations
and) images.l® (Its subjective part), the self-feeling, the experiencing of
the Ego,! (may be regarded) as a result.3? (36b. 4). The (author) asks,
why? i.e., for what reason? It would not be right to attribute to this

1 hudiz snaf-ba ran Mid-do = asya pratibhasah svayam eva,
2 ram-gt fo-bot snafi-ba = svaripa-protibhise.
8 rafi-fitd-kho-nas snafi-no = svasminn eva bhasate.
4 yul Na-bur snafi-ba = viseyavad bhasate.
5 yul hdii snani-bao = asya visayasya pratibhasah.
6 tha-sfiad-byas-pa = vyavahriyate.
7 dei zhes pa evidently refer to dei tshe. ..
8 Lit. «whether the external object exists or also not, whatsoever (the case
may be)...».
9 flams-su myon-la = anubhiiyate = vedyate.
10 gnani-ba-can-gyi des-pa = Gkdravaj-jiianam, sensations are of course also
meant.
11 yaii Aams-su myofi-ba.
12 The Realist and the Idealist can agree in visualizing this fact as a kind of
a relative result, they will disagree, if the cognition of an external object is sup-
posed to be the result. We must understand that the feeling evoked by the idea
with the object included in it will be the result.
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internal aspect of our cognition the rdle of a result for the simple
reason that self-consciousness exists! The Realist will not admit it,
because (he has an other result in view, viz), the function of our
sense-faculties, (according to him), is to cognize the external objects,
and not (mere) ideas.? (36b. 5). And (from his standpoint) it would not
be right to maintain that the cognition of an object is nothing but
the cognition of its idea, since (for him) the object is different from
the idea. Therefore he will never admit that the self-consciousness of
the idea is the result (arrived at in cognition). This is the meaning of
the question. (The aathor) answers: (for the Idealist it is a result
nevertheless, because our bhehaviour) towards the ob-
jeet is determined® by it. Such is the reason; the follo-
wing words (of the author) are only an explanation on that meaning.
The word «indeed»* means «because». Because, when the cognized
object is immanent® in cognition, the cognizing individual cognizes
something either desirable for him or not, according to what he inter-
nally feels.® Therefore it is right to atfribute the réle of a result to
this internal feeling.

(36b.7). The object immanent (in cognition) means cognition to-
gether with the object. «Together with the ohject» here means an
ohject whose essence is equivalent to the «grasped» aspect of the
idea,? it refers to the standpoint (of the Idealists), of those for whom
(cognizability is cogitability), every thing cognizable is internal, since
this alone is the ascertainable object.

(36Db. 8). Because, even from the standpoint of the Realist, even if
we admit the existence of an external world, since every thing here
is nothing but sensation (and image)? there is nothing real beyond
our ideas,” therefore, if we only have a mental state in which a desire

1 becanse everything is the result of something.

2 rnam-par-$es-pa = vijiana.

3 fies-pa= niyata.

4 né = hi; gafi-gi tshe ni = yada hi, the text in the Peking Bstan-hgyur, Mdo
vol. 95, f. 96% 1 omits nt.

5 yul-dafi-beas-pai don yin-la.

8 ran-rig-pa da7 rjes-su mthun-pai don = sva-samvedana-anuripa-artha.

7 geun-byai cha-3as-ky: mishan-fiid-can-gyi grub-gyi. . .

8 rnam~par-rig-pa-tsam == samvedana-matram.

9 Ses-pa-las tha-dad-pai dRos-po med-par-phyir = jilandt prthag vastu
abhavat.



OUR KNOWLEDGE OF THE EXTERNAL WORLD 389

is felt, we then have a judgment regarding the object desired?! (and
the possible purposive action). In the contrary case we have neither
(judgment nor possible action).

§ 7. THE SUBJECT-OBJECT RELATION FROM THE STANDPOINT OF
THE IDEALIST.

(378.2). But how is it then that our knowledge experiences its
own self2? Is it not bad logic® to assume the immanent existence in
one real entity of the relations of object, subject and instrument* (or
process) of cognition?

(372, 2). This can be explained in the following way. From the
stand-point of Absolute Reality® the relations of object (subject and
instrument of knowledge) do not exist at all. But there is no contra-
diction in thus using these