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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 Mahäyäna Buddhism. Our nearly unique source at 
that time was the NySya-bindu and tlkä, this solitary sanscrit remnant 
of what has been a vast field of literary production. Since that time our 
knowledge of the subject bas been considerably enlarged. Important 
sanscrit 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 has contributed a series of articles on the 
early history of Indian systems. Prof. J. Tucci has recently elucidated 
the problem of Buddhist logic before Dignäga. Prof, de la Vallée 
Poussin has brought to a successful end his monumental translation 
of the Abhidharma-Kosa. Prof. Sylvani Lévi has enriched our know
ledge by important discoveries in Nepal Prof. M. Walleser has founded 
in Heidelberg an active society for the study of Mahäyäna. A great 
deal of work has been done by Indian and Japanese scholars. The 
Nyäya-bindu is no more a solitary rock in an unknown sea. Buddhist 
logic reveals itself as the culminating 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 reconstruction. 
The first volume is in the press and we hope that it will appear 
before long.
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P E R C E P T I O N .
§ 1 . S u b j e c t  M a t t e r  a n d  P u r p o s e  o p  t h i s  W o r k .

1. A ll s u c c e s s f u l  h u m a n  a c t i o n  is  p r e c e d e d  b y
r i g h t  k n o w l e d g e .  T h e r e f o r e  t h i s  ( k n o w l e d g e  w i l l  
be  h e r e )  i n v e s t i g a t e d .

(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 
aspect, it consists of words and subject matter. 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 enquiry1 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.1 2 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 meaning of the (prefatory) sentence.3 (2.2). (By 
making this statement, viz.) by stating that right knowledge — the

1 pratipatti =  bstan-pa.
2 We would expect kâka-danta-parïksâ-prayojana-abhâvât, since the mean

ing is not that the teeth are useless, but that an investigation about unexisting teeth 
is useless, cp. T ätp ., p. 1. 17, and infra, p. 2. 22. (text). This would agree with 
V in lta d e v a ’s interpretation according to whom the vyutpatti ( =  parïksâ) must 
have a prayojana. Since vyutpatti is already the prayojana of the treatise itself 
(prakarana-Sarira), its importance will then be prayojanasya prayojanam. To this 
double prayojana D h a rm o tta ra  takes exception, he is thus obliged to give a so
mewhat awkward turn to his example. But cp. T âtp ., p. 28. 12, nisprayojane (-am?) 
pariksäm.

3 V in lta d e v a , p .31.10, has interpreted the first sentence as containing an 
indication 1) of the subject-matter (abhidheya =  samyag-jHäna), 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 cognition, since cognition is involved in every purposive ac
tion. D h a rm o tta ra  objects to the unusual prayojanasya prayojanam. He takes 
the first sentence as a whole, indicating the importance of a study of the theory of

CHAPTER I.
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subject matter of this treatise — is the cause1 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 fitness2 (for that aim) are (indirectly) in
dicated. Indeed when it is being stated that right knowledge, the 
source of all (successful) human action,3 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.4 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 «willbe 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 questions5 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). I t  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-prayojanant and abhidheya- 
prayojanam is useless, since ëarlra is first of all Sabda which is not investigated.

1 uktvâ must be inserted before prayojana, p. 2 .2 , cp. Tib. rgyu-Hid-du 
bstan-pas.

2 sambandha.
3 purusa-artha-upayogi — purusa-artha-siddhi-hetu.
4 Lit., p. 2. 5. «Therefore by the force of direct statement (abhidhäna) of 

the importance (prayojana) of the part (which is) the snbject, connection etc. are 
expressed ». Dh. thus insists that the first sii tra, as a whole (samudäyärtha), refers 
directly to abhidheya-prayojana, i. e. to the importance of a theory of cognition, 
the three usual preliminaries are then to be understood implicitly. V in lta d e v a  
thinks that abMdheya and prayojana are expressed directly (read mnon-du instead 
of snon-du, p. 32. 2 of M. de la  V a llé e -P o u s s in ’s edition in B. L) and 
sambandha indirectly. The importance of a theory of cognition is then conceived 
by him as a prayojanasya api prayojanam (p. 33.8).

5 iti 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 instruc
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 purpose. I t  must be supplied from the 
context.1 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 topics, although stated, cannot be appreciated. But when 
stated, even without being authenticated, they provoke the spirit of 
inquisitiveness1 2 * by which people are incited to work (2.18). Indeed, when 
reasonable men presume that a thing may be of some tise to them,8 
they (immediately) set to work; whereas when they suspect that it is of 
no use,4 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,5 but we cannot imagine what would be the 
aim of a scientific author if he went (the length of) misstating his subject- 
matter. Neither (do we see that this actually) occurs. Therefore it 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 Takgaka’s crest jewel which re
leases from fever6 *; or that its aim was undesirable, like the instruc-

1 sämarthyät.
2 samSaya.
S artha-satnSaya.
* anartha-samêaya.
5 Lit., 2.20. «Indeed the words of story-tellers may be imagined in a

different way for the sake of sport etc. (Tib. =  hridadi) ».
« Cp. the same simile T ätp ., p. S. 6.
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tion about the ritual to be followed at the (re-)marriage ceremony of 
one’s own mother1; 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 clear that the connection (be
tween the subject matter and the purpose) is stated in order that 
the book may be credited with efficiency, since such consideration 
incites human activity.

§ 2 .  R ig h t  k n o w l e d g e  d e f i n e d .

(3.5). Right knowledge is knowledge not contradicted (by ex
perience).1 2 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 also 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 i t  Again «to turn a man straight to the object» 
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 * * * * 8

1 This is au 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 (eamyay-jiläna = p ra -
matta). It is opposed to the definitions of the M im aip sak as (artha-avabodha),
o f the C ârvâk as {artha-durëana), the N a iy ä y ik a s  (pramä-karana). Mädli-
yam ik a s and Y o g ä cä ra s  held that this knowledge is a transcendental illusion 
(âlambane bhräntam). With this reservation the first accepted the realistic Logic of
the N a iy a y ik s , the second adhered to the reform of D ig n ä g a , cp. my N irv a n a , 
p. 156 n. For V in i tad e va, p. 34.1, 40.13, and Kam a la t i la ,  T a ttv a sg ., p. 392 .6,
the definition refers to the field of experience only (präpaka-visaye) and thus agrees 
both with the Y o g a cara and S a u tr à n tik a  views (ubhaya-naya-samâërayena). 
But the Tipp., p. 18—19, thinks that the Y ogiicâra  idealism is here forsaken and 
the Sau trä n t ika  realism adhered to. As to J in en d ra b u d d h i’s view cp. Appendix.

8 Thus jnänam is a jnäpaka-hetu, not a karaka-hetu. These remarks are 
probably directed against V in lta d ev a  who explains purusärtha =  prayojana, 
siddhi =  sadhaka (grub-par-byed-pa) and pürvaka as hetu. He thus converts 
jüâna into a käraka-hetu. K a m a la sila , just as Dh., defines avisamväditva as
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(3.9). For this very reason (as will be stated later on)1 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.2 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.8 Consequently (a 
purposive action directed towards) an object already cognized will not 
be an act of cognizing it.4

(3.12). (Turning now to the different modes of cognition we see 
that) when an object has been apprehended by direct experience,5 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 con
struction (of its image).6 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 ( = àbhimata-artha-kriyâ- 
samartha- artha-präpana-Saktimattvam, na tu präpanam eva., op. cit p. 392.7).

1 About pramäna-phala cp. infra, text, p. 14. 16 and 18.8 cp. transi, and notes.
2 The Mi m ä m 8 ak a assumes three stages in the development of every co

gnitive act, the first apprehension (darëana), man’s purposive action (pravartana) 
and the successful reaching of the object (präpana or häna-upädäna), 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 
a purposive action is not an act of cognizing the same thing, cp. T ipp., p .8 .5 , and 
Slokav ., p ra ty a k ça  60—70.

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

i  «Reaching» (präpana) as understood by the M im am saka and K aiyil- 
v ik a  means actual successful action; as understood by Dh., it here means possible 
purposive action,prapana-yogyi-karana, cp. T ipp., p. 8 .6 . Cp. Tâ tpary  at., p. 15. 5.

s drsta refers to all sense-faculties, not vision alone.
0 This is the real definition of sense perception, it is conceived as a moment 

of indefinite sensation (rijüâna) w-hich is followed by a construction (kalpanö — 
vikalpa) of a definite image. The definition as given on p. 6.15  is made ripratipatti- 
niräkaranärtham, cp. the same definition infra, text, p. 11.12.
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sive action. Thus it is that sense*perception points out a definite1 
object, (i. e., an object localized in time and space) which appears be
fore us directly,2 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 object3 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, e. 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 .2 1 ) .  
And all imagination4 which is not produced by the (real) mark of the

1 niyata is here contrasted with mm lay a and viparyaya, it is the same as 
nilcita. Cp. niyata-pratibhäsa on p. 8. 10, and niyata-akära on p. 70.11, where 
the meaning of niyata varies.

2 pratibhäsa =  nirbhäsa =  äbhäsa =pratibimbana1 cp. T ipp., p. 12.12.
8 Lit., p. 3 .17. «There is no other vijiiana. What points to an object, which 

it is possible to attain, fetches, and by fetching it is right knowledge». We would 
have a better meaning if this first sentence were united with the following two. 
«Ko other sensation (vijiiana) indicating (ädarlayat—upadarlayat) an object cap
able of being reached is such as «makes reach» (präpaka) and through making 
us reach (the object) is right knowledge». But the Tibetan translation does not 
support this interpretation. Vijiiana in logic loses its meaning of an indefinite pure 
sensation ( =  nirvikalpaka-jiiäna) which it had in Abhidharma where it was con
trasted with »amjiia as a definite idea. With the Y o g ä c ä r a s  and M ädhyam ikas  
it is often contrasted with jiiäna  which has then the sense of transcendental 
knowledge ( =  Tib. ye-les). Here it has the general sense of knowledge, idea, or re
presentation, just as in the term vjjAäna-vädin ; jiiäna and vijüäna are here used 
indiscriminately, as the next following jiiänena proves, anyaj jilänam is then - -  
mithyä jiiänam as p. 3 .23,'cp.my N irvän  a, Index. However there are some contexts 
where, as will be seen below, we must take into account the original meaning oftnjnäna 
or vijüäna-skandha as pure sensation. Cp. V S c a sp a ti’s remark that when jiiäna 
stands instead of vijnäna—viststa-jiiäna it excludes every element of smrti or 
samskära, cp. N . vârt., p. 48. 5—6 and T ätp ., p. 114. 1. But the relation 
may be reversed, cp. J in en d ra b u d d h i, f. 40. a. 7.

4 kalpana meaning primarily «arrangement» (yojanä) and vikalpa meaning 
choice, dichotomy (dvaidM-karana), are both used in the sense of imagination, but 
pure imagination (utpreksana-vyäpära) is distinguished from constructive imagina
tion (Ungaja-vikalpa). A doubt appertains always to the imaginative part of know
ledge,not to sensation,yas tu samlayah, (sa) vikalpakasya juanasya, Tipp., p. 10.11.
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object, whicli 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 no t1

(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.1 2 (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 object its definite cognition. 
(4. 2). Now, if there is a divergence between wliat is pointed out (by 
our cognition) and the real object, the latter has either a different

1 The realistic systems as well as, in a limited sense, the Mädhyamikas 
and VedSntins 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 promana ( = pramä-karana) and pramä ( = pramäna-phala). In 
Buddhist logic this difference is denied and promana= samyog-jnäna ; the «reaching 
of the object (propano)» which was interpreted above, p. 4, as «reaching by defi
nite cognition» is here taken in the sense of an actual successive action.

2 Although the school of D ig n ä g a  (they are called the later Yogäciiras, or 
the Vijnanavadi logicians, or the Sautriintika-Yogncaras) deny the reality of an ex
ternal world corresponding to our ideas, they in their logic and epistemology in
vestigate cognition from the empirical point of view, cp. C a n d rak irti, M ädhy. 
vp tti, p. 58.14, transi, in my Nirvana, p. 140 ff. Therefore their definition of reality 
as efficiency (artha-kriyä-käritva) and of knowledge as artha-kriyä-sumartha- 
artho-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-laksana-paramartha-sat, the «thing in itself». The validity (prò- 
mänyom) of empirical knowledge is thus established by a subsequent step (para
tali). The question whether the act of cognizing carries in itself (svatah) the feeling 
of its validity, or whether this is due to a further cognition (paratali) is very much 
debated in Indian philosophy. The school of D ig n ä g a  has thus established the 
validity of cognition in opposition to the condemnation of all logic by the M ädhya
m ikas. This promu no-vinxieoya -m da is represented by V «ea sp a ti, T àtpar- 
ya t., p. 7. 28.
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quality or a different place or a different time.1 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 is contained in our cognition).2 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 through 
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 
(4.6.). Nor is our cognition right when it represents the object as

1 The proper plaee 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 V in ita d e v a ’s theory that the image may be 
wrong while sensation is right, since the real object is nevertheless reached by 
subsequent purposive action (artha-mätrasya prüpteh, 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 (svabhâva) is an indication of some
thing «other» (yad viruddha-dharma-samsrstam tan nana). The identity of an 
idea or an object thus reduces to a single moment which has neither duration in 
time (Mla-ananugata), nor extension in space (deSa-ananugata), nor any quality, 
Isanabhedejia vastuno bhedah, deSa-käla-vyatirikta-avaynvy-ahhävät (read thus 
Tipp., p. 11. 7). From this point of view every definite cognition, since it corres
ponds to a 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 (santana), infinitesimal time (suksma-TcaXa-bheda) is not 
taken into account. The definition of knowledge is framed so as to agree with 
realities having some stability, santäna-apeksayä prämänya-laksanam ucyate, 
Tipp., p. 11.16. About «otherness» cp. W. E. Joh n son , Logic I, p. XXXI.

8 Cp. T â tp arya t-, p. 56. Some logiciaus 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 D h arm ottara  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 tîkà upon 
P r a m ä n a -v in isc a y a  of D h a rm a k lrti.

4 The shining of a jewel, as well as of light in general, is moving matter 
{gati-dharman) and spreads in light-waves (taranga-nyäyena). But this is only the 
empirical view. The transcendental reality of what appears as a motion is but a series 
of point-instants in contiguous places following one-another, each representing an 
«other» thing, cp. T â tp a ry a t., 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 virodhah.
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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.1

(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).
(4.13). Right knowledge is twofold, it either is (intuitive), directly 
presenting to the mind the right way of action,1 2 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 a combination with incompatible qualities. Therefore when apprehending 
a real object in another form cognition 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 apprehending what is situated in one place cognitionis not rightfor what is situ
ated in a different 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 (seen) 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 V ijn ä n a v ä d in s  interesting 
remarks are to be found in D h a rm a k ir ti’s San tiin H iitara-sid d h i. But here 
again this theory is overlooked and dream is taken as an illusion in the usual em
pirical sense.

2 artha-h'iyäyn nirbhäsak —  artha-lmyä-sädkana-nirbhösah, cp (Tipp.,
p. 12. 11.
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recting our attention towards a possible object of successful action.1 
Of these two only (the last variety), that knowledge which stimulates 
purposive action, will be here examined. I t 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,2 will produces action and action reaches the 
object. Therefore such knowledge is not 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 8 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 «cause»4 has been omitted, and the 
word «precedes» 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.5 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.6 There is no other class of objects different from these 
two. The indifferent object, since it is not desired, belongs to the class 
of undesirable ones.7

(4.23). 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 behaviour.8 It consists in

1 artha-kriyd-aamarthe must be interpreted as artha-kriyä-sädhana-sa- 
niarthe (T ipp , p. 12. 13, read evatn uttaratmpi. . . . ) .  But an alternative explana
tion is likewise suggested by the T*PP-> P- 12.13-15, according to which artha- 
kriyä-jilänam would be anantara-käranam in the first case, and with respect to 
behaviour it would then be vyavahitam sâdhana-nirbhâsa-jüïinam.

2 äbküäsa, desire.
3 artha-kriyä-nirhhäsejiiäne, lit., «when there is knowledge (sc. conscionsness) 

reflected in purposive action».
* V in ita d e v a  has interpreted pürvaka as meanig hetu.

artha is here derived from the root arth. the usual etymology is from the 
root r with the umidi suffix than.

6 V in ita d e v a  has explained artha-siddhi as meaning prayojana-nispatti, 
but this is wrong, since samyag-jrläna is a jüäpaka-hetu. not a käraka-hetu, 
cp. Tipp., p. 13. 3.

7 Indifferent objects are assumed by the N a iy a y ik s , cp. TStp., p. 65. 1 ff.
- anusthiina.
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avoiding the avoidable and attaining the attainable. Behaviour con
sisting in such activity is called succesful action.

(5.2.). When the (prefatory sentence) mentions «all successful 
human action» 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.1

(5.5). Indeed, successful action is possible when (knowledge) has 
rightly constructed2 the object whose (existence) has been pointed out 
by sensation.8 And this is done by right knowledge alone, not by wrong 
knowledge.4 How could cognition which has not rightly constructed 
(its object) lead to successful 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.8 (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.

1 V in ita d ev a  and â à n tir a k ç ita (? ) 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 (bâhulyena) achieved 
when acting upon right knowledge, but may be accidentally produced by uncertain 
or wrong cognition. D h. denies that, but he has a special theory about accidental 
successful action explained in his P rà m â ça -v in isca y a -tïk S , cp.T ipp., p. 10.13, 
13. 12 ff., and infra p. 17, 3. Cp. also K a m a la s ila , p. 404. 2 and Dh.’s own words
above, p. 3—4.

2 präpayati, cp above, p. 4 n. 3.
2 pradarSana =  ädarSana — upadaräana= älocana=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 i t i  is used in the sense of «therefore», yad  and

tad  are necessarily correlative».
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§ 3 . Y a e ie t ie s  OP EIGHT KNOWLEDGE.

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

2. R i g h t  k n o w l e d g e  i s  t wo f o l d .
(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.1

(5. 22). Now, what are these two varieties?
3. D i r e c t  a n d  i n d i r e c t  ( p e r c e p t i v e  a n d  i n f e 

r e n t i a l ) .
(6.2). The word for direct knowledge (or perception) means 

knowledge dependent upon the senses.2 (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 
o f 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 maybe D h arm ottara  had the feeling that his definition of right knowledge 
as uncontradicted by experience was, to a certain extent, merely verbal, meaning
less without reference to its both varieties of direct and indirect cognition. V in i- 
ta d e v a ’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 approached, reposed 
upon. 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 prâpta, âpanna, 
alarti and prepositions (the rule) according to which the gender of the compound 
must he the same as the gender of its last member is not observed, (and therefore) 
it agrees in gender with the object to which it is referred, (and thus) the word 
pratyalcsa is established as (an. adjective which can be used in any gender)», 
cp. Vart ad P a n in i, II, 4. 26.
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logical analysis1 of the word, not by its actual use1 2 3 (in philo
sophy). The idea of being dependent upon the senses contains, as 
its implication,® the idea of direct knowledge4 which is thus being 
suggested.5 This alone is the real meaning6 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 «cow», although it is etymologically de
rived from the root gam «to move», 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.7

(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.8 I t  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 brought 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. e., the major premise) brought to memory, the inference (or conclu
sion) follows. Therefore it is called «subsequent».

1 vyutpatti.
a pravrtti.
3 samâveta.
4 artha-säksät-karitva.
5 laksyate.
4 pravrtti-nimitta. The Tib. translation contains, p. 13. 5, a characteristic 

addition «pratyaksa has not the meaning of being dependent upon the senses» 
This definition (aksam pratïtya jüänam) belongs to P ra sa sta p a d a , 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 PSninean 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.

® Coordination (särüpya) is a characteristic not only of inferential, but also of 
perceptive knowledge in its final stage (pramana-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 force.1 
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. D i r e c t  k n o w l e d g e  m e a n s  h e r e  n e i t h e r  c o n 

s t r u c t i o n  ( j u d g m e n t )  n o r  i l l u s i o n .
(6.16). The word «here» indicates localization,2 but it is (more

over) used to indicate a selection. Thus the meaning of the sentence 
is the following one. « Here », 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 3 (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 pramäna-sampiava and pramäna-vyavasthä, in N yây  a v a r t , p.5.1, and 
T âtp arya t., p. 12.3ff.; cp. C a n d ra k ir ti’s polemic against it in m yN irvän a  
p. 141 ff. The realistic systems admit a greater number of pratnänas and maintain at 
the same time that perception is the chief pramäna. In the Buddhist view both are 
mental constructions on the basis o f 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 itor through its effect 
(tädätmya-tadulpatti), cp. Y in lta d e  va, 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 unique, 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 (svaAaksava). All general charecteiistics are universale 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 connotation than our inference. When 
so understood perception and inference represent the passive and the active part 
in cognition, the senses and the intellect. They have thus an equal force, because 
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 (särüpya) it will be pure indefinite sensation.

2 saptamt-nrthe.
3 pratyaksatva-jätyä =  Tib. mnon-sum-nid-kyi rigs-kyis, cp. T ipp., p. 17.2—  

pratynksSnam bahutvât.
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characteristics of non-constructive and non-illusive (cognition) are 
predicated. (It is not a definition of its essence.1 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 to us, 
we must refer them to some different special kind of direct knowledge 
which has been 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. N ot2 to

1 As e. g., in the sentence a sound is impermanent» impermanence is  a  charac
teristic (Jaksana) of the sound, but not its essence (svarüpa). These remarks are 
directed against Y in lta d e v a  who has interpreted the sütra 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 K a m a la sila , op. cit. p. 366.25, who maintains that, although 
pratyaksa is here the laksya, it is also the predicate (vidhïyate). Cp. Tipp.., 
p. 17—18. The termpratyaksa is greaterinextension than sense-perception (indriya- 
jiïâna), cp. above, text p. 6. 6—7. But a thing must be known in general when its 
special characteristics are given and what « direct knowledge » is in general that 
everyone knows from the example of sense perception.

2 Thus this celebrated definition (kalpanäpodha) of D ig n ä g a  which is 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 (aSksät-MrUva-vyäpära) and it is followed by a constru
ction or judgment (vikalpena anugamyate). The Buddhists admit both pure sensation 
(nirvikalpaka= kalpanäpodha) and definite perception (savikalpaka), the latter 
under the names of pramäna-phala, artha-pratiti, särüpya-jiläna. The same dis
tinction is  already contained in Nyäya-sßtra I. 4, where, according to the interpre
tations of V ä tsy ä y a n a , ïïd d y o ta k â r a  and Y â c a sp a ti, the word avyapadeiya 
refers to the nirvikalpaka, and the word vyavasäyätmaka — to the savikalpaka 
pratyaksa. The difference between both conceptions consists in the prominence 
given by D ig n ä g a  to pure sensation (nirvikalpaka) sa the only source of know
ledge through which we come in touch with «absolute reality» (paramärthasat), 
with the «thing in itself» (sva-laksana). In my «Logic and Epistemology» 
(German translation, p. 192) I ascribed the distinction of pure sensation and 
definite perception to D ig n ä g a , and its introduction into brahmanic Nyäya to
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be a construction means to be foreign to construction, 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).1 Non-illusive means 
knowledge which is not at variance with this (direct reality).

(7.3). (However, as they stand) these two characteristics 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 forthat. (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 construction. (7.5). Indeed a man acting upon such a perception 
reaches something which is a tree,2 hence (it is supposed) that ex
perience supports3 his perception. I t would thus be consistent know* 
ledge and so far would be direct, as not being a (mere) construction. (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.4 No other way of cognition is possible. 
We maintain therefore that the vision of a moving tree is error. (7.8).

V â c a sp a ti, 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 is contained under the names 
of vijnäna-skandha ( =  nirvikalpaka-jHäna) and samjnä-skandha ( =  savikalpàka- 
jüäna) respectively. Cp. my C en tra l C on cep tion , p. 18, and U d a y a n a ’ 
P a r isu d d h i, 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 riïla-vijnânam — nïlasya vijüänam), but we 
will not know that it is blue (we will not have the nîlam iti vijnänam), since this 
knowledge is arrived at by contrasting it with other objects and contrast (vyävrtti) 
is the work of intellect, not of pure sensation, cp. my N irv a n a , p. 162 n. 3. The 
reading varnätmaka is supported by the Tib. transi. The alternative reading dhar- 
mätmaka conveys just the same idea since mrna (or rüpa) is here a dharma, an 
ultimate element in the system of Hînayâna, cp. C en tra l C onception , p. 11.

2 vrksa-mätram =  vrksa-sva/riipa, sc. artha-kriyä-ksamam vastu-rüpam.
3 samvadakatvät. D ig n a g a  assumed that such perceptions are right, cp.. 

T a ttv a sg ., p. 394.20.
* 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 image1 (corresponding to the visual sensation), and a tree 
fixed on one place is actually reached. (7.10). Therefore the object 
which has produced the sensation of a moving tree is not actually 
reached,8 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).3

(7.12). However, the characteristic of «non-illusion» might also be 
taken as suggesting a difference between (direct cognition and) inference.4 
In that case the characteristic of ((neither construction» would be directed 
against those contrary theories (which include some synthetic activity of 
the intellect into direct perception).5 For, indeed, inference, (as indirect 
knowledge, is to a certain extent) an illusion. The course it takes 
consists 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 fade  apprehends 
is (pure reality), not unreality.6

1 paricchinna.
2 Lit., p. 7 .10 . «Therefore where-placed the moving tree has been seen there- 

placed it'is not reached».
3 D h arm ottara  has discussed this question at length in his P ram äna- 

v in isc a y a -t îk â . T a ttv a sg ., p. 394.16 ff., ascribes the view that illusion may some 
times be right (vibhrame'pi promanata) to D ign S ga , who therefore has omitted 
the word abhränta in his definition. Healso objects to the inclusion of the cha
racteristic «non-illusive» (avyabhicärin) by the N a iy ä y ik a s  into their definition of 
sense-perception, N. S., I. 1. 4, because, says he, illusion is always mental (yid-kyi 
yul ni Kkhrul-pai yul yin, cp. Pr. sam ucc., 1 .19). Under kärikä I. 8 he states that 
pratyaksa-âbhâsa, or illusions, are due to imagination (brtags-nas hjug-pa=vikalpa- 
pravrtta). Cp. T i pp.,p. 10.11 —Santiago vikalpasya.

* In the printed text of my edition (B. B. V ili) on p. 7 .12  the following-pass
age, confirmed by the Tibetan translation, must be inserted after niräsärtham— 
tathäbhränta-grahanenäpy animane nivartite kalpanäpodha-grahanam viprati- 
patti-niräkänärtham, (bhrântam h y ....).

5 According to the A bh. K osa, I. 30, there is always included in every sen
sation a rudimentary synthesis called svampa-vitarka {vitarka—vikaipa).

6 Lit., p. 7. 12— 13 (with the sentence restored according to the Tib.) «Thns 
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 he useless. The meaning 
of the sentence would then he, — «that kind of consistent knowledge 
which is called direct perception is free from construction 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.1

(7 .1 9 ) . 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 (rupe — sva-rüpe) 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 B ertran d  R u sse l (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 thonght 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 (kalpanä). 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 sense-datum to some general construction. The term 
pratibhäsa is used to denote the prima facie mental content. Both perception and in
ference possess a sva-pratibhâsa ( — grâhya-svarüpa as contrasted with their 
adhyavaseya-svarUpa). Thus Tcalpanapo^ha refers to sensation, but abhranta, accor
ding to sütra 1.6, to Y in ita d e v a  and K a m a la s lla , is the same as avisamvadin, 
it refers to false construction (pmpya-visaye); accoding to D h. it differs from 
avisamvadin, and refers to sensation (grähya-visaye). Cp. A n ek än ta j., p. 203.

1 In this alternative interpretation the term « non-illusive » (abhranta) becomes 
almost a synonym of «non-constructive» (kàlpanâpodha), since all construction, 
every judgment or inference, represents illusion when compared with pure sensation, 
the genuine 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 (paramparayS), 
also leads to successful purposive action (bhräntam apy anumänam artha-samban- 
dhena pramänam, T atp . 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 D ign äga , just as in K a n t’s Transcendental Dialectic (M. M a i l e r ’ s 
transL, p. 238), two kinds of illusion, an empirical and a transcendental one. The 
moving tree is an empirical illusion, but tbe standing tree, although an empirical 
reality, is an illusive construction when compared with the underlying «thing in 
itself». All the fabric of the empirical world, this interconnected whole of substances 
and their qualities (dharmi-dharma-bhäva) and the inferential knowledge founded
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5: C o n s t r u c t i o n  (or  j u d g m e n t )  i m p l i e s  a d i s t i n c t  
c o g n i t i o n 1 o f  a m e n t a l  r e f l e x 2 w h i c h  is c a p a b l e  
o f  c o a l e s c i n g  w i t h  a v e r b a l  d e s i g n a t i o n .

(7.21). A «verbal designation» is a word of speech through which 
something is denoted. To «coalesce» with a word means (such a condi
tion when) the denoted aspect of the object and its verbal aspect3 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 «coalesced».4

(8.1). A distinct 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 anumâna-anumeya-bkäva) is, according to D ig n â g a , a con
struction of our mind (buddhy-ârüdha — kcdpita), it does not adequately represent 
external reality (wo sad-asad apeksate), cp. T ätp ., p. 39. 13, 127. 2, 252. 14 and 
H. N. R an d le , Dinnaga, p. 51. But «the senses ( =  pratyaksam), says K ant, 
loco cit., cannot err, because there is in them no judgment at all ( =  kalpanâpodha) 
whether true or false ( = abhrânta)a. The coincidence between K ant and D har- 
m a k ir ti in this point is remarkable. That k a lp a n â  means judgment is proved 
below, p. 20 n. 6. Thus it is that Dh.’s alternative interpretation of the term 
abhrânta can be vindicated. The circumstance, however, that he is giving two 
somewhat different interpretations of the same term in the same context betrays 
a certain artificiality of his position. V i nTtadeva, p. 40.14, has interpreted abhrânta 
as meaning the same as owisomeödi»; Kam a la s i la , p. $92. 5, likewise. D ig n â g a ’s 
definition, both in Pr. sam ucc. and in N y a y a -d v ä ra , does not contain the word 
abhrânta; it is an innovation of D h a rm a k ir ti, and V â ca sp a ti informs us, 
N y ä y a -K a n ik ä , p. 192, that he introduced it in order to exclude from the 
province of perception hallucinations, or objectless illusions (niradhisthänam 
keSädi-jüänam apratyaksatayä vyäkhyätam). This is also attested by S ä n ta r a k s ita  
in T a ttvas ., p. 392.3..But Pr. sam ucc. treats in kärikä 1 .8 about pratydksâbhâta, 
and this corresponds to sütra I. 6 of the N y äy ab.Both D ig n ä g a  and D h a r m a k ir t i  
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 because they, like K an t (foco 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 is not a sensation, but 
it may be metaphorically called a wrong sense-perception [pratyàksâbhâsa) when 
a sensation is its asâdhârana-kàrana, cp. Pr. sam ucc., I. 4. Thus it is that 
sense-illusion (indriya-bhränti) is also possible, cp. T a ttv a s ., p. 392.19.

1 pratïti. 2 pratibhäsa. 3 äkära — pratibhäsa.
* V in ïta d ev a , p. 51. 6, has explained abhüàpa as vâcyàh sâmânyâdïh. 

D h. insists that it means (as karana-sädhana) väcakah Sabdah, since the word yogya, 
in his interpretation, proves that àbhüâpa refers to the word and not to its meaning 
The latter (jätyädi) is of course also understood, but indirectly (sâmarthyât), cp. 
T ipp., p. 21. 8 ff, and the controversy below, p. 23, cp. p. 23 n. 2.
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indeed, a distinct cognition in which the mental reflex1 has coalesced 
with its designation by speech2 as, e. g., the constructed3 (cognition) 
«jar» with a man to whom this word is familiar.4 I t contains such a 
mental reflex which is accompanied by the word «jar».

(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 new born5 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 
«capable» both (the primitive and developed constructions) are in
cluded.6

1 äbhäsa =  pratibhâsa.
2 Lit., p .8 .1 -2 . «Among them(tatra) some distinct cognition (prafïti) exista 

possessing a reflex (äbhäsa — pratibhâsa =  pratibimba) united with a word».
3 kalpanä =  yojanä, more lit. «the constructive judgment («this is a jar»)».
4 vyutpanna-sanketa.
3 tadaharjäta, cp. T a ttv a s ., p. 367.12 ff.
3 This kalpanä ( — vikalpa) must be distinguished from the vikalpa (— vi- 

tarka) of the V a ib h äg ik as . About the meaning of vitarka and vicara in the 
Abhidharma, cp. my Central Conception, p. 104. They also assume a special kind 
of vitarka which they name svabhäva-vitarka, a rudimentary instinctive synthesis 
inherent in all sensation, cp. A bhidh . K osa ad I. 30. The Y o g ä cä ra s  under
stand by vikalpa ( =  dvaidhi-karana) the bifurcation of consciousness into subject 
and object,grähya-grähakatta-vikalpa. D ign äga , P ram än a-sam u cc. I. 3 under
stands by this term nänia-jäti-guna-kriyä-dravya-kalpanä, i. e., a construction or 
an arrangement (yojanä) of a presentation which includes name, genus or species, 
quality,function and appurtenances, the whole complex being referred to a particular 
moment of efficient reality (sralaksana). The name, i. e., the proper name (yad- 
rcchä Sabda =  hdod-rgyal-gyi 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 D ig n ä g a  only the designation of a series of occurrences 
samskära-samüha). Thus we must consider here abhüäpa-samsarga as including 
all other syntheses, cp. T a ttv a s ., 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 — tesarti grahane sati 
indriyri-vijilünri-praiyaksaica-anupapaUih. Kalpanä thus corresponds to our judg
ment and more specially to a judgment in which the subject represents Hoc Ali- 
uid. i.e., something indefinite to be made definite by the predicate, a judgment of the
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(8.8) I t  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 limited1 (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 apprehended2 
(by acquaintance) can produce in the mind only something limited (ta 
the actually present) as, e. g., a patch of colour producing a visual 
impression3 can only produce a mental reflex limited to that very 
patch. But constructed knowledge4 is not produced by the object 
(actually apprehended) and therefore it is not a (narrowly) restricted 
mental reflex, since the factor corresponding to it does not exist, 
( it is created by the synthesis of productive imagination). (8.12) Why 
is it that such a construction (of productive imagination) is not produ-

form «this is that» sa eväyam, cp. T ipp., p. 23.4; e. g-, a this is Dittha» is näma- 
kalpanä, «this is a patch of blue colour» is guna-kalpanä, «this is a cow» is jati-kcd- 
panä  etc. 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. S igw art, L o g ik ,* 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 counter
part, e. g., blue and not-blue, cow and not-cow etc. Cp. about vikalpa M&dhy. 
v j t t i ,  p .3 5 0 .12. A detailed discussion of L» i gn âg  a’s kalpanä is found in T a ttv a s ., 
1214—1811.

1 The term niyata was used above, p. 3. 16, in the sense of niëeita, it was 
then the contrary of doubt and error. Both pratyaksa and anumana have each 
their niyata-pratibhäsa — sva-pratibhäsa, cp. p. 7 .13  and 12.19, this prati- 
bhäsa is referred to anartha in the case of anumana, hence it is vikalpa-visaya 
Infra, p. 70. 11 (niyata-äkärah kalpito drastavyah) it likewise refers to the con
structed, synthetic object, not to the 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-jnä- 
nasya aniyata-pratibhasätvam eva, cp. T ipp., p. 22. 18. Thus it is that what is 
called aniyata-pratibhäsa ( =  aniyata-akara) in the context of p. 8. 8, is called 
niyata-akära in the context of p. 70. 11.

2 grahya is contrasted with adhyavaseya =  prapaniya, cp. p. 12. 16—17.
8 caksur-vijflana. Here vijüäna is used as in Abhidharma, it is «pure sensa

tion» produced by colour and the organ of sight, cp. my Central Conception, p. 16.
4 vikalpa-vijnänam. In the Abhidharma this would not be termed cijtiäna, but 

samjftä ( == nimitta-udgrahana), cp. Central Conception, p. IS.
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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 bom) 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 synthesis1 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 cognition2 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 reflex3 (nar
rowly) restricted (to one momentary sensation), because the (assem
bled) factors which would (exactly) correspond (to the synthetic image) 
are absent.4 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 (to itself), 
(the corresponding cognition) refers to a (strictly) limited reflex, (to some
thing unique) which therefore is not 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,5 we nevertheless, just for the reasons (stated above), maintain 
such non-constructiveness6 of the particular,7 (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,8 since it is a reflex strictly 
limited (to a unique particular) object, cannot produce a reflex capable

1 pratyavamrëati =  pratyabhijänäti =  ekikaroti.
2 Here again vijftäna is used contrary to its meaning in Abhidharma, it 

refers to a judgment, «sa etäyam» ity an en a tikàlpasya amsthä vcyate, cp. T ipp., 
23. 4—5. The abhidharmic sense is then expressed by the compound indriya- 
vijiläna, cp. p. 8. 16 and 8. 20

8 prätibhäsa =  pratibimba «reflex», «as in a mirror» (ädarSavat), as appears 
from this passage, can be either simple and direct (niyata) or indirect and condi
tioned (aniyata). Its counter part is nücaya =  adhyavasâya. D h a rm a k ïr ti 
says—pratyaksam — grhnäti na niëcayena, kin tarhi tat-prattbhäsena, cp. Ane- 
k än taj., p. 177. Inference has also a sva-pratibhäsa, cp. text p. 7. 13 and vikalpct, 
can be amstu-nirbhäsa, cp. N. k a n ik ä , p. 124.

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

5 väcya-väcaka-bhära. 6 avikalpakatva.
7 svalaksana. 8 indriya-vijüäna.



PERCEPTION 23

of being associated with a word, it is non-constructive. Blit an auditive 
sensation1 apprehends a strictly particular sound. This strictly parti
cular sound (has a double character), on 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 arel), it is a construction 12

(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 meaning 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 (is 
bygone and) does not exist at present. And just as that experience4 
has now vanished, just so is it impossible for a present object to be 
apprehended by past experience.5 Hence an auditive sensation cannot

1 We would expect, p. 8. 21, Srotra-vijftana, cp. Tib., p. 20. 5, rna-bai rnam- 
par-Ses-pa.

2 These remarks are directed against V in ita d ev a . He has explained, p 41.6, 
that the words «a mental reflex capable of coalescing 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-svala- 
ksana). The point-instant cannot coalesce with a word, cannot be named, (p. 41. 8) 
arthasya viStsah, svarüpasya (sva)-laksanasya rûpam, àbhilcipayitum na êakyate 
(read mi-nus-te instead of bzhus te). Neither can any particular sound or word 
have a meaning (ibid., p. 41. 15., =  Habda-viSesena nbhüâpayitum na iakyate),
cp. T a ttv a sg ., p. 378.7 na M svalaksane samketah, napi Sabda-$va-lak$ane,.....
.... aSakya-samayo nilädinäm ätmä. But the contention that « theparticular word 
can have no meaning» has given D h arm ottara  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 V in ita d ev a  means the same and D liarm ottara ’s 
criticism is unfair. The Tipp, remarks, p. 23. 15-16, paramärthatah sämänyayor 
eva vacya-väcakatvam, närthaSabda-viSesasya. If such particulars would be named 
we would have a so called atiprasanga, an «over-absurdity», we could name the 
cow a horse and vice versa, because the underlying point-instants, the svcdaksanas 
are undistinguishable. Cp. also above p. 19 n. 4. In his introduction to SantSnS- 
n ta r a - s id d h i- t ik ä  V in ita d e v a  gives expression to similar ideas.

2 samketa-käla.
4 darêana.
"• 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 thing».
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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 must 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. K n o w l e d g e  e x e m p t  f r o m  s u c h  ( c o n s t r u c t i o n ) ,  
w h e n  i t  i s  n o t  a f f e c t e d  b y  an  i l l u s i o n  p r o d u c e d  
by  c o l o u r - b l i n d n e s s ,  r a p i d  m o t i o n ,  t r a v e l l i n g  on 
b o a r d  a s h i p ,  s i c k n e s s  o r  o t h e r  c a u s e s ,  is p e r c e p t i v e  
( r i g h t )  k n o w l e d g e .

(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 is how 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 produce 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 situated. (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.1 When the gaseous principle in the body 
is disturbed, deceitful images like that of a flaming post arise.2 This is

1 These three humours do not represent exactly air, bile and phlegm, but 
three very subtle principles conventionally so called,whose equipoise is equivalent 
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 normal1 there can be no illusive sensation.2 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 by these causes is perceptive knowledge.3

§ 5. The v a r i e t i e s  o p  d ir e c t  k n o w l e d g e .

(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. I t  is  f o u r f o l d .
(10.2). There are four varieties of direct knowledge.

1 aviJcrta.

a indriya-bhränti. 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, and partly 
on the account of the interpretation of sense-data by the reason, cp. above, p. 19 n.

8 V in lta d ev a , p. 43.9, calls attention to the fact that the word «knowledge» 
(jflSna) is absent in sntra I. 4, where the definition of perception is given, but 
it appears here, in sütra I. 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, ajriäna-svabhävam.. .  pratyaksam, 
cp. T a ttv a sg ., p. 366. 21. V in lta d ev a , p. 43. 10 ff., and K a m a la sila , p. 367. 
1 û., therefore maintain (in supporting their view by the same example) that jfßna  
must be understood in the definition implicitly. This apparently is approved by Dh., 
cp. T ipp ., p. 26. 6 (read bhrmter). D h a rm a k lr ti’s addition of the word abhränta 
has given rise to a great deal of disagreement among all commentators. He himself 
here explains it as including not only hallucinations, but every kind of illusive per
ception. D ig n a g a  includes all empirical knowledge (samvrti), as well as all infe
rence into his pratyäksäbhäsa, cp. Pr. sam ucc, I. 8. The term pramäna is thus 
used either in a direct or iu an indirect sense. Real pramäna is oulv the pure 
pratyaksa.
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8. S e n s e  k n o w l e d g e  ( s e n s a t i o n ) .

(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. M e n t a l  s e n s a t i o n  f o l l o w s  ( t he  f i  r s t  m o m e n t  óf  
e v e r y )  s e n s e - c o g n i t i o n  ( wh i c h  is t h u s )  i t s  i m m e 
d i a t e l y  p r e c e d i n g  h o m o g e n e o u s  c a u s e .  (The l a t t e r )  
i s c o o p e r a t i n g  w i t h  ( t he  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  m o m e n t  of) 
t h e  o b j e c t ,  (i. e., w i t h  t h a t  m o m e n t a r y  o b j e c t )  w h i c h  
i m m e d i a t e l y  f o l l o w s  t h e  p r o p e r  ( m o m e n t a r y )  o b j e c t  
(of sensat ion) .

(10.8). The proper object of sense-knowledge (is the object in the 
moment corresponding to sensation). The following object is the ob
ject which is not different, (is quite similar to it). Difference here means 
interval in time as well as 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 .1 (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. I t  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.a 1 2

1 Lit., p. 10. 9-10. «Therefore when difference is excluded, the supported 
(upädeya) moment of the object of sensation (indriya-vyüäna) 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 is very extensive. Some details will be found in my N irv a n a , 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.1 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 intuition 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 cognition 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 senses, 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 ff. and Index 6, s. v. Causality. The main point is bere very well ex
pressed. There is no question, in the Buddhist outlook, 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 
coaid have the time to produce one another. This is the real general import of 
pratitya-samutpäda as contrasted with adhîtya-samutpâda and other theories.

1 Lit., p. 10.14. «By such sensation, when it becomes an objective condition, 
a direct perception of the Yogi (can) be produced », i. e., the Yogi owing to his extra
ordinary gift oi 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-pratyaya. 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.1

(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 extinct (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 sensations, 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.8

(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.8

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

1 Lit,, p. 10.18—21. «And since the object of mental sensation (mano-vijM- 
nasya) is different from the object of sensation proper (indriya-jüäna correspond
ing to the abhidharmic vijUâna), therefore the fault of non-validity, imputed 
{asaftfita) 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 cognized by sensation».

2 Since the second moment would be likewise indriya-vijfläna it will not be 
possible to distinguish between indriya-vijfläna and mano-vijrläna, cp. T ipp., 
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 
object present (yogya-karane — säksätkärini). Therefore how is it that both 
will not be called sensations (of the outer sense)?» Cp. also T ätp ,, p. 111. 2.

s The siddhänta mentioned p. 11.1 cau include the agama quoted in the 
T ipp ., p. 26.10, where Buddha declares that colour is apprehended in two ways, 
by the sense of vision and by the internal sense evoked by the external one. 
D h. deems it a sufficient proof and no other proofs are needed. The remark is di
rected against J n an aga rb h a  and his followers who devised a formal argument in 
favour of the existence of such a thing as mental sensation. Since sensation and 
mental construction are, in this system, two quite heterogeneous sources of know
ledge, something intermediate must be found which would be sensuous on one 
side and mental on the other, in order to account for a knowledge which combines 
sense-data with mental constructions. Thus the existence of an internal sense is 
proved by the existence of a subsequent mental construction (nlla-mano-mjUänät 
snmâna-jntïyn-nïla-vikalpa-udayât). D h a rm o tta ra  rejects the argument, as the 
T ipp., p. 30, assumes, because he admits the possibility of a result being pro-
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10. E v e r y  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  a n d  e v e r y  m e n t a l  p h e n o 
m e n o n  a r e  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s .

(11.5). Consciousness simply -apprehends (the presence) of an ob
ject. Mental phenomena apprehend special states of conscious
ness, such as pleasure etc.1 I t 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.2 (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.8 (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.4
(11.9). According to our (system when an external) reality, such as 
(a patch) of colour, is apprehended, we at the same time feel some-

duced from a heterogeneous cause. But then the hypothesis becomes useless. 
D h arm ottara  seems to say «let it be useless, but it involves no contradiction». 
It is evidently not what was meant by D ign äga . Dh. is again misled by his pole
mical fervour. The position regarding mano-vijAana or mano-vijiläna-dhätu, the 
dhätu As 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, D ig n ä g a  was evidently in want of something which would 
be partly sensuous and partly mental. He thus established his «mental sensation». 
A similar course, as is well known, has been taken in European philosophy. Some 
particulars about this exceedingly interesting theory of a mental sensation as well 
as translations from V ä c a sp a ti and the T'PP- will be given in an Appendix.

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

2 According to the Abhidharma consciousness (eittam =  marni} =  mjHäna =  
mana-äyatana — mano-dhatu) 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».

* 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 N a iy ä y ik a s  and the M îm âm sakas who imagined in self-percep
tion a real relation of cognizing mind towards a cognized Self. According to the 
S a u tr ä n tik a s  and Y o g ä cä ra s  this relation does not exist in reality. Our know
ledge is self-luminous (svayam-prakSSa) like the light of a lamp that does not 
want another light in order to be illuminated. The V a ib h ä s ik a s  and M ädhya- 
m ikas 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). I t  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.1 (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 patch) 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 is 
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.

l l . T h e  ( my s t i c )  i n t u i t i o n  of  t h e  S a i n t  ( t he  Yog i )  
i s  p r o d u c e d  f r o m  t h e  s u b c u l m i n a t i o n a l  s t a t e  of  
d e e p  m e d i t a t i o n  on t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  r e a l i t y . 1 2

1 These remarks are directed against the S an k h ya  theory which assumes 
that pleasure and pain are something external, inherent in the objects which pro
duce pleasure and pain. Cp. T ipp., p. 32.10.

2 This is 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 the imagination. Iu 
a system which assimilates all representations, even the perceptive presentations, 
to dreams, the difference between a dream and a perception consists mainly in the 
vividness (sphutäbhatva) of the latter. A new characteristic of perception is there
fore introduced, the vividness of the mental image. The two tonner characte
ristics of «uon-constructive » and «non-illusive», and the general characteristic of 
a not contradicted by experience» (avisamvädi) may be interpreted so as to cover 
this kind of perception, but not without some difficulty. Mystic intuition (yogi- 
pratyal'sa) is that faculty of the Buddhist Saint (ärya) by which he is capable 
completely to change all ordinary habits of thought and contemplate directly, in a 
vivid image, that condition 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, is capable of contemplating the Universe «<6 specie
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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.1 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). (À state of mind) which is brought about 
by this underculminational point, a knowledge apprehending with abso
lute 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 transie absorbtion, 
the first) is that when the image begins to be dear, 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.2 (12.3). I t  has indeed the 
aeternitatie. Cp. my N irvan a , p. 16 ff. The M îm âipsakaa deny the existence of 
yogis and of mystic intuition altogether, cp Tipp., 25. 5, where correct na santi 
instead of na samprati.

1 About the Four Truths cp. my N irv a n a  p. 16 and 55. Their MahäySnistic in
terpretation is here alluded to. They then are the equivalent of the « two truths », the 
empirical and the absolute, the latter is the bhütärtha—yan-dng-pai don,i. e., the real 
condition of things, or transcendental reality, so as it has been established by the phi
losopher [prarmnena nniëoita), it is ksanikatvädi-grähi imno vÿflânam (Tipp., 
p. S3. 9), Tesarti Jeatva is contemplated also by the Hinayanistic Saint, the Arhat. 
The Bodhisattva contemplates ëünyatâ either in its idealistic (Yogäcära) or in its 
relativistic (Mädhyamika) interpretation. But the abstract form of these philo
sophic constructions (aWcäkäram väcya-väcaka-rüpam) then vanishes and remains 
a kind of direct vivid consciousness (niyam vitti-rüpam), cp. T ipp., p. 34. 7.

2 According to Y in î t ad e va, p. 47, the bhävanä-prakarsa comprises 4 de
grees, smrty-upasthäna, usmagata, mûrdhan aud Tesanti; tbe prakarsa-paryanta is 
the same as laukîkagradharma. About these so called nirvedha-bhagïya-stuges and 
the smrty-upasthânas cp. A bhidh. K osa, YI. 14 ff. and YI. 20 ff. After that comes 
the decisive moment, the meditating man suddenly acquires the faculty of trans
cendental intuition (yogi-pratyaksa), he changes completely, it is another pudgàia, 
a Saint, an arya, a bodhisattva. All his habits of thought have changed, he has
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vividness (of direct perception), and just for this reason 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, 
since (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 (Sünyata) and unreality of the pheno
menal veil (samvrti) concealing absolute Reality (paramärtha — bhütärtha). He 
enters the Mahäyänistic drsti-märga and the first of the ten Mahäyänistic stages 
(bhümi), the stage called pramuditä. At the same time he becomes filled with over
whelming devotion to the Salvation of all living beings (mahä-kärunä). Cp. M ädhy. 
avatära , I. 4 ff. He then understands the «Four Truths of the Saint» in their Mahä
yänistic interpretation as a formula intended to suggest the equipollency of Samsara 
and Nirvana in a monistic Universe. This intuition is a transcendental (laikottara) 
capacity, it is not, like S p in o z a ’s intuitus, supposed to be rational. Togi- 
pratydksa is not a pramäna in the sense indicated above, p. 8 n. 2. It is an intui
tion of a condition uncognizable by logical methods (aprameya-vastünäm avipaftta- 
drstih) However, according to the school of Y o g ä cä ra  Logicians, it is a pramäna 
indirectly, because the relativity of all our conceptions (vikalpa) or judgments 
(kalpanä), as well as the non-relative, absolute (paramärtha) character of the un
cognizable «thing in itself» (svalaksana) is established by logical analysis. Logic 
destroys the naive realism of a pluralistic universe. The underlying Unity 
sämvrtä èünyatïï) is uncharacterizable (anirvacanïya) according to the Relativists 
(sünya-vädin), it is pure, undifferentiated consciousness (Sünyatä — vijUäna- 
mätram grähya-grähaka-nirmuldam) according to the Idealists (njnäna-rädin). 
Cp. the controversy between the Logicians and the Relativists in my N irvan a , 
p. 140 ff. Cp, also the masterly exposition of the Naiyäyika-abhimata-yogi-pratyaksa 
in T ätp ., p. 49,17 ff. and N. K an ikâ , p. 147. 4 ff. According to S a n tä n ä n ta ra s. 
(conci.) the supreme Yogi, i. e., the Buddha alone possibly intuits the undifferentiated 
Absolute, the ordinary Yogins can intuit only its subject-object aspect, cp. infra 
p. 34 n. 4. Cp. analogous ideas of K ant on impossibity of « intellectuelle Anschau
ung», K ritik ,2 pp, 72, 149, 308.
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logical (analysis).1 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.1

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

§ 6 .  T h e  o b j e c t  o p  d ir e c t  k n o w l e d g e .

(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. I t s  o b j e c t  i s t h e  ( e x t r e m e )  p a r t i c u l a r .

(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).8

1 pramäna-Suddha-artha-grähi either means pramänena Suddham artham 
grhnäti or éuddhârtham pramänena grhnäti. The first would mean pramänena 
Suddham =  pramänena viniScitam, artham =  bhütärtham, grhnäti. The second — 
Suddhärtham =  svalaksanam =  artha-kriyä-käri-ksanam pramänena grhnäti. 
The T ipp., p. 35.1, seems to favour the second interpretation, on p. 24.5 and 24.9  
it uses the word Suddha in a similar way. The expressions Suddhä kalpanä, 
Suddham pratyaksam, Suddhärihah remind us of K ant’s terminology of «reine 
Vernunft», «reine Sinnlichkeit», «reines Object». The definition of right know
ledge as knowledge «not contradicted by experience» (amsamvädi), which sounds 
so empirical, is here, in mystic intuition, interpreted as referring to the transcen
dental object.

* V in îta d e v a , p. 48—49, reckons likewise as yogi-pratyaksa the various 
gifts of supernatural divination and prophesy with which the Yogis are 
credited. D h .’s comment contains here not a single word about them.

8 The peculiarity of D ig n ä g a ’s doctrine about the particular and the gene
ral consists in its conception of the particular as the unique. The existence in 
every direct cognition of «something unique by being present to me in perception» 
is also pointed ont by B o sa n q u et, Logic, L  76. Here it assnmes the rôle of the 
«thing in itself», it is the absolute particular, the limit of all synthetic construction. 
It represents a single moment Qcsana), it has no extension in space (deSa- 
ananugata), no duration in time (kala-ananugata), it is similar to nothing (sarvato- 
vyävrtta), it is unique (traüoJcya-vyävrtta), cp. T ä tp a ry a t. p. 12. 20. It is a 
transcendental reality, since it cannot he realized in a definite representation 
(jhänena präpayitum aSakyatvât). Cognized are only generalities or similarities, 
relations, coordinations, by a synthesis of moments (pürtäpara-ksanänäm abheda- 
adhyavasäyät). It is the absolute reality, the «thing in itself» which underlies 
every efficient empirical reality (dähädy-artba-kriyä). D ig n ä g a  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).1 (The second is the form which is constructed in a perceptive) 
judgment.2 (12.17). The directly perceived and the distinctly con
ceived are indeed two different things. What is immediately appre
hended in sensation8 is only one moment. What is distinctly conceived 
is always a compact chain of moments cognized in a construction * on 
the basis of sensation, (e. g., ((this is 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.5 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 ad h yam ik as who maintained a 
Universal Relativity (Sünyatä) of knowledge, and tried to prove that even this 
«thing in itself» was relative, cp.theinterestingcontroversy about the relativity of the 
«thing in itself» between C an d rak irti and D ig n ä g a  in the M adhy. v j t t i ,  transla
ted in my N irv a n a , p. 149 ff. Cp. T ipp., p. 35 and B ra d ley , Princ.,2 p. 647 ff.

1 yadakaram is an avyaylbhäva =  yasya akäram anatikrämya.
2 yam adhyavasyati. 3 pratyaksasya,
* nUcayena ■= kalpanayä =  vikalpena — adhyavasäyena, cp. Tätp,, p. 87 . 25.
5 For the lit. rendering cp. p. 17 n. 6 (text, p. 7.18).
6 D h a rm a k ir ti evidently uses the term «thing in itself» (smlaksana) in 

more than one sense. The same, as is well known, has happened in European 
philosophy. It means, 1) existence absolutely indefinite, not even differentiated 
into subject and object, it is then grähya-grähaka-kalpanä-apodha—it is the Abso
lute of the Y ogä car as, the Sünyatä in its idealistic conception (buddhy-ätmä), 
cp. my N irvän a , p. 146 ff, the verses quoted in Sarvad., p. 16.7 ff. (B. I.) and the 
concluding passage of S ä n ta n ä n ta ra -s id d h i; 2) the extreme concrete and parti-
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13. W h e n  t h e  m e n t a l  i m a g e  v a r i e s  a c c o r d i n g  
a s  t h e  o b j e c t  i s n e a r  or  r e m o t e ,  t h e  o b j e c t  t h e n  
i s  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r .

(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, 
«remote» — localized in a remote place.1 (13.3). According as the 
object is near or remote, it produces a different mental image, a dif
ferent form of the directly cognized (first moment), making it either 
vivid or dim.2 (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 a t a distance. This is (an indication of the presence of) 
a particular.

cular, the Hoe Aliquid—kimeid idam, the pure alambana, existence localized in time- 
space (ksana), the limit of all mental constructions (näma-jätyädi-kalpanä-apodha, 
but not grähya-grähaka-kalpanä-apodlw), the point-instant of efficiency capable of 
affecting our sensibility (artha-Icriyä-samartha) ; it then already contains what 
K ant would have called the a priori forms ol our sensibility, the possibility of coordi
nation (särüpya), if not already some rudimentary coordination; such is the 
meaning here and on this score it is sometimes supposed ( f  ipp., p. 19.10) that 
D ig n â g a ’s school was partly S a u tr à n tik a ; 3) (metaphorically) every concrete 
and particular ( =  vyakti) object, since its substratum is the thing in itself.

1 Y in ita d e v a  has explained sannidhäna as presence in the ken and asan- 
nidhana as total absence, p. 50.1, thams-cad-kyi thams-cad-du med-pa, cp. T ipp., 
p. 36. 9—10. The sütra would then refer to the presence or absence of an object 
in the ken. This interpretation seems much preferable.

3 In order to understand this passage we mnst fully realize that, according to 
Dh.’s terminology, e. g., a fire, the physical object fire, is a construction, hence it is 
a generality or an assemblage of generalities. The strictly particular is its under
lying substratum (upädhi), the efficient point-instant (artha-kriya-samartha). If the 
same reality could change and produce a clear image in one case, and a dim one in 
another, it would not he unique (rüpa-dvayam syät). The author of the Tipp., p. 36. 
14 ff., asks, «But is it not a generality that, heing perceived at a distance, appears 
in a dim image? it is not the particular (point-instant)». And he answers that a 
generality hy itself is something unreal, it does not exist in the sense of heing effi
cient, efficiency always belongs to a point-instant of efficiency. And further, 
p. 37.3 ff., «The clear or dim image of the blue patch is not transcendentally real 
(vastu =  paramärthasat), but that blue which represents the atom, (the underlying 
point-instant) which is capable of heing efficient (is the real object); the clear and 
dim images are produced by the underlying substratum.. . . ,  the real object (ar- 
thatya =  paramSrthasatah) appears as clear or dim not hy itself (paramärthatah), 
but (indirectly) through the clearness or the dimness of the image (jilänasya); an
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(13.8). Further, why is the particular the exclusive object of 
sense-perception?1 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. T h a t  a l o n e  ( wh i c h  i s u n i q u e )  r e p r e s e n t s  u l t i 
m a t e  r e a l i t y .

(13.11). 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 unique 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. B e c a u s e  t h e  e s s e n c e  of  r e a l i t y  i s j u s t 2 e f f i 
c i ency .

(13.16). What is aimed at is 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 essence3 of reality, (viz. to 
be a centre of forces). The test (of reality) is to be a force producing 
action (attracting or repelling something). For this reason (the unique,

universal (sämänyasya), on the contrary, does not (change) in its image as clear or 
dim». (Read, p. 37.5, jtlänam na bhavati). According to V initadevaasjsfcuta would 
mean dim in the sense of abstract, imagined, absent.

1 The following words are an answer to an objector who thinks that whatso
ever produces a reflex (pratibhäsa =  pratibimbana) in us is real, the universal 
(sämänya) 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, 
because by the influence of the force of transcendental illusion (avidyä-balät) unreal 
things can evoke a reflex. A mental image does not exactly correspond to any 
efficient reality, hecause the image of a universal can he produced without the real 
existence of the universal (rinäpi sämänyena), simply hy the force of inherited 
mental hahit (väsanä-balät), cp. T ipp., p. 38 .2—9.

2 Read, p. 13. 15, — lalsanaträd era vastunah. Cp. H em acan d ra’s 
P ram äna-m lm äm sä, I. 1. 32—83.

3 rüpam =  srarüpam.
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i. e., the point-instant is the only reality). The term «real object»1 is 
synonymous with «ultimate reality».

(13.18). 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.8 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). (13.21). 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).4

16. D i f f e r e n t  f r o m  i t  i s t h e  u n i v e r s a l  c h a r a c 
t e r  (of t h e  ob j ec t ) .

(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, may it be as near or as 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 vasta.
3 artha-kriyä-samartha.
8 Lit. «reflexes», jnäna-pratibhäsa.
* Although Time, Space and Causality are regarded as constructions, hut 

their underlying efficient point-instants are the ultimate reality, cp. infra, 
p. 69,11 (text). They correspond to the second conception of a «thing in itself», 
cp. above, p. 34 n.; it is partly different from the K an tian  one.
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(14.10). (The author) now states that this universal essence can be 
apprehended by indirect knowledge. He says,

17. I t  is  t h e  p r o v i n c e  of  i n d i r e c t  k n o w l e d g e  
(inference).

(14.12). It is the province of indirect knowledge, i. e., it is prima 
fade apprehended1 (by inference).8

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.1 2 3 * * * *

§ 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. T h i s  d i r e c t  c o g n i t i o n  i t s e l f  i s t h e  r e s u l t  o f  
c o g n i z i n g .

1 grähya-rwpa.
2 Lit., p. 14.12. «The pronoun has assumed the gender of the (word deno

ting) the subject-matter».
8 As the object cognized through inference we must here understand its im

mediate, prima facie object {grähya-rüpa) which is always an imagined (rikcdpita), 
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 he to imagine it as a real fire, a possible 
object of purposive action, a possible sense-datum. Thus the particular sense-da^ 
turn will also be an object cognized ultimately through inference, but indirectly. 
The resnlt (pramäna-phala) of both modes of cognition from this point of view is 
just the same, cp. ch. 11.4. Inference is särüpya-laksanam pramänam, text, p. 6.10, 
but perception is also särüpya-pramänam, 1 .20. The divergence between the 
schools about the object of cognition (risaya-ripratipatti) concerns only this prima 
facie object of each, cp. T ipp., p. 3 6 .5 —6, grahya eva visaye sarvesäm riprati- 
pattili. Since all the exposition is here made with a view to combat divergent opi
nions (vipratipatti-niräkaranärtham), 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 sensation (nirvikalpaka)
which is characteristic in sense-perception. In this there is divergence with the Rea
lists who assume a direct contact (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).1

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

19. I t  h a s  t h e  f o r m  of  a d i s t i n c t  c o g n i t i o n .

(14.20). Distinct cognition means determinate knowledge.1 2 * When 
direct knowledge assumes this form it possesses the essence of dis
tinct cognition. This circumstance is the reason why (the result does not 
differ from the act of cognition). (4.21). The following is meant. Eight 
knowledge is efficient knowledge.8 The faculty of being efficient (i. e., 
capable of guiding men’s purposive 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).4 * * * 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

1 It 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 
is self-conscious. For the Buddhists there is no «act» of «grasping», no «grasped» 
form, no Soul and no adequate external object, hut in every idea (vÿflâna) there is 
immanent self-consciousness. A distinct idea (pratiti) may by imputation be regarded, 
just as the case may be, either as a source, an act, an instrument (promana) or as 
an object, a content, a result of cognizing (pramäna-phala). The result of cognizing 
is cognition, cp. the notes on p. 42, 43, 46, and 49—50. Cp. T ipp., p. 39 ff. There 
is a difference between chitti and chidii in the act of cutting, there is no difference 
between paricchitti and jiiâna in the act of cognizing.

2 pratili =  avagama =  bodha =  präpti =  paricchitti =  niScaya =  adhyava- 
säya =  kalpanä =  vikatpa are all nearly synonyms. Cp.Tätp., p. 37.20,38.2,87.25. 
They all contain an element of smrti or samskära.

* Cp. above, text., p. 3. 5 ff.
4 apräpakatvät, according to the context, means here aniScäyakatvät =

ajiläpakatvät. 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, hut in cognition
the product cognizes the object which is its cause, and this act of cognition is 
also the result. The author of the T ipp., p. 40.16 ff, suggests another expla
nation of this example.
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right knowledge. When this (result) is reached, knowledge becomes effici
ent. (But this does not mean that the efficiency-function is something 
different from knowledge itself). (15.3). We have indeed stated above1 
that the efficiency function of efficient knowledge is nothing but the fact 
that it makes manifest the object of possible purposive action. Just the 
same perceptive knowledge2 possesses (both) the character of being a di
stinct cognition of the object and of pointing to (the presence of the object 
in one’s ken). Therefore the result of cognizing is but cognition itself.

(15.6). But then, if knowledge as a cognizing ac t8 is the result of 
cognition, what indeed is the instrument, (the source) of that act?

20. T h e  s o u r c e  of  c o g n i z i n g  c o n s i s t s  in c o o r d i 
n a t i o n  ( b e t w e e n  t h e  c o n s t r u c t e d  i m a g e  a n d  i t s  
r e a l )  o b j e c t .

(15.8). The fact of coordination,4 or conformity between cognition 
and its object, this is (a fact that might be interpreted as a kind of)

1 Text, p. 3. 5 ff., transi., p. 4.
2 pratyaksa is here used not in the meaning of sensation, but it is comprehen

sive of definite perception (savikalpaka) also.
8 pramiti-rûpa.
4 There is a coordination of the « thing in itself» with all the elements consti

tuting the superimposed image or Universal. The term särüjn/a is suggestive of a 
special theory of Universale. The Buddihste are neither Realists, nor Conceptualists, 
but extreme Nominalists (apoha-vädinah). The school of Nyaya-Yaise?ika represents 
in India an extreme Realism, they use the term sämänya and admit the objective 
reality of classes (jäti), individual forms (ahrli) as well as particular things (vyakti). 
The Sänkhyas deny sämänya and admit särüpya, cp. my Central Conception, p. 56, 
57, 64. The Mïmâmsakas, very characteristically, admit both sämänya and särüpya 
( =  sädrSya), as two separate padärthas, the latter is said to be relative, while the 
former represents the positive content of general features residing in an individual 
thing, its «form» (äkära). The Buddhists of the Sauträntika and Yogäcära schools 
likewise admit, but with very important qualifications, the « forms » of our ideas, they 
are säkära-vädinah. Pure consciousness alone (vitti-sattä) conld never produce a 
distinct cognition, because it is not differentiated (sarvatra-aviSesät). But «simi
larity» (särüpya), or generality, «entering» into it (täm äviSat) is capable of 
giving it a form (sämpyavattvam ghatayei), i. e., of producing a clear and distinct 
idea. However we cannot, on this score, characterize the Buddhists as Conceptualists. 
Their Universals are purely negative, or relational (atad-vyärrtti-rüpa). 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 etc. The Universals 
are relative and therefore unreal, the human mind’s imagination. They obtain
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a source1 producing knowledge. For us2 (Buddhists, when we say that) 
a cognition 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 is described (in other terms) as an idea,3 or 
representation4 (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.8 In what 
sense then is this fact of coordination an act?

21. O w i n g  t o  t h i s ,  a d i s t i n c t  c o g n i t i o n  of  t h e  
o b j e c t  i s p r o d u c e d .

(15.14). »This» means coordination, i'Owing to this» means 
through the influence of the fact of coordination. The distinct cogni-

some reality only through a substratum, the efficient focus (artha-kriyä-käri), the 
point-instant (lesana), the « thing in itself» (svalaksana). A distinct cognition is 
thus produced from two sources: its coordinations, arranged by the human mind 
according to its own laws, and an indefinite «thing in itself». The « object-intent- 
ness» (visayata) of our knowledge does not consist in «grasping» (grahana), hut 
it is the expression of these two facts (tat-särüpya-tad-utpattibhyäm visayatvam ). 
Opponents have stigmatized this theory as a « purchase without paying the price 
(a-mülya-däna-kraya)», since the supposed reality receives perceptibility (prat- 
yaksatam labhate), i. e., becomes a clear and distinct perception, but «does not 
pay any equivalent», i. e., does not impart its «form» to this perception, since it 
is itself formless. Translating this phrasing into K a n tia n  terminology we could 
say that the empirical object consists 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 Y acas-  
p a ti, N y a y a k a n ik ä , p. 256 ff., 289 ff., (reprint), he also several times alludes 
to it in the T S tp a ry a tik S , e. g., p. 102. 14 ff., 269.9 ff., 338 ff. Cp. also my 
S ou l T h eory , p. 838. 1 promana. 2 ilia.

s äkära.
* àbhâsa. This äbhäsa =  pratibhäsa possesses the immanent feature of being 

särüpya-samvedana through which bodha o p r a ti t i  is attained, it can be regarded as 
a kind of pramäna =  sädhakatama =  prakrsta-upakäraka, cp. Tipp., p. 42. 3.

5 In Y in ita d e v a ’s avatarana 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 iu contrasting.



42 A SHORT TREATISE OP LOGIC

tion of the object means a self-conscious idea1 of it. Coordination is 
the cause producing (distinctness). (15.15). Direct cognition1 2 of an object 
in the form of a perceptive judgment3 is possible, i. c., (the object is 
really) being cognized, owing to the coordination (of an image with 
a point of external reality and its contrast4 with correlative images).
(15.16). Indeed, as soon as our awareness5 (begins to present itself as) 
an image6 of something blue, only then can we judge7 that we have 
a distinct cognition of it (in the form «this is blue», «it is not non- 
blue»). It then is (really) cognized.

(1 5 .1 7 )  . The senses, indeed, and8 (the object which together) 
produce (in us an indefinite) sensation9 are not equal (to the task) of 
determining it as an awareness of the presence in us of a self- 
conscious image10 * 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).11

1 avabodha is the term preferred by M îm âm sak as, =  adhigama =  pratiti 
= p rä p ti  =  adhyavasäya, cp. N. Kapikä, p. 161. 25, 167.21.

2 vijriäna means here jftäna, cp. sütra I. 18, =  Tib., p. 35. 4, ées-pa.
S pratiti =  adhyavasâya=Tcalpan5, cp. above, p. 20 n. 6.
* särüpya =  anya-vyàvrtti =  apoha.
5 vijilâna =  Tib., p. 35. 6, rnam-par-Ses-pa, includes the abhidharmic sense 

of pure sensation.
6 (nilo)-nvrbhäsa — pratibhäsa =  äkära.
7 avasiyate, hence pratiti =  adhyavasäya, a tasty ate =  pratitam bhavati.
8 ädi refers to alambana, since according to the abhidharma two pratyayas 

produce sensation, alambana and adhipati (—indriya).
9 vyääna includes here also the abhidharmic sense of pure sensation, the Tib. 

p. 35. 7 has ées-pa instead of rnam-par-ëes-pa, cp. above, p. 6 n. 3.
1° samvedana - sva-samvedana.
n  In this and the following passage we must distinguish, 1) the relation between 

perceptive knowledge as a mental act (pramiti-rüpa) and perception as an instru
ment (pramäna) of cognizing through the senses, and 2) the relation between the 
initial, indefinite moment of sensation (niriikalpaka) produced by the object 
and the final construction of its image by synthetic thought (sarikalpaka). 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 question whether perception should be 
envisaged as a content or as an act or as both, cp. B. R u s s e l  against M einong, 
Analysis of Mind, p. 16 if. Just as this author, D h a rm a k ir ti maintains that there is 
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, this 
depends upon the view-point When constrasted with other processes, it is a process 
of coordination. W hen 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 sensation. The Indian realists, the Mimäipsakas and Naiyayikas, clung 
to the idea that cognition is an « act of grasping» which must have an instrument and 
a separate result, just as the « act of cutting wood » has an instrument —  the axe, 
and a result — the fissure. 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 D ig n ä g a  who maintained (Pr. sam ucc., 1 ,9— 10) that, l)tb e  «act» and 
its «resulting» content are two different aspects of the same cognition; 2) the 
«result» is also (yan-na) a self-conscious image (ran-rig =  sva-samvedana — 
anuvyamsäya). 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, cp. p. 6 (transi.). 
Perception is here taken in its final form, as a unity, not as a consecution of mo
ments, anäkalita-ksana-bheda (cp. N y S y a -k a n d a li, p. 191. 3). That the momen
tary aspect of existence must be very often left out of account when considering 
Buddhist logical theories has been stated above, p. 8, n. 4 (transi.). 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 ou p. 9 (transi.) 
he speaks about the two different moments of sensation and distinct perception, 
and when treating of mental sensation (rnänasa-pratyaksa) he clearly says 
that the first is the cause (upädäna-ksana) of the second. He also 
characterizes perception as a process where sensation is followed by construc
tion (säksät-kära-vyäpäro vikalpena anugamyate, cp. p. 8. 18-14, 11. 12, text). 
The whole trend o fD h a r m a k ir ti’s system requires usto admit here two entities, 
two moments, and the first is clearly the cause which produces the second, if we 
understand Causality in the Buddhist sense as a consecution of discrete moments 
in an uninterrupted flux, cp. V ä c a sp a ti’s exposition of the problem in Ap
pendix about mänasa-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. 
H em acan d ra remarks that a one undivided moment cannot contain in itself two 
things, the one obtaining and the other bestowing distinctness», cp. his Comment 
upon SySdvSda-m anjari in the Y a so v ija y a  Series, Ns 80, p. 120. Cp. also H ari- 
b h ad ra’s A n ek än ta jayap atäK a . Y in ita d e v a ’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 content of it, this will not involve us into contradiction.

(15.21) . Coordination is indeed the cause imparting distinctness 
to our cognition. Our 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 blue»).1 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 distinctness.

(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. I t must be regarded as something which is called 
forth (in us) by the influence of (pure) sensation.8 But it is not itself 
(strictly speaking) a sense-perception,1 * 3 4 because the latter is (passive), 
non-constructive5 and therefore it is not capable of delineating its 
own self in the shape of a self-conscious image of the blue patch.6

(16.6). Althongh our sensation which has not yet been determined 
in the judgment7 («this is blue») really exists, it is nevertheless

1 niicaya-pratyaya =  Tcalpanä, cp. above p. 20 n. 6.
* Lit., p .1 5 .2 2 —16.4. «Because this cognition (vijiïâna), being experienced 

(anubhüyamäna) as similar, is settled in a thought of ascertainment as grasping the 
blue, therefore similarity, when it is grasped, is the cause of establishing. And 
this knowledge, when being established in a thought of ascertainment as a self- 
conscious cognition (tanwedana) of blue, is (the result) which is being established. 
Therefore similarity is a cause establishing cognition by excluding the non- 
eimilar. And its having the form a conscious idea (bodha) of blue is being 
established by excluding the idea of non-blue ».

3 pratyaksa-baia — nirvikalpaka-bala.
4 pratyaksam eva. 5 nirvikalpakatvät.
® ntla-bodha. 7 nìécaya-pratyayena.
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quasi altogether non-existent,1 (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 blue1 2 3 only when it is being definitely shaped in the judgment 
(«this is blue»).8 (Coordination is then immanent to the image).

§ 8 . P e r c e p t io n  i s  a  j u d g m e n t .

(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 distinct 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 
coordination, it is then proved that just this coordination is the (real) 
source of our knowledge, since it is the cause which gives it distinct
ness.

(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.4
(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 function of constructive (synthetic) thought.5

(16.14). Indeed, when we mentally construct an absent object, we ima
gine it, we do not see it. Thus it is that our own experience proves that

1 asat-kalpam eva.
2 ntla-bodha-ätmanä,
3 niScayena —  kcdpanayä.
4 Lit., p. 16. IS. «Because by a judgment (adhyavasäya) which has been 

produced by the influence of sensation (pratyaksa =  nirvikalpaka) the object is de
finitely realized (avasïyate) as seen, not as imagined».

5 vikalpa =  kalpanä.
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the procedure of constructive thought consists in imagination.1 (16.16). 
Therefore, when we have a perceptive judgment (concerning the presence) 
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.2

E n d  o f t h e  f i r s t  c h a p t e r  of  t h e  S h o r t  T r e a t i s e  
of  Log i c .

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

8 This concluding passage might have been easily misunderstood as suggesting 
that the discussion about the process and the result of cognition refers to the 
relation between the sensation 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, hut it is immanent to every cognition without exception, it is 
neither a substance, nor the attribute of a substance, it is ksanika. Pure sense- 
perception, says T attvas ., p. 390.7, although containing no construction, possesses 
the force of evoking a construction, or a judgment, avikalpàkam api jfiänam 
vihüpotpaiU-Sàktimat. 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 (nirvikalpaka) is followed by the construction of a definite 
image or idea (navikedpaka =  pratïti), and the latter by a purposive action (artha- 
Tcriyä). 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 (pürväparayoh 
Icsanayor ekatvädhyavasäyät, T ipp., 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 against the Realists they maintain that we do not know the external object, our 
images are not constructed 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 «grasping» aspect (grahaka-äkära) and the «grasped» aspect 
(grahya). This same idea is also the idea of the potential pnrposive action (präpana- 
yogyï- karana-äkära). In this sense there is no difference between the act and the 
result of cognition, between pramäna and pramäna-phala and we may by imputa
tion speak of a coordination (särSpya) of the blue with a recognizable point of rea
lity, and its distinction from the not-hlue, as a kind of source of our knowledge, 
cp. below the note on p. 49—50.



CHAPTER IL

INFERENCE AS A PROCESS OF THOUGHT.

§ 1 . D e f in i t i o n  a n d  r e s u l t .

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

1. I n f e r e n c e  i s t wo f o l d .

(17.3). Inference is twofold, i. e., there are two different inferences. 
Now, what is the reason for (our author) to start suddenly 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» is an (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.1 Having realized that it 
is impossible to do it (bere) without previously indicating the number 
of instances, the author begins by setting forth the division.2

1 Lit., p. 17.7. «Therefore the statement about the division of species is (here) 
nothing but (ero) a means (anga) of distinguishing between the definitions».

8 D ig n ä g a ’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 N a iy a y ik a s  was exlusively dialectical. D ig n ä g a  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 thought distinguished from 
sense-perception is quite a different thing. Our terminology is so much influenced by 
A r is to t le  that we cannot free ourselves enough to find terms corresponding to In-
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(17.9). What are these two varieties?

2. F o r  o n e  s e l f  a n d  f o r  o t h e r s .
(17.11). (Internal inference is) inference «for one self». When we 

cognize 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 c o g n i t i o n  w h i c h  i s p r o d u c e d  ( i n d i r e c t l y )  
t h r o u g h  a m a r k  t h a t  h a s  a t h r e e f o l d  a s p e c t , a n d  
w h i c h  r e f e r s  t o  a n  o b j e c t ,  ( not  p e r c e i v e d ,  bu t )  
i n f e r r e d  — is i n t e r n a l  i n f e r e n c e . 1

(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. 3). The 
words «produced 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 cognition8

dian conceptions. Every synthetic operation of thought, sarUpya-lakxanam pra- 
mänam anumänam, as opposed to the non-synthetic ideal sense-perception^sinference. 
K an t’s conception about two transcendental sources of knowledge, the senses and 
the intellect, comes much nearer to D i g n ä g a’s standpoint than our usual ideas about 
sense-perception and inference. In P r. samucc., II. 1—2, the reason is given why 
inference alone receives a double treatment, as a process of thought and as a mode 
of communicating it, whereas perception is treated only as a process of cognition: 
perception namely is inexpressible (abhiläpa-kalpanä-apodha). About a similar 
division in the V a î s e $ik a  school cp. H. Jacob i, Indische Logik, p. 479 ff, my 
article in M uséon 1904, L. S u a li , Introduzione, p. 417, F addegon , The 
Vaisegika-system, p. 814 fi.

1 Read p. 18.1 tat svärthänumänam.
2 On the three aspects of the logical reason see infra, §2 . They are here 

mentioned, as Y in ita d e v a  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.

3 The word jüänam, according to the same author, lays stress upon the fact 
that the logical mark {finga) or reason (hetu) produces cognition when it is defi
nitely cognized. Sensation (nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa), indeed, works automatically 
(sva-sattayä, sva-rasïkatayiï). whereas a logical mark leads to a conclusion when 
it has been definitely cognized (jftätatvena). 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 inference and its) result.

4. T h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  a s o u r c e  of c o g n i 
t i o n  a n d  i t s  r e s u l t  i s  h e r e  j u s t  t h e  s a m e  a s  i n  
t h e  c a s e  of  p e r c e p t i o n . 1

(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 «blue», (our sensation) then takes the 
shape of a definite self-conscious idea1 2 3 * * * * of the blue. We thus (may 
regard) the fact of coordination of our cognition with its object «blue» 
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 (mental content) obtaining distinctness.8

1 V in ita d e v a ’s comment on this sutra, p. 56.16 ff., runs thus. «Just as in 
the case of perception this very cognition (i. e., the definite presentation) has heen 
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 (anumänatya jilänam) is the result of co
gnition (pramäna-phalam), since it has the character of definitely ascertaining the 
object (artha-vinîécaya-svabhâvatvât). Just as coordination (or similarity, gârüpya) 
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».

8 ntla-bodha =  nïla-eamvedana =  riïla-anubkava =  ntlam iti vÿilânam, cp. 
above, p. 16 n. 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 (= trt\ya- 
linga-parämarSa). 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 
(pratïtya-samutpâda =  nirvyäpäräh sarve dharmah, cp. Pr. sam ucc. I. 10 and 
K a m a la slla , 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



50 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

(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 vyHanam, cp. 
N yäya-K an ik ä , p. 125.2 ff. 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 (grähaka). 
There is no difference between cognizer, instrument, act, object and result, they are 
merely different aspects of the idea (vigilano). Thus these Buddhists are called 
Idealists (vijüäna-vädin). 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-aspect which through coordination develops an object-aspect (Pr. sam ucc. 
I. 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 D ig n ä g a , Pr. sam ucc., II. 1. The essence of perception is to give a vivid, 
immediate image. This vividness is inexpressible in speech. If, comments J in e  n- 
drabuddhi, f- 95. a. 4, it could be so expressed, then the blind could see colours 
through verbal testimony. Inference produces an abstract, dim, non-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 knowledge (pramäna), because 
this feature appears as the most decisive factor of cognition, prakrsta-upakäraka 
(T ipp , p. 42.3) =  sädhakatama-kärana =  adhipati-pratyaya. The self-conscious 
distinct idea (pratïti =  bodha =  samvedana =  vijAäna) can be regarded as a kind 
of result (promana-phaJa).—The statement that the result of inference is the same as 
the result of perception reminds us of the view expressed, among others, by B. Bo- 
sa n q u e t  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. II. 27), we see at once that this is quite the view of D ig n ä g a . 
When we also read that «the processes of Recognition, Abstraction, Comparison, 
Identification, Discrimination.. .  are characteristics which no judgment or inference 
is without » (ibid. II. 20), and that perception always contains some inference, we are 
reminded of the rôle attributed to särüpya and vyävrtti. When it is stated that 
«every idea which is entertained must be taken to be ultimately affirmed of reality» 
(ibid. I. 6, 76 ff., 146 ff.) we are reminded of the rôle of sva-laksana, and when the 
sanscritist reads that «consciousness is a single persistent judgment» (ibid, I. 4), he 
cannot but think of adhyamsäya =  niScaya =  ktüpanä =  buddhi =  vijildna. —  
Some details about the interesting fact of a certain similarity between D ig n a g a ’s 
Logic and that form of this science which it has received in Germany, under the 
influenceof K an tian  ideas, at the hands of L otze , S chuppe andSigw&rt and in the 
works of B. B o sa n q u et and others in England, will be found in the Introduction.
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inference the presence somewhere of a patch of blue colour.)1 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 contrast2 with other colours, may be regarded) as the source 
of such a (definitely circumscribed image), and the imagined3 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 misconceptions about the number (of varieties), the es
sence and the result (of indirect cognition) have thus been repudiated. 
The misconception concerning the object cognized through inference 
has been repudiated in the chapter on perception.4

§ 2 .  I n v a r i a b l e  Co n c o m it a n c e  o r  t h e  t h r e e  a s p e c t s  o f  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. T h e  t h r e e  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  m a r k  a r e  ( f i r s t )  — « j u s t »  
i t s  p r e s e n c e  in t h e  o b j e c t  c o g n i z e d  by  i n f e r e n c e .

(18.18). The three-aspected mark means that the mark has three 
aspects. We must understand5 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. V in îta d e v a  refrains from this example.

2 särüpya =  atad-vyävrtti =  anya-vyävrtti =anya-yoga-vyavaccheda=Skära 
=  abhäsa.

3 vikälpana.
4 See above, p. 87.
8 Lit., «we must add (êesah)».
® 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). I t  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).1 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 object 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» (era) 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 absent. If it were said that 
«„just“ the smoke is present», this would mean thatthe 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 precludes 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 in the other, and 3) if its presence is not necessary, i.e ., 
problematic. The translation of era by «just» is resorted to for want of another.

1 Cp. T ipp ., p. 40.16.
a Lit., p. 19.1—2. «Because the mark is not the cause of the cognition of the 

concealed by possibility, as the seed of the sprout, since from au unseen smoke fire 
is not known. Neither is it an illumination of concealed objects depending upon, 
(the production) of a cognition (having) its own object, a s . . .  », cp. 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, promana-viniScaya- 
vâda, cp. above p. 7. V in ita d e v a  says, p. 58. 2, that concomitance is a neces
sary bond, because such is the nature of knowledge, yathä-pramäna-svabhävena. 
There is a divergence on this point between the Buddhists and the Naiyäyikas. 
The first maintain the «necessity», avinäbhäva, nântarïyakatra,of invariable con-
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the latter)1 (19. 3). 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). I t  follows that the word 
«necessary» 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-eternal2

nection founded on an exhaustive table of necessary a priori existiug principles 
(tädätmya-tadutpatti, cp. below p. 52, text). The second admit invariable connection 
sahacarya, avyabhieäritta, but not necessity, since «the devil of a doubt» 
(Sankâ-piéâdî) can never be completely removed; they deny the exhaustive table 
of connections (sambandho yo va sa vä bhavatu) and maintain that the connections 
are various and can be cognized by induction, by the method of agreement and 
difference (amaya-vyatireka), by summarizing (upasamharena) some observed facts, 
cp. T â tp ary  at., p. 105 ff. The characteristic na yogyatayä hetuh (Ungarn) is 
repeated below, p. 47. 9 and 49.15. The comparison with a lamp is admitted by the 
Naiyâyikas.

1 One of the words for a logical reason, or mark, is tu sanscrit hetu which also 
means cause. It is here distinguished as not being a producing cause (utpadaka-hetu) 
like the seed of a plant, since it does not operate automatically (sva-saltayä) like the 
senses, but only when cognized (jilätatayS =  drstatayä). Neither will it be quite 
right to call it an informatory cause (jflapaka-hetu, jfläna-utpädaka, the Tib. 
translates, p. 42 .4 , jilänäpeksa as if it were jftänotpädaka-apeksa-) comparable to 
the light thrown upon an object in the dark, because it is an ascertaining reason 
(nücäyaka), a fact whose connection is «necessary».

8 The syllogism deducing the impermanent, evanescent character of the 
spoken word, and of the souud 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 function as the syllogism about the 
mortality of Socrates in European logic. The orthodox brahmanic school of Mi- 
m âm sakas 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 is perceived by vision, etc.1

(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, hut only some of them.

(19.8). The definition lays stress upon the circumstance that the 
mark, or middle term, must in any case he connected with the minor 
term, the subject of the conclusion, (i. e., the minor premise must be 
in any case realized). If, on the contrary, the emphasis were put on 
the word «object», (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.8
(19.10). The word «necessary» aims at excluding every proble

matic mark4 of whose presence in the object of inference we can 
have no certainty.5

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.

1 Read, p. 19. 6, cäksusatväd ity ädi.
8 This syllogism is the argument by which the Jains establish the animation 

of plants 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 (asüdhärano dharmah) is set aside. If it were said «the presence 
«just» in the object of inference, then «just» audibility would be a reason».

* samdigdha-asiddha.
» As e. g., in «someone is omniscient, because he speaks*, cp. p. 56 n. 1.
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6. I t s  p r e s e n c e  o n l y  in s i m i l a r  ca s es .

(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.1
(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).1 2 (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).3

(19.15) . If emphasis were put on the word «presence», 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)», 
i. e., an uncertain reason (anaikäntika) which is overcomprehensive (sädhärana), 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 dissimilar cases, e. g., in lightning whose production 
does not depend upon human volition.

3 Lit., p. 19.14— 15. «By putting the emphatic word before mentioning «pre
sence» the validity (hetutm) of «dependence on an effort» is indicated, which possesses 
existence not embracing (all) similar cases».



56 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

Thesis. Someone is omniscient.
Reason. Because he speaks.1

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

7. I t s  a b s o l u t e  a b s e n c e  i n  d i s s i m i l a r  c a s e s  is 
n e c e s s a r y .

(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 1 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 ärya, the Bodhisattva, is credited with the faculty of ap
prehending the Universe sub specie aeternitatis, cp. p. 82 n. When he has reached 
the drsti-marga all his habits of thought are changed and he directly intuits by 
mystic intuition (yogi-pratyksa) that condition of the world which reveals itself to 
the monistic philosopher. This is called omniscience (sarva-äkära-jilatä, sarva- 
jüatä). But this outlook is something beyond verbal expression (anirvacanlya). 
Therefore whosoever puts his teaching into words cannot be omniscient in this 
sense of the term. Cp. N yä y a - k an ik ii, 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 
wil 1 be seen later oh, ch: III, sutra 76, ff. Cp. also K a m a 1 a s 11 a, p. 882.7 and 890 ff.

2 sädhärana, «over-embracing».
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in (some) of the similar (i. e. impermanent) cases (such as lightning).1 
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 «absolute» absence 
in dissimilar cases must evidently follow by implication.1 2 * Why is it 
then, that two different aspects of the mark have been mentioned?
(20.6). The answer is as follows. Either the positive concomitance8 (of 
the mark with the predicate) or (its contraposition, i. e.), the inverted 
concomitance (of their negations),4 should he actually used.5 But both 
must be without exception.6 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 he 
a valid mark, (although this is not the case, since the complexion of 
the future child depends upon the diet of the mother).7 (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 one, «that is a reason which is ab
sent 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 cases there is «just» absence?'»

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

* vyatireka, 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 is 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 he 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 considerations), in order to 
teach precision in using either the positive concomitance of the mark 
with the predicate or its contraposition.

§  3 .  M in o r  t e r m . I n d u c t io n  f r o m  s im il a r  a n d  d is s im il a r

INSTANCES.

(20.13). 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 he given. What 
is here understood under object of inference?

8. T h e  o b j e c t  ( c o g n i z e d  in) i n f e r e n c e  i s  h e r e  t h e  
s u b s t r a t u m  w h o s e  p r o p e r t y  i t  is d e s i r e d  t o  c o g n i z e .

(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).1 (20.17). And when the invariable concomi
tance (between the middle and the major terms) is considered, then 
the inferred fact appears as an attribute1 2 (of this substance, as the

1 anumeya, «the thing to be inferred». In a generalsense.it may mean an object 
which possesses the united properties of the major, the minor and the middle 
terms, e. g., « the mortal man Socrates », it is then ekam vijüänam. It may also mean 
the major term or the conclusion separately, as well as the thesis which is 
also the conclusion ( =  paksa =  sädhya). 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-btläva). The substratum 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 «bere», «now», «this». And even when not so expressed it is 
always so understood in every judgment or inference, cp .B .B osanquet, 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 s i m i l a r  c a s e  i s  a n  o b j e c t  w h i c h  i s  s i m i l a r  
t h r o u g h  t h e  c o m m o n  p o s s e s s i o n  of  t h e  i n f e r r e d  
p r o p e r t y .

(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».1 (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.1 2 3 * I t 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 c a s e  w h i c h  i s n o t  s i m i l a r  i s  d i s s i m i l a r  — 
(i t  c a n  be) d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  i t ,  c o n t r a r y  t o i t  o r  
i t s  a b s e n c e .

(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 absence8 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 sarmnao.
s Particular (viéesa) is here called what we would call substance ( =  dharmin), 

since it is contrasted with every predicate. In sütra II. 8, on the contrary, viiesa — 
dharma, it refers to a general quality which characterizes a particular.

3 svabhäva-abhäva, this refers to the second virodha, cp. III. 77 ; viruddha of
II. 10 would then refer to sahänavasthänavi, 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.1 (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. Thkee kinds of logical marks. Classification

OF INFERENCES.

11. A n d  t h e r e  a r e  o n l y  t h r e e  v a r i e t i e s  of  t h e  
t h r e e - a s p e c t e d  ma r k .

(21.13). Owing to its three aspects the logical mark is threefold. 
Another division in three varieties is now added (in the words «and 
there are only three varieties of the three-aspected mark»).1 2 3 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. N e g a t i o n ,  I d e n t i t y  a n d  C a u s a t i o n .

(21.18). The predicate (is either denied or affirmed), when it is 
denied, negation4 (is its mark and it has) the three aspects. When it 
is affirmed, (its mark is either) existentially identical5 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 «other» 
and of the «contrary», the other and the contrary are realized as possessing the 
form (or essence =  svarUpa) of the non-existence of the similar».

s Lit., p. 21. 13. «The word «and» aims at the addition of another (group of 
three) which will be indicated ».

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

4 anupalabdhi; upalabdhi =jH ana, cp. text p. 22. 6, i. e., definite cognition, 
satnkcipaka.

5 svabhäva, own existence, essence. One thing, e. g., HmSapä, 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. B e t w e e n  t h e s e  ( t h r e e ,  t h e  f o r m u l a )  of  N e g a 
t i o n  i s  a s  f o l l o ws .

T h e s i s .  On s o m e  p a r t i c u l a r  p l a c e  t h e r e  i s  no j a r .  
R e a s o n .  B e c a u s e  i t  i s  n o t  p e r c e i v e d ,  a l t h o u g h  

t h e  c o n d i t i o n s 1 of  p e r c e p t i o n  a r e  f u l f i l l e d . 2

(22.3). Formula8 means generalization.4 Any other instance of 
negation is such as this one, not this alone. A «particular place» is 
a place before the eyes of the observer, but not every such place (hap
pening to be before his eyes). I t  is added «some» (particular place).

being subaltern (tyâpya) to the latter. Both are then said to be «existentially 
identical (tadätman) and become subject and predicate of an analytical judgment, 
e. g., « Asoka 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 understood, in order 
to make it a real coguition, or a cognition of Reality. It then receives the form of «this 
is a tree, because it is an Asoka». « Tree » is analytically connected or deduced from 
« Asoka ». 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 discrete 
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 «identical». Thus Asoka, 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 a relation 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 catuh-koti 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 proceeding moment. The right translation of svabhava-linga would thus have 
been—a mark which is existentially identical with the fact deduced from it, since 
both are the characteristics of the same moment of reality. Cp. S ig w a r t’s remarks 
on «essence»— das Wesen, die Natur des Dinges, — op. eit. 1 .264, and notes 
below on p. 64, 65, 69 and 73.

1 laksana =  sämagrt (text p. 22.6) =  hetu-pratyaya-samagri.
2 präpta = janakatvena antarbhüta (text p. 22. 7); präpti and apräpti are 

conceived in abhidharma as two special forces (viprayukta-samskära) 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, cp. A bh. Ko sa II. 35 ff.

9 yathä, the exact term for a syllogistic formula is prayoga, it is very often 
replaced by simple yathä.

* upadaréana is here =  tipsä.
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The object1 of the inference is constituted by a particular spot, vi
sible to the observer. (22.5). «No jar», this is the predicate.8 Percep
tion 1 2 3 means (here) knowledge. The totality of causes producing know
ledge are essential4 to it, because they constitute its essence. An 
object included5 6 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? I t 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 hypothesis 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 causes7 are all present? When we (actually) 
perceive another object included in the same act of cognition. We call 
((included 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. sütra II. 8.
2 mdhya, the thing to be proved, to be deduced, to be inferred, the major 

term, it is also called anumeya, cp. comment on sütra II. 8, since the inference, or 
conclusion, represents the minor and major term combined. Subject and pre
dicate, anuväda 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 used 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-anupalàbdhi), therefore it 
can be here rendered as perception, cp. text, p. 37 .5  — upalabdhih — vidhih.

4 làksana =  laksyate anena.
5 pràpta =  antar-bhüta.
6 samäropya.
7 sämagrt or hetu-pratyaya-samagrï are the four pratyayas which also in

clude the hetus, hetu-pratyaya, älambana-, samanantara- and adhipati. The Slam- 
bana or ariha being here reckoned separately remain the three conditions, the adhi
pati — the organ of sense, the samanantara — the preceding stream of conscious
ness, the hetu or sahakSri-pratyaya, light and other circumstances. Under kärana- 
hetu the whole condition of the universe with respect to a given moment is 
included, cp. my N irv a n a , 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.1 (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.1 2 Thus something fan
cied as perceptibile is imputed. The non-cognition of such an object is 
called negation of a hypothetical visibility.3 (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.4

(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.5 6 (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 essence7 is a negation 
of hypothetical perceptibility, these words may be regarded as 
necessarily implying8 a bare place where there is no jar and the

1 yogyatä.
2 Lit., p. 22. 13— 14. «Therefore when one (thing) combined in one cognition 

is visible, if  the second would possess the whole totality of vision, it would be just 
(eoa) visible».

s drëya-anupaldbdhi, it is contrasted with adrëya-anupalàbdhi, 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 unknown to experience, it 
cannot be imagined as being experienced. Negation is a source of real knowledge 
(niëcaya) only in regard to objects experimentally known.

i  Lit. «the cause of a judgment (niëcaya) about non-cognition of the (hypo
thetically) visible (drëya)». About rdëcaya as judgment 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 (niëcita) and its knowledge (is not asserted), so long there is no as
sertion of a non-cognition of the (hypothetically) visible».

6 vastu.
7 r ü p a .

8 vaeana-sämarthyäd eta.
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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. T h e  p r e s e n c e  of  (a ll)  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  of  
c o g n i t i o n  c o n s i s t s  i n  t h e  p r e s e n c e  of  a n  i n d i v i 
d u a l  e n t i t y  a n d  t h e  t o t a l i t y  of  a l l  o t h e r  c on 
d i t i o n s  of  c o g n i t i o n .

(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 cognition 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 ja r  
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).1 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. I t  is  a t h i n g  wh i c h ,  b e i n g  p r e s e n t ,  i s  ne 

c e s s a r i l y  p e r c e i v e d  w h e n  a l l  o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s  of  
p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  a r e  f u l f i l l e d . 8

1 stabhäva-viiesa means an individual in L o ck e ’s sense (Essay, XXVII. 4), 
existence individually distinct, «existence itself» (svabhäva eva), existence which is 
«the same as long as it is continued», existence determined by the principiata 
individuationis, or Grundsatz der Individualisierung (Erdm ann, op. eit., p. 143). 
It must be distinguished from the extreme concrete and particular momentary thing 
(svalàksana =  ksana) which has no duration and which is characterized by L o ck e , 
in a truly Indian manner, as «each perishing the moment it begins» {yasminn eva 
lesane utpadyate tasminn eva vinaéyatï). R g y a l-th sa b  says, f. 25, ghato bhütalät 
svabhäva-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 L e ib n itz ’ principle 
of Identity of Indiscernables it would not be an individual. V in lta d e v a  explains it 
as sensible existence, a possible sense-datum, not metaphysical, na viprakrstah — 
èakya-darSanàh — drSyah. The notions of sensible existence and individual exis
tence are here characteristics of the same fact Cp. also K a m a la s ila , p. 476.1 and 
481.15.

2 According to Dh., p. 23.7, the Tib., p .5 1 .7 , V in lta d ev a , p .6 2 .5  and 
R g y a l-th sa b , f. 25. a. 2, the sutra reads — satsv apy anyesu upalambha-praty- 
ayesu yah svabhävah san pratyaksa eva bhavati.
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(23.6). 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 meant1. It is a definition of perception made from the stand
point of an individual observer. (23.8). 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,1 2 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.3 But if he does not look at all, objects, although they be 
in a place amenable to his senses, cannot be perceived. The distinct 
object is then present, the remaining conditions are not fulfilled. Things 
remote in time and place will then lack both conditions of perceptibility.
(23.12). 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.

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

16, I d e n t i t y  i s  a r e a s o n  f o r  d e d u c i n g  a p r o 
p e r t y  w h e n  ( t he  s u b j e c t )  a l o n e  is by i t s e l f  s u f f i 
c i e n t  f o r  t h a t  d e d u c t i o n . 4

1 M a lla v â d ï, fol. 49, says—nanudeSa-käla-svabhäva-viprakrstähpiSäcädayo 
’smad- ädi-pratyayäntara-säkalyavantas, tathä taddeèa- tatkäia- varti-purusasya 
piSäca-rüpa-apeksayä apratyaksäS ca, tesarti apy upalabdhi-laksana-präptaträd 
upalabdhi-laksana-präptasyeti yad viSesanam (22. 1) deSädi-viprakrsta-vyävarta- 
kam tad anarthakam evety äSankya aha tad ayam iti (23. 7). Cp. text, p. 33. 20 ff.

2 deSa-käla-svabliäva viprakrsta refers to things metaphysical, uncognizable, 
neither by the senses nor by the reason (— adrSya, not adrSyamäna), cp. infra 
sutras II. 28, 48, 49, III. 97 and K a m a la sïla , p .476.3. M a lla v â d ï, f. 49, has 
adrSyeti, not adrSyamäna. V in lta d e v a  seems not to involve viprakrsta here.

3 nanu yada caksur-adibhir merv-âdïn na paéyati, tadä katham caksur• 
ädayah sannihitäh, padärtha-jnänena sännidhya-anumites tesäm ity äha, alai ceti 
(23.10), cp. M alla v ä d l, fol. 49—50. Read ataS ca sannihitä ya ir...

4 Lit., p. 23.16. «Own existence (svabhäva) is a reason for a deduced property 
(sadhya-dharma) which exists in its own (the reason’s) existence only (read sva-
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(23.17). The essence of a tiling (can be a valid) logical reason. 
This is the idea.1 Wliat 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 condi
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).

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

(23.21) . An example is given.

sattä-mätra-bhävini)». Cp. S ig w a rt, op. cit. L 264, «wo ein Subject für sich aus
reicht ( =  sva-sattä-mätra) seine Bestimmugen (— sädhya-dharma) nothwendig zu 
machen . . .  fassen wir die Nothwendigkoit (niScoya) als eine innere». The subject 
in an analytical judgment is thus the «sufficient reason» for deducing the predi
cate. It is therefore rightly characterized here as a reason [Unga, hetu). It will 
also appear as «subject» of the major premise in the fully expressed formula oi 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 
(sva-sattä-mätra) 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 «this is a tree, because it is an Asoka; whatsoever is an Asoka 
is also a tree». The major premise in this inference is an analytical judgment. Its 
subject represents the reason (hetu), its predicate the major term (sadhya). Their 
connection is a connection of Identity (tädätmya). Between the tree and the Asoka- 
tree there is no difference in the underlying point of reality, the Asoka is existenti
ally identical with the tree. D h a rm a k ir ti, therefore, characterizes their relation, 
in this sense, as founded on Identity (tädätmya), cp. sütra II. 23—25. K ant, Kri
tik d. r. V.2, p. IV, calls analytical those judgments where the connection of the 
predicate with the subject is conceived «through their identity». W undt, Logik2, 
I. 284, calls it «partielle Identität», B o sa n q u et, Logic, 1.14 — «identity in diffe
rence», S ig w a rt, op. cit, I. I l l ,  objecting to Kant’s view, prefers to call it «agree
ment» (Uebereinstimmung). The last named author, ibid. 1 .264 ff., 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 und der Ursache); this would corre
spond to D h a rm a k ir ti’s division of affirmation as founded either on Identity or 
Causation (tädätmya-tadutpatti), cp. also S ch u p p e , 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.
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17. As e. g. —  T h e s i s .  T h i s  i s  a t r e e .
R e a s o n .  B e c a u s e  it i s a n  As o k a .

(24.2). The word «this» points to the subject (of the conclusion), 
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 Asoka. (24.3). Now, if some 
unintelligent man who does not know the proper use 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  tree», 
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. I t means that not the height or some other special 
mark are the reasons for using the word tree, but (its essence alone), 
the mere fact of its being an Asoka, its (general) characteristics, its 
houghs and other attributes, are the reason.1

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

18. T h e  e f f e c t  is a s  f o l l ows .
T h e s i s .  H e r e  is f i r e .
R e a s o n .  B e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s s mo k e .

(24.11). «Fire» is the predicate (major term). «Here» is the subject 
(minor term). «Because there is smoke» is the reason (middle term).

Causality is a conception familiar in common life.2 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. Y in ita d ev a  gives here no example at all. The formula of 
D h a rm a k ir ti refers to all analytical judgments or inferences, and not to such 
cases of name-explaining alone.

2 This of course does not mean that the every-day conception of causality is 
admitted. D h a rm a k ir ti develops his views on that subject in P r a m ln a v in is -  
caya. The exposition in S a rv a d a rs. S. (p. 5 ff.) is borrowed from that source. 
Causality exists only between point-instants (ksana) which are not producing, but 
merely following one another. D h a rm o tta ra  alludes to this theory above, text 
p. 10. 12 and in the sequel, p. 70 if. But predication, inferring, purposive action, 
cognition, and consequently causation are examined in 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.

(24.13). (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. ( C o g n i t i o n )  i s  e i t h e r  a f f i r m a t i o n  o r  n e g a 
t i on ,  ( and  a f f i r m a t i o n )  i s  d o u b l e ,  (as f o u n d e d  e i t h e r  
on I d e n t i t y  o r  on C a u s a t i o n ) . 1

(24. 16). The word «here» means «among these three different 
logical reasons». Two reasons establish realities. They are the foun
dation, or justification,1 2 for an affirmative judgment.3 The (remaining) 
one is the reason, or justification, for a negative judgment. I t  must be 
kept in mind that by negation we mean (all deductions of) absence and 
the practical value of negation in life.4 (24.18). The meaning is the follow
ing one. (The reasons are different not by themselves, but indirectly,

1 Lit., 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 (casto) with affirmation 

(vidhi). The following terms must be regarded as synonymous vastu — paramartha- 
sat, cp. p. 13. 18, — svalaksana, cp. p. 13. 10, =  ksana, cp. p. 12. 18, — artha- 
kriyä-käri, cp. p. 13. 15, — vidhi ; cp. Tfitp., 430. 19 p. — bähyasya — svalaksa- 
nasya =  vidhi-rüpasya =  paramärtha-satah, and T a rk n b h ägä ,p.31 (Bombay ed.) 
where sämänya is characterized as pramüna-nirasta-mdhi-bhäva.

4 abhäva-vyavahära. This point is insisted upon because negation is also in
terpreted as the cognition of a point-instant of efficient reality (vastu), cp. text p. 
28.22—artha-jnâna era.... ghatasya abham ucyate. It is the result of the first formula 
of negation, while abhäva is deduced in the remaning ten formulae, cp. infra, text 
p .29 .22—24 and 38. 4 —5. Äcärya Sakyabud db i objects to this siltra. 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. R g y a l-th sa b , 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 not 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 
mutually exclusive,1 the reasons for them both must be different.
(24.20). Affirmation1 2 3 again, (i. e., the reality which is asserted, can 
only be) either different from the fact from which it is deduced or 
identical8 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,4 but when the deductions5 (that follow) 
are exclusive of one another, their reasons become 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?6 In his answer (theauthor) shows both why the three men
tioned varieties are alone valid reasons, and why the others are not.

20. B e c a u s e  one  t h i n g  c a n  c o n v e y  t h e  ( e x i s t e n c e  
of) a n o t h e r  one  w h e n  i t  i s e x i s t e n t i a l l y  d e p e n 
d e n t  (on t h e  l a t t e r ) .

(25.6). Existentially dependent means dependent in its own existence. 
Existential(and necessary)dependence means dependent existence.7 When 
the cause of something is to he deduced (synthetically), or an essential 
quality8 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-parihära is the second mode of the law of contradiction, cp. be
low, Sutra III. 77.

2 Here again affirmation (viddhi) means object of which the existence is af
firmed, vidhïyate iti vidhih (karmasädhana).

3 abhinna, cp. p. 48.9 — sa eva vrksah, saiva Hmêapâ.
4 stata eva.
* sädhya.
6 The Naiyäyikas assume an indefinite variety of relations (sambandho.. .  yo 

vä so va bhavatu) established by experience, Tâtp., p. 107.10.
7 Lit., p. 25. 6—7. <j Being tied up by one’s own existence means having one’s 

own existence tied np. The composite noun is according to the rule, P a n in i II. 1.32».
s The term svabhäta is here used in two different senses, svabhäva-prati- 

bandha is existential tie whieh includes the relation of the effect to its cause. But
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these (connections) are contained in the one expression «existentially 
dependent.»1 (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).2

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

21. B e c a u s e  a f a c t  w h i c h  i s n o t  so d e p e n d e n t  
u p o n  a n o t h e r  one,  c a n n o t  be i n v a r i a b l y  a n d  n e 
c e s s a r i l y  c o n c o m i t a n t  w i t h  t h e  l a t t e r .

(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 regularity8 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.4 (25.17). The meaning is the following. If a fact is not tied up

in svabhäva-anumäna this term means identity in the sense indicated above, p. 66, 
it then is exclusive of the relation of causality. We must distinguish between 
svabhava-linga, identity and svabhäva-pratibandha, dependence. Smoke is svabhä- 
vem pratibaddha with fire, but they are two different svabhävas, it is synthesis. 
On the other hand Asoka, although likewise svabhävena pratibaddha with tree, 
includes the latter in its svabhäva, the srabhäva is one, it is analysis. In the latter 
sense svabhäva refers to the intention, the essential properties, of a term. Thus, 
e. g., SimSapä is vrksa-svabhäva =  vrksa-vyäpyä, but not vice versa, vrksah is 
not SimSapä-svabhävah.

1 Lit., p. 2 5 .7—8. «When cause and essence must be established, the essential 
tie (svabhävena pratibandha) of the result and of essence (svabhäva in the sense 
of identity) is not different, thus both are comprehended in one composite word. 
The word hi has the sense of «because».

2 Since internal inference (svärthänumäna), as stated above p. 66 n., corres
ponds rather to our judgment, the classification of affirmative jndgments (vidhi 
cp. text, p. 24.16) in svabhävänumäna aud käryänumäna 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 connexion between two point-instants of reality is regarded as 
causation.

3 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 one, 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. e., of the impossibility of the 
one being existent without the other.

(25.18). The possibility of deducing one fact from the o ther1 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
nally2 brings to our knowledge some unperceived objects.8 On the 
contrary (the logical mark is always a fact whose invariable connec
tion) is ascertained beyond the possibility of exception.4 (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.5 And here, 
between the logical reason and the logical predicate, who is dependent 
upon whom?

22. T h i s  i s  a d e p e n d e n c e  of  t h e  l o g i c a l  r e a s o n  
u p o n  t h e  f a c t  w h i c h  is d e d u c e d  f r o m  i t ,  ( u p o n
t h e  p r e d i c a t e ) .

gence in that, is non-dirergence in this object 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 yah pratibandha-visaya» tasminn avyabhicûras tad-avy- 
abhicärah; pratibaddha is the term of lesser extension, e. g., the Asoka tree, 
pratibandha-visaya is the term of greater extension, e. g., the tree in general; 
apratibandha-visaya — ma-hbrel-pai yul, Tib. 5 7 .11, is an object from which there 
is no dependence, with which another object is not invariably concomitant, cp. 
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-gamaka-bhäva. 2 yogyatayä.
3 About invariable concomitance cp. above, p. 52 n. 3; it is here characterized 

as necessary; cp. also below, p. 72 notes 6 and 7.
4 niScaya is here used as a synonym of niyama, cp. p. 25.16, just as above, 

p. 18. 20, and below 26. 16. Otherwise it is also used as a synonym of kalpanä, 
vikalpa, adhyavasäya and then means assertion, judgment cp. above, p. 47 and 
T 5 tp .,p . 87.25.

5 Lit., p., 25.22. «And is 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,1 and which is 
itself independent. (26.3). The meaning is the following. Even in those 
cases, where there is (an analytical deduction founded on) Identity1 2 (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,1 is the deduced part. (26.4). If the 
essence of an attribute3 is such that it is invariably concomitant4 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».5 6 
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 product», (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 relation) of a determined object.7

1 pratibandha-visaya.
2 tâdâtmya-avièese, lit. «in non-difference of identity»; about identity between 

the terms of an analytical judgment cp. above, p. 66 n.
3 dharma 4 niyatah svabhamh.
5 Whatsoever is voluntarily produced is non-eternal, as e. g., a jar, but not 

rice 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-gamaba-bhavn) 
rpfers indeed to necessity » ; niScaya —  niyama.

1 Lit., p. 26. 8. «Therefore the relation of deduced and deducer possesses just 
a determined object, not otherwise». The author 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 myata-visaya, i. e., 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. B e c a u s e ,  a s  r e g a r d s  ( u l t i m a t e )  r e a l i t y ,  ( t he  
e n t i t y  u n d e r l y i n g  t h e  l o g i c a l  r e a s o n )  i s  e i t h e r  
j u s t  t h e  s a m e  as  t h e  e n t i t y  ( u n d e r l y i n g )  t h e  p r e 
d i c a t e ,  o r  i t  i s c a u s a l l y  d e r i v e d  f r o m  i t .1

(2 6.12). In reality (there are only two necessary relations, Identity and 
Causation). «Identity» with the predicated fact means that (themark) 
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).1 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 (a repetition or) a part of the thesis?8 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 principle of his division is this. Existence is 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 a causal relation only between the last 
moment of tbe 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 o f 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 proba«* possesses the own existence of the probandum,...».

8 The thesis will be, e. g., «this is a tree», and the reason «because it is an Asoka-
tree». The reason «Asoka-tree» contains the predicate «tree», or Asoka-tree is a
part of trees in general; pratijAä is here the same as sädkya orpaksa, cp. III. 40.
The analytical judgment being reduced to the formula «the Asoka-tree is a tree»
seems utterly useless. This problem continues to puzzle European philosophers»
The Indian solution is here hinted, it will be reconsidered infra, in sütra III. 20.
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facts constituting) the reason and the consequence.1 (26.16). (We have 
already mentioned that) 3 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).3 The 
(underlying) reality is the same.

(26.17). But Identity is not 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
mitant with), another fact, the existence of which is deduced from it, 
because (the reason) owes its existence to it.4

(26.19). Why is it that a logical connection can be the outcome of 
no other relation5 than these two, (Indentity and Causality)?

24. B e c a u s e  w h e n  a f a c t  is n e i t h e r  e x i s t e n t i a l l y  
i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  a n o t h e r  one,  n o r  i s  i t  a p r o d u c t  
of  t h e  l a t t e r ,  i t  c a n n o t  be n e c e s s a r i l y  d e p e n d e n t  
u p o n  i t .

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

1 Lit., p. 15— 16. «But the object of mental construction (tikalpa), that essence 
(mpa =  svampa) which has been superimposed by imagination (samâropita), with 
respect to it, there is a split between the reason and consequence».

* Above, p. 26. 7.
s Lit., p. 26. 16. «Therefore their difference is all right (yukta) only when 

referred to (that their) essence which is situated upon (ärüdha) necessity (or as
sertion, nitcaya)».-It has been noted above, p. 7 n., that the conception of nikcaya orniy- 
ama is assimilated to promana and samyag-jiiana. All definite knowledge ( prafiti — 
bodha — adhigama etc.) is constructed knowledge,kalpita — viïalpita — samâropita— 
vikalpa-ärüddia—niScaya-ärüdha =  buddhy-avasita. 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 nikcaya implies both necessity ( — myoma) and 
judgment (adhyavasâya — kal pana).

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

•" nimitta,
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tical, if not, they are existentially non-identical.1 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).1 2 (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.3 4 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 a defi
nite cause) or of its being essentially (a part) of the same essence*

(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 haying that essence is possessor of an essence other than that».

2 Lit., p .2 6 .2 2 —27.3. a What is not having the essence of what, and not 
haying 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).. . .».

8 This is a repetition of what has been said above, text p. 25. 7. The author 
insists that relation (pratibandha =  samsarga) means dependence, this interdepen
dence directly affects the constructed 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 Y in îta d e v a  upon this siltra, p. 65. 10—15, runs thus. 
«W hat 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 (atiprasanga) 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.1

25. I t  is  ( s i mp l y )  b e c a u s e  I d e n t i t y  a n d  C a u s a 
t i o n  ( c a u s a l  o r i g i n )  b e l o n g  j u s t  e i t h e r  t o  a c o m
p r e h e n d e d  p r o p e r t y  o r  t o  a n  e f f e c t .  I n f e r e n t i a l  
r e f e r e n c e  t o  R e a l i t y  i s  p o s s i b l e  e x c l u s i v e l y  on  
th i s  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 2 * * * * * 8

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 sväbhäva, 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 existence» and to the effect alone, thus from them alone is re
ality (vastu) established.— And these etc. The word iti 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 al one, from «own existence» and result, comes establishing of reality or affirma
tion».—The fact of being a tree (vrlcsatva) is included in the fact of being an Asoka 
simSapatva), the first fact «depends» (pratibaddha) upon the latter, it is invari
ably concomitant with the latter, because the latter is «its own existence» (sra- 
bhäva), i. e., both are characteristics of the same underlying reality (vastu — para- 

märtha-sat =  smlaksana =  ksana). We have here two terms so related that by
the analysis of the one we get the other, by analysing the term of greater com
prehension (vyäpta) we get the term of greater extension (vyäpaka). This relation
is here explained as «identity» (tädätmya) of existence, since both terms ultimately 
refer to the same underlying sense-datum. A result, on the contrary, points to 
another reality which is the cause from wich it is derived. These two relations 
alone 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 Asoka», and «there is fire there, because there is
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§ 6 .  The p r in c i p l e  o f  n e g a t i v e  j u d g m e n t s .

(27.12). Now, why is it that we do not consider non-cognition of 
a thing1 unimagined as the cause of success, (when purposive action is 
evoked) by a negative judgment?2

26. T h e  s u c c e s s  of  n e g a t i v e  b e h a v i o u r  is o n l y  
o w i n g  t o  a n e g a t i v e  c o g n i t i o n  of  t h e  f o r m  d e s 
c r i b e d  a b o v e .

(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 of a real 
non-existence is possible)?

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

27. B e c a u s e  w h e n  a r e a l  o b j e c t  i s  p r e s e n t  (it  
is p e r c e i v e d  a n d  i t) b e c o m e s  s u p e r f l u o n s  (to i ma 
g i n e  i t s  p r e s e n c e ) .

(27.18). Because if the object to be denied8 were present, (this 
would be perceived and) it would be impossible to deny its imagined 
presence.4 This proves that negation is founded upon such (a process 
of repelling some suggestion).

smoke». It will be noticed that judgments, or inferences, about 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, cp. text, p. 40.8. 
Results necessarily must have always some cause or causes, therefore there is 
«necessity» (niScaya) in such affirmations, but no necessity in deducing a future 
result from its possible cause.

1 adrsya-anupalabdhi is always problematic, cp. infra, p. 78 ff.
2 pratisedha-siddhi =  pratisedha-vyavahàra-siddhì-= pratìsedha-vaSat puru- 

särtha-siddhi.
8 E. g., the visible jar (Rgyal-thsab); for Dh. this seems to refer to vipra- 

kfsta-rastu, 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 M ïm ârpsakas viewed non-existence as a reality sui 
yeneris(vaetvantaram)a.nda.dmittedyogya-pratiyogy-anupalabdhi,tho'agh not as anu- 
mäwa, but as a specialpramäna which they calledabhäva. The N y a y a -V a ise s ik a  
school viewed it as a special category (padärtha), a reality cognized by the senses, 
owing to a special contact (viSesya-vüesana-bhäva-iannikarsa). Tbe S än k h yas
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(27.20). Why this alone is the basis, (and why is negation of 
unimaginable things impossible)?

28». B e c a u s e  o t h e r w i s e ,  (sc. if  t h e  a b s e n t  t h i n g  
h a s  n o t  b e e n  i m a g i n e d  a s  p r e s e n t ,  i t s  a b s e n c e ,  
a nd  t he  ent a i l ed  successful  act i ons ,  c a nno t  fol low wi t h 
logical  n ec ess ity ) .1

(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).2

28 1j. B e c a u s e  w h e n  e n t i t i e s  do n o t  c o n f o r m  to 
t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  of  c o g n i z  a b i l i t y ,  w h e n  t h e y  a r e  
i n a c c e s s i b l e  i n s p a c e  a n d  t i m e  a n d  ( i n v i s i b l e )  by 
n a t u r e ,  s i n c e  a l l  h u m a n  e x p e r i e n c e  i s  t h e n  e x c l u 
ded,  a p o d i c t i c  n e g a t i v e  j u d g m e n t s  a r e  n o t  p o s s 
i b l e . 8

(28.5). We have stated above4 that an object is said to be satis
fying to all conditions of perceptibility, 1) when all the accompanying

applied their idea of pratiksana-parinama and viewed ghata-abhäva as a parinäma- 
ksana of blmtcda which, as all parinama-bheda, is cognized, they maintain, by sense 
perception.

1 anyatha ea, according to Y in lta d ev a , p. 66.18, and R g y a l-th sa b , f. 27, 
— drSyänupalabdhim anaSritya, according to Dh., =  adrSya-anupcdabdlii- 
sambhatät.

2 Y in ita d e v a , p. 67 and R g y a l-th sa b , f. 27, interpret sïïtra 11,28 as 
meaning « because otherwise there can be no definite assertion (niSeaya) of non
existence (abhära) concerning...».

3 The anupalabdhi of the Sankhy as, e. g., is an adrSya-anupalabdhi, it refers 
to entities which are not sensibilia, not individually distinct. They maintain that 
their Matter (pradhäna) and Souls (purusa) are metaphysical (süksma =atlndriya). 
Their non-perception alone (anupcdabdhi =  pratyaksa-nitrtti-matram) does not 
entail apodictic negative judgment {abhäva-niScaya). They are cognized by sämänya- 
to-drsta-anumäna which is explained as adrsta-svalaksanasya sämänya-viSesasya- 
darëanam, cp. S .-t.-kaum udi ad K. 5— 6. The Buddhists admit valid denial 
only if  there is some svcdaksana =  vidhi-rüpa =  vastu — artha-kriyä-käri, i. e., in 
regard of such objects which can alternately be perceived and not perceived, 
present and absent, cp. infra, text, p. 38.13. Cp. also, sütra III. 97 where the 
judgment «he is not omniscient», being metaphysical, is proved to be problematic.

* SUtra II. 14; on Dh.’s interpretation of riprakrsta cp. notes on p. 64 and 65.
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necessary conditions are fulfilled, and 2) when the individually distinct 
object itself is 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, even if such 
entities did really exist.1

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

(28.11) . Since human experience2 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,8 therefore, even supposing that such objects really exist, 
only a metaphysical4 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,5 refers 
its essence, and its function will next be stated.

29. N e g a t i v e  b e h a v i o u r 4 i s  s u c c e s s f u l  w h e n  a 
p r e s e n t  or  a p a s t  n e g a t i v e  e x p e r i e n c e  of  a n  ob
s e r v e r  h a s  h a p p e n e d ,  p r o v i d e d  t h e  m e m o r y  of  
t h i s  f a c t  h a s  n o t  b e e n  o b l i t e r a t e d .

(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.6

1 Lit.,p.28.9—10. «Even if reality exists,its non-existence is admitted», ta sya  
abhävah =  niëcayasya abhävah, sati vastuni — pratisedliye sati vastuni.

2 ätma-pratyaksa-nivrtti — vädi-prativädi-pratyaksa-nivrtti (Rgy al -th  sab). 
8 abhâva-niëeaya-dbhâva-, no'assertion as of a reality (vastu), ibid.
* adrëya =  svabhâva-viëesa-viprakrsta, cp. sïïtra II. 15.
5 pramäna.
8 abhäva-vyavahära, a negative judgment, a negative proposition and a cor

responding successful purposive action are suggested by this term, cp. text, p. 29, 
22—28, for abbreviation 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 imagination!)1 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 conditions1 2 3 
of perception, upon a place which appears as part of the same act of 
cognition.

(28. 20). Therefore what we call negative experience8 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 judgment4 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).5 * *

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)», abhäva-vyava- 
hära is deduced in the first formula, abhäva is deduced in the remaining ones, cp. 
text p. 88.4.

2 samagra-sàmagrïl'a.
3 pratyaksa-nivrtti.
* oxaslyate — niëcîyate =  vikalpyate =  pratlyate =  präpyale etc.
5 Lit., p 28. 22. «Therefore just (positive) cognition of a thing is called non

existence of a perceptible jar». Cp. B ra d ley , Principles2, p. 117,— «every nega
tion must have a ground and this ground is positive », it is affirmation of a quality 
x  which «is not made explicit», and, p. 666, he even maintains that the negative 
is more real than what is taken as barely positive; B. E rdm ann, Logik8, p. 500,—
«die Urtheile mit verneinendem Prädicat sind trotzdem bejahend». According to the 
Indian view every judgment reduces to the form «this is that», sa evaayam, it is an 
arrangement (kalpanâ), or a conjunction (yojana), at the same time it is a resolve, or a 
judgment in the real sense of the word (adhyavasaya) and a choice, a distinction, a 
contrast, the result of a disjunction (vikalpa). These terms describe the same fact 
(anarthântaram, T atp ,, p. 87). Now, in the conjunction of the two parts «this» and 
«that», of Thisness and Thatness (idamta and tatiä, cp. N. K anikâ, p. 124) the 
part «this» refers to Reality, to the point-instant, to the «thing in general» (Ding
überhaupt), or «thing in itself» (svalaksana — vastu =  vidhi-svarüpa). This is an 
intrinsic affirmation (vastu — vidhi, cp. above, p. 68 n. 3, nâstïty anena na sam-
badhyate, Tâtp., p. 340. 11). The judgment is made up by the second part, by
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And1 since we are dealing here2 (with inferential knowledge as far as 
it controls our purposive actions), absence 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,3 (if) the absence of a visible thing4 is ascertained 
through sense perception,5 (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,6 
(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.7 (29.3). 
When it has been ascertained that an object perceptible (by its nature) is 
not being perceived, we just eo ipso8 realize its absence. If the visible object 
would have been present, its non-perception would never have occurred.9

«thatness», which contains no intrinsic affirmation (nirasta-vidhi-bhäva), it can be 
both, affirmation and negation (gaur asti, gaur nästi, ibid., p. 340.10). It is always 
a universal (sämänya-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. B ergson , Evolution Créatrice,11 
pp. 297 ff.; S. A le x a n d e r , Space, Time and Deity, p. 198 ff.

1 iu-Sabdah punar-arthe (M allavädi).
2 iheti linga-prastdve (ibid).
3 nanu yatlm bhütala-grähi-pratyaksam ghata-abhäre promanarti, lathä abhä- 

ra-ryavahäre’p y  astu, leim drëya-anupalambhena linga-bhütena käryam, itiparä- 
krtam prakatayann 5ha nanv ityädi (p. 29.1) (ibid).

* dfSya-nivrttir ghata-abhävah (ibid).
5 driya-anupaiambhad iti ketala-bhütala-grähi-pratyalsäd iti tato ’abhära- 

vyatahäro ’p i tatah syäd iti  parâèayah (ibid).
6 nanu yady asmad-tüctasya satyiim ity ädinä (p. 29.2) anumatis, tadä drëyâ- 

nupalabdhi-lingatä na yuktä, ity  äüankya aha, keralam ity  ädi, kimtu samänädhi- 
karanyam iti (ibid), samänädhikaranyam here evidently means that the same fact 
can be viewed either as a sense-perception or as an inference, cp. E a m a la illa , p. 
481.12—yaträpi kevala-pradeSopalambhäd(pratyaksäd / ghata-abhävahsiddhah, tapi 
ghatänupalambha-kärya-anupalabdhir era (anumânam). The absence of noise is per
ceived by käryänupalabdhi, ibid.

7 drèyânupahbdhir. 8 sämarthyäd era.
9 Lit., p. 29..1—4. «And is not absence of the visible ascertained from non

perception of the visible? This is quite true! However, if on a visible (place) united 
in the same cognition there were a jar, it necessarily would be visible, thus the
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(29.4). Therefore,1 when we have realized the non-perception of the object 
after having imagined its presence, (this process contains) by impli
cation2 the idea of its non-existence. However, this idea has not yet 
been translated into life.3 It can therefore receive practical application 
on the basis of (an inference whose middle term is) non-perception-.4
(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.5

visible 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 evambhütäd drSya-anupalambha-niScayäd iti samänädhikaranyam (ibid).
2 sämarthyäd.
* vyavahrta. — On the practical importance of negation in life (abhdva- 

vyatahära) B. E rdm ann delivers himself, Logik®, p. 500, as follows, «das 
formulierte Denken findet... Anlässe für die Bildung kontradictorischer Artunter
schiede, eben weil es das Wirkliche vom Standpunct der practischen Weltanschauung 
aus deutet, der das anschaulich und practisch - teleologisch Ilervortretende vor 
allem ins Auge fallen lässt». Cp. H. B erg so n , op. cit., pp. 297, 312, 315, 321.

* atha yadi drSya-anupalambhena kevala-bhütnla-grähi-pratyaksena drSya- 
ghata-abhävo niSciyata era, na vyavahriyate, tarhi kena vyavabartavga ity  äha 
dréyetyâdi (p. 29. 5), drSya-anupalambhena linga-Wmtena vyavahartarya Hy 
arthah (ibid). Cp. K a m a la sila , p. 481.18, — tasmät sarvaita srdbhävänupalab- 
dhir asad-vyavahära-hetuh paramärthatah käryänupalabdhir eva drastaryä.

5 Lit., 29. 6—7. « Therefore another thing which is being perceived and asso
ciated in one cognition and its cognition, since they are the logical reason (hetu) 
for the ascertainment of the absence of the perceived (thing), should be regarded 
as called absence of the perceived » .— The fully expressed-formula of a negative 
inference is given in III. 9. — All these subtleties are probably the outcome of 
controversies with the M ïm âipsakas 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. note 3 on p. 77. For the Buddhists the 
reality (i-astu) 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 abseuce 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 S ig w a rt inclines to the view that negation 
is really an inference («secundärer und abgeleiteter Ausdruck», op. cit. I. 167), 
J. N. K eyn es, in despair, thinks that «the nature of logical negation is of so 
fundamental and ultimate a character that any attempt to explain it is apt to obscure 
rather than to illumine», cp. Formal Logic*, p. 120.
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(29. 7). And just as a jar, although absent, (can be now) imagined 
as present on a perceived spot which is part of the same perception, 
(we can likewise remember the absence of a jar in the past). The 
character1 of the jar is the same, it is a non-existing jar, it is imagi
ned on a present, or remembered on a former, place, it is appertaining 
to the same cognition, provided the memory of the latter has not been 
obliterated.2

(29.9 ). Thus the essence of logical negationa lias been explained, 
it is the perception of a jar that has not happened. And this is a 
real fact established (by introspection).4 Thus the non-existence of a 
jar cannot be deduced, but the negative judgment, as mentioned above,5 
is deduced (from that fact).

(29.11). «Not obliterated» refers to an impression6 produced by 
an experience and having the capacity of evoking a recollection. This 
refers to a past experience of some human individual, and a present 
experience of such an individual is likewise referred to. (29.13). But 
the qualification of « lion-obliterated» memory does not refer to the 
present cognition. It occurs that an impression produced by a spot 
without any jar upon it leaves no traces, neither is the imagined jar

1 tad-rüpam.
2 Lit., p .2 9 .7 - 9 .  «And just as the perceptibility of a jar on a perceived 

(place) united in one cognition, although it does not exist, just so on this (place) 
united in one cognition past, if the memory-impression has not been obliterated, 
and present, this form of the jar is imagined although non-existent, thus should 
it be considered».

3 drSya-anupal abdlii.
4 sä ca siddhä, p. 29. 10 =  sä ca siddKä, T a ttvas ., p. 481.2, cp. 479. 22, 

lit. «it really exists», «it is established as an objective reality», the reality 
is the bare place. The realists who maintained that negation is a negativi' 
cognition of real absence (adrhja-anupalabdhi) contended that the Buddhist 
idea of a non-Ens had no corresponding objective reality, that it was asiddha, 
tuccha. The Buddhists answered that their view was proved and the objective 
reality of their idea of a non-Ens established as an active principle of cognition and 
conscious behaviour (abhäva-vyavahära), by both perception and introspection (sva- 
samvedana), perception of the bare place and introspective awareness of that per
ception. Cp. M a lla v â d i, fol. 58,—atha bhamdiyapi anupahibdhih parokxa-nivrtii- 
mätra-tuccha-rüpa-anupalabdhirad asiddhä syäd ity âéankya äha, sä cclyädi 
(p. 29. 10). Icevala-bMitala-grähi-jfläna-rüpäyä anupalabdheh sva-samrcdima-pra- 
tyaksa-siddhatvät, kevala-bhütala-riïpâyâê ca kevala■ bhütala-grähi-pr/tl yaksa-jiiä- 
nasiddhatväc ceti.

5 p. 29. 5.
6 Here the term samskära =  smrti-bïja is used in the Naiyàyika sense, as the 

special faculty included in the smrti-janaka-sämagri.
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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 noil-obliterated memory is not meant 
as a characteristic of a present negation.1 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 here 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 idea of non-existence (by applying it to life). (It includes)
1) the judgment «there 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 
physical3 use of the idea of non-existence. When a man knows that 
there is no jar (in the place), he moves about without expecting (to find 
it). This threefold practical application4 of the idea of non-existence 
is based upon non-perception of the hypothetically visible.

(30.1). But has it not been stated above that the judgment «there 
is no jar» is p ro d u c e d  by (sense-perception, by the perception of) the 
bare place?3 (And now we include this judgment into the practical 
consequences d ed u ced  b y  in feren ce  from this perception). (30. 2). (Yes, 
we do not deny that!). Since the bare place is cognized by sense-per
ception, and since the negative judgment «there is here no jar» is a 
judgment produced by the direct, function of perception, (that function 
which makes the object present, to our senses), therefore (it is quite 1 2 3 4 5

1 V in îta d e v a  lias interpreted this passage as if the qualification of «non- 
obliterated memory» could refer to both the present and the past experience, cp. p. 
6 8 .1 —5, (but not in 69.14). D h arm ottara  takes great pains apparently to redress 
this slight inconsistency.

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

3 knyika.
4 vyav aliar a.
5 amtpalabdher, p. 30. 1, is explained by M [allavâdï as =  bhütaläd.
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true) that the negative judgment immediately following on the per
ception 1 of the bare place is a perceptual judgment. (30.4). Indeed, 
the negative judgment, according to what has been said above, is 
directly produced by sense-perception, because (qualified) perception 
has just the capacity of producing a judgment as to the existence 
(before us) of a bare place.1 2 (30.5). However,3 (the proper function of 
negation consists in the next follow ing step). Objects might be not percei
ved, but this only gives rise to doubt, (the feeling arises as to which 
of them) might be present? So long as this doubt has not been remo
ved, negation has no practical importance, (it cannot guide our pur
posive actions).4 * 6 (30.6). (Imagination then steps in, and) it is thus that 
negation, (as 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,3 al
though it is really produced by sense-perception and only applied in life 
(through a deductive process of an inference whose logical reason con
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.7

1 pratyaksa-vyäpärn =  nirrikalpal'i-pratyaksa, tad-anusârï niicayah — savi- 
kalpaka-pratyaksa, in the sense explained above, text p. 16, transi, p. 45.

2 drêya-anupalambha-êabdena (p. 30. 4) bhutala-jRanani bhütalam coktatn 
M allavâd i.

8 kevalam, the cheda after sambhamt must be dropped.
4 vyavahartum —  pravartayitum.
■r’ anupalambhal iingdt. ibid.
6 anupalambhena linga-rüpena, ibid.
7 Lit., p. 30 .1—30.9. «And although the cognition «there is no jar» appears 

just from non-cognition 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 perceptiou thus « there is here no 
jar», therefore the ascertaining of non-existence which follows on the function of 
grasping the hare place is done by perception. And moreover, non-existence is as
certained just by perceptiou in the above mentioned manner, just by its capacity of 
making an ascertainment of the uon-cognition 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-existence. Since 
the visible is uot perceived, therefore it does not exist. (30. 7). Therefore non-cog-
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(30.10). Why is it then that negation is valid (only) in regard of 
past or present events? The (author) says,

30. I t  i s  e x c l u s i v e l y  on t h e  b a s i s  of s u c h  
( n e g a t i o n )  t h a t  a b s e n c e  c a n  be  a s c e r t a i n e d  ( wi t h  
l o g i c a l  n e c e s s i t y ) .

(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 of 
being itself problematic. Since it is itself uncertain,1 a negative jud
gement 8 cannot be (sufficiently) founded on it, but a past or present 
(non-perception is a sufficient reason for deducing a negative 
judgment).

§ 7. The d i f f e r e n t  f o r m s  o f  n e g a t i v e  j u d g m e n t s .

(30.14). The different varieties of negation are next shown.

31. T h i s  ( n e g a t i o n )  h a s  e l e v e n  v a r i e t i e s ,  a c c o r 
d i n g  t o  d i f f e r e n c e  of  f o r m u l a t i o n .

nition of the visible turns out the ready made cognition of non-existence, but does 
not make the unmade. Therefore the ascertainment of non-existence, although tur
ned out by non-cognition, is made by perception, it is said to be turned out by non
cognition. Thus non-cognition is directing the run of non-existence».— M a lia vädi 
calls attention to the circumstance that this passage should not be regarded as a 
mere repetition of the argument contained in the passage nanu ea etc. on p. 29.1, 
and explains that the objector in 29.1 if. contended that the practical use of the idea 
of a non-Ens is produced directly from the perception of the bare place, just as the 
idea itself (abhäva-niScaya) is produced. The solution, in the passage kevalam etc., 
p. 29. 2 £f., is that sense-perception produces a negative perceptive judgment, the 
negative inference deduces its practical applications. In the second instance, in the 
passage yady api ca etc., p. 30.1, the objection is that the judgment «there is not» 
is also comprized under the practical applications of the idea of a non-Ens (abbäva- 
vyavahära) and must be, accordingly, characterized as inferential, not as perceptual. 
"VVe are thus seemingly landed into a contradiction, since the negative judgment 
which was at first said to be produced by sense-perception and just its practical 
consequences deduced through the help of an inference, is now also included among 
these practical consequences. The distinction established in the first passage is thus 
jeopardized. The solution is given in the passage beginning with tathâpi, p. 30. 2, 
and establishes that the negative judgment is produced by sense-perception. But 
this does not prevent its being actually in life deduced from a negative logical 
reason, i. e., from a repelled suggestion, — tathüpUyädinä pratyaksa-krtatvatn 
samarthya anupalabdher abhäta-sädhakatvam uìctam iti (fol. 61).

1 asiddha.
2 abhäva-niScaya.
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(30.16). 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 method1 of expressing 
something in speech. Speech indeed may sometimes express (negation 
indirectly, through) what p r im a  f a c i e 1 2 would be an affirmation of so
mething else, or it may some times express a negation, (but also an 
indirect one, a negation) of something else. Nevertheless (a repelled 
suggestion), the negation of an assumed perception,3 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 essence4 it is not (different, it 
always reduces to the same formu'a).

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

32. (The f i r s t  f o r m u l a )  is e x i s t e n t i a l  (or d i r ec t )  
ne gat i on ,  it is the  f o l l o w i n g  one.

(Thesis ) .  T h e r e  i s  he r e  no smoke.
( Reason) .  Si nce ,  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  i t s  

p e r c e p t i o n  b e i n g  f u l f i l l e d ,  n o n e  i s p e r c e i v e d .

(31. 3). (Simple negation), or non-cognition of the existence of the 
denied object, is exemplified.5 * «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»,7 
this is the logical reason. It must be understood as explained above.

(31.6). (The second formula) expresses the absence of an effect, 
from which the absence (of the cause) is deduced. An example 
(follows).

1 Lit., p.30.17. «Application or appliance is called the denoting power (abhidha- 
na-vyäpära) of the words».

2 säksät.
* drSya-anupalabdhi.
4 svarüpa.
5 Lit., p. 31.3. «W hat is the own existence (sva-bhäva) of the thing to be 

denied, its non-cognition is as follows».
11 dharmin, «the possessor of the quality», i. e., the real substratum (svala- 

ksana) of the constructed cognition (kalpanä).
< Lit., «Because of non-cognition ol the contained in the essence of cognition, 

thus the reason ».
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33. N e g a t i o n  of  a n  e f f e c t  i s  a s  f o l l o ws .

( Thes i s ) .  T h e r e  a r e  h e r e  no e f f i c i e n t  
c a u s e s  p r o d u c i n g  s m o k e

(Reason) .  R e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s no s mo k e .

(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 the logical 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. Causes 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.1

(31. 13). The following (is a case where this method must be 
applied). (Supposing a man) stands on the roof of a palace wherefrom he 
fails to perceive the court grounds. He looks at the upper extremi
ties of the walls enclosing the court on its four sides, and at the same 
time he sees the space which is called the range1 2 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.3 (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 lange of sight and which is 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 (gamikä)».
2 aloha.
8 Lit., p. 31. 15—16. «Because of the certainty of the absence of smoke in 

that (place), we must learn the absence of fire whose efficiency is unchecked, by 
which fire, in which place situated, the produced smoke would be in this place».
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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. E. g., when it is being deduced that the sound represents (a com
pact series) of discrete momentary existences,1 only some 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 a substratum, (an underlying reality), upon whicli 
a conception (corresponding to) the predicate (is grafted).1 2 On the 
present example it lias been shown to consist of a part directly per
ceived and a part unperceived. That the same is the case in t lie follow
ing formulae of negation (the reader) will be able to make out by 
himself.

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

34. N e g a t i o n  of  a t e r m  of  g r e a t e r  e x t e n s i o n  
i s  a s  f o l l o ws .

(Thesis) .  There  is here  no As oka tree,  
( Re a s on) .  B e c a u s e  t h e r e  a r e  no t r e e s .

(32. ó). «Here» is the subject. «No Asoka tree», i. e., the absence 
of such trees, is predicated. «Because there are (altogether) no 
trees», i. e., the term of greater extension is absent. This is the logical 
reason. This formula of negation is used when a subordinate term

1 ksanika,
2 Lit., p. 31. 21—32.1. « And just as the subject (dharmin), being the substra

tum for the coguition of the probandum (sädhya ■ fra ti fa it  i-adhikaran« ), is here 
shown to consist. . .  ». The real subject of a judgment (adhyavasäya =  niëcaya — 
vStalpa), whether it be an inferential or a perceptual judgment, is always a point of 
reference to reality which in speech is expressed pronominally as «this», «there» 
etc., it then corresponds to the Buddhist «thing in itself» (svataksana), 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 remarks of S igw art, op. cit. 1 .142, 
upon the judgment «this rose is yellow» which reduces to the form «this is yellow» 
the real subject being expressible only by the demonstrative «this», the actually 
perceived part.
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like the As oka 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 contiguous1 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, lie produces a judgment,1 2 * (»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,8 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 4 of some
thing which by its nature is incompatible with the presence of the ne
gatived fact. It is exemplified.

35. A f f i r m a t i o n  of  s o m e t h i n g  i n c o m p a t i b l e  
( wi t h  t h e  f a c t  w h i c h  i s  b e i n g  d e n i e d )  i s  as  
f o l l o ws .

(T li e s i s). T h e r e  is h e r e  no s e n s a t i o n o f
cold.

( Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e r e  is f i r e .

(32.14). »Here» is the subject, »There is no sensation of cold», 
i. e., a negation of such a sensation, is the predicate. » Because there 
is fire» is the logical reason. This variety of negation must be applied 
where cold cannot be directly experienced. Otherwise simple negation 
would be sufficient.5 * 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, cainiot be felt,

1 pürra-apara-up« xlista.
2 uvasyati — nücinoti =  Tcalpayati.
:î driya-anupalambhät.
4 upalabdhih — vidhih, cp. infra, p. 37. 5.
5 Lit., p. 32. 15. « Because, when it is perceptible, nom perception of the per

ceptible is applied».
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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 valid1 (negative judgments).

36. T h e  a f f i r m a t i o n  of  an i n c o m p a t i b l e  e f f e c t  
is as fol l ows .

( Thes i s ) .  T h e r e  is h e r e  no s e n s a t i o n  of
cold.

( Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s s moke .
(32.20). «Here» is the subject. «There is no sensation of cold», 

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 botli 
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,2 because, when 
realizing the predicate3 (absence of cold), we must conform (to its  
peculiar character of filling up the whole interior).

(33.5). The (sixth formula of a negative reason) consists in 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 n e g a t i v e  r e a s o n  c o n s i s t i n g  in) t h e  a f f i r 
m a t i o n  of  s o m e t h i n g  s u b o r d i n a t e  t o  an  i n c o m p a 
t i b l e  f a c t  i s as  f o l l ows .

1 gamaka.
2 Cp. above, p. 89.
3 wdhya-pratiii.
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(Thes i s ) .  T h e  e v a n e s c e n t  c h a r a c t e r ,  e v e n  
of  s u c h  t h i n g s  w h i c h  h a v e  a n  o r i g i n ,  i s n o t  
s o m e t h i n g  c o n s t a n t .

(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  ( t h e i r  d e s t r u c t i o n )  de 
p e n d s  u p o n  a s p e c i a l  c a u s e . 1

(33.8). Constant is what necessarily, constantly, occurs. «Not con
stant«, i. e., the denial of constancy, is the predicate. «Evanescence» 
is the subject. ((Even of such things that have an origin» is a quali
fication of the subject. (The opponents of the Buddhist theory of Uni
versal Momentariness maintain that) the impermanent character of 
products, i. e., of things that have a beginning, is not something 
constant. Still stronger are the reasons for denying constant evanescence 
in unproduced (eternal) substances.2 That is why the qualification 
«even» (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 invisible (adrëya-anupalabdhi), cp. above p. 81 and infra sïïtra II. 4S—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 
constancy, not an invisible, metaphysical one». M a lla v a d i says—athaivam vyä- 
paka-annpalabdhir drëya-ëiniëapâtve prayvjyate, adrëye cety ääankyäha, op. tit., 
foi. 64. H g y a l-th sa b  introduces the example with the foilwing, words,op. cit, foi. 
30,—log-toga dgng-pai-ched-du thal-bai-slyor-ba-smras-par ead-kyi, nes hphans-pa 
ni, dnos-po ehos can, hjig-par-hgyur-ba-phyis-byun-gi rgyu-la bltos-pa-mcd de, 
hjig-ncs yin-pai-plryir ces-pao; thal-ba-ltar ran-rgyud-dpe-la sbyar-na, ras dkar- 
po chon-can... —  ripmtipatti-niräkaranärthampraaanga-prayoga-vacana-mätram, 
niëcayaa tu, bhäro tlharmï, vinäsa-hetvantara-anapeksah, rmäSa-niyatatmd iti; 

yathä-prasangam svaUintra-udaharanam prayufljänah, patah ëukla {iti) dharmi... 
The tipratipatti alluded to by Rgyal-thsab is evidently the view of the Sänkhyas, 
the Xaiyäyikas and the Miniämsakas that metaphysical entities and processes are 
nnupalabdha —  adr&ya —  apratyakaa.

2 All Indian 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, nnprodneed, permanent elements (asamskrta-dhar- 
ma), viz., empty space and two kinds of eternal blank supervening after the total 
extinction of all forces in the Universe. In Mahäyäna they are declared to be 
relative and therefore unreal. The Sautrnutikus and Yogâcûras identified existence 
with constant change (ksanikatva).
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A special cause1 is a cause different from origination,2 e. g., a 
hammer (by whose stroke a ja r is destroyed). Evanescence (ac
cording to Realists) is dependent upon such a (special cause). 
«Because it so depends» is the logical reason. (33.11). Now, 
(the fact of being) dependent on a special cause is not something 
constant,8 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.4 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).5

1 hetv-antara,
2 The Buddhist theory of Universal Momentariness (ksanilcatra), converting 

the universe into a kind of cinema, 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 renovation is inherent in every existence which is really a 
compact series of ever new moments. The realistic opponents of the Buddhists admit 
the duration (sthayitra) of entities from the moment of their origination up to the 
moment of their destruction by a special cause (hetv-antara). The S&nkhyas establish
ed the theory of constant cha.n%e(parinäma-nityatä ) of Matter. The Buddhist theory 
of Universal Momentariness is once more alluded to below, sïïtra III-11 flf., cp. notes.

3 Lit., p. 33.11. «Dependence upon a special cause indeed is contained under 
(vyäpta) non-constancy».

* Lit., p. 38.13. «And destruction, being the very essence of the destructible, 
is admitted to be dependent on another cause». The Tib., p. 75.11, emphasizes in 
repeating hjig-pa yan. According to the realists destruction which they call 
pradhvamsa is a reality sui generis (bhäva-svarüpa =  bhäväntara), according to 
tlie Buddhists it is a name for the thing itself, for the momentary thing, since every 
existence is a flow of discrete moments, bhäva era vinaéyati iti krtvä vinäSn, ity  
äkhyäyate cp. K a m a la sila , p. 137.22. This simply means that every duration is 
really a motion and that causal connection exists between momeuts only, a concep
tion of causality which is not unf amiliar to students of European philosophy.From the 
Buddhist standpoint the hetvantara can be only the preceding moment, (cp. p. 88 
and T a ttv a s , kär. 375), but not mndgaradi. Hence, if vinäSa, is the svabhäva of 
existence, it cannot depend upon a special cause. The passage therefore means «the 
things which we, Buddhists, hold 1o be evanescent every moment by their nature, 
you, realists, assume to possess duration and to be destroyed by special causes»

5 Lit. p. 33. 13— 14. «And destruction whose essence is to possess an imper
manent nature is admitted to depend upon another cause. Therefore observing 
dependence upon another cause, (this dependence) being subordinate to what is in
compatible (viruddha) with constancy), constancy is being negatived ».
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(33.14). For u s 1 (Buddhists) constancy is permanence (eternity), 
non-constancy impermanence.2 Since permanence and imperma
nence are (qualities) exclusive of one another,8 it would be a con
tradiction to assume tlieir (simultaneous) presence in the same place.
(33.15). In such cases, if one of the two contradictory qualities is 
present, the presence of the second must be eo ipso denied.4 (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.5 «If the 
fact before us were permanent, we would have some experience of its 
permanent essence, but no permanent essence is being experienced, 
therefore it is not permanent».6 (33.18). It follows that when we deny 
permanence this denial refers to objects of a possible experience.

1 iha, 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 niramsa era 
bhâvah... katham tasya uttarakalam käranäntaraih svabhävänturam ädhiyate, 
K a m a la sïla , p. 134. 3. The real thing can be either nitya, eternal and unchanging 
or anitya =  ksanika, momentary — apracyuta-anutpanna-sthiraikasrabhäram ni- 
tyam äkhyäyatc, prakrty-ela-ksaiia-sthiti-dharmakam cänityam (A nekantaj. 
p. 13). The Realists and the J a in a s  assume a limited duration of some things which 
in that case possess both characteristics of origination and destruction. TheSänkhyas 
assume parinäma-nilyatä, an ever changing substance, the Buddhist — a constant 
change without any substantiality, simple momentary Bashes. Since mnâèa is the 
name for such a flash, and adhruvahhävin is the same as anityatva, the problem 
here alluded to amounts at asking whether anityatva is itself anitya, a problem 
the solution of which attracted the attention of the Buddhists already in the K athâ-  
va tth u , XI. 8, just as iu later times they were interested in the problem whether 
ëünyatia is itself sïinya, cp. my N irv a n a , p. 49 ff.

3 paraspara-parihara, cp. below, text p. 69. 20.
4 tädätmya-nisedha, lit., «its identity (i. e , its presence in that thing) must 

be denied». This expression means evidently the same as ehratmbhavah or ékâtma- 
katva-virodhnh ou p. 70. 11—12 (text), cp. below the notes on the translation of 
that passage. Between vrksa and èimëapâtm, as noted above, p. 73 ff., there is no 
tädätmya-nisedha with regard to the vastu, but between two consecutive moments 
of the same thing there is one.

s Lit., p, 33.17. «Because the denial of the identy (of the fact constituting 
the predicate, i. e., of permanence) is done thus».

6 Lit., p. 33. 17. «If this thing we look upon were eternal, it would appear iu 
its eternal essence (rüpa —  svampa), but it does not appear in an eternal 
essence...» . The term dnrëana is used where we would say «experience», dar- 
ëanât means «because we know from experience». Cp. the use of that term in the 
Karikil of D h a rm a k ir ti quoted in Sarvad , p. 22 (Bombay S. 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.1 (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». (33. 21). When 
we intend to deny the identity of a visible real object, 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 not a ghost»),2

(34.1). If this is true, then just as we deny the presence of a jar 
only after having (for a 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 «other» than the object perceived, we do it only on the 
basis of (a negative judgment, i. e.) non-perception of something 
hypothetically visible.3 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.

(34.4). (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. A f f i r m a t i o n  of  s o m e t h i n g  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  
t h e  e f f e c t  i s  as  f o l l o w s  —

rect reading in the B. I. ed., p. 7), where positive and negative experience (dar Sana- 
adarSana—anvaya-ryatireka) are contrasted with logical necessity (niyama). Here 
drSyamâna means an object we look upon, nilya-rü/ia drëyeta means that we must 
have some real experience of what permanence or eternity is in order to predicate it.

1 Upon this point, namely that the invisible things in onr knowledge are 
nothing but repelled hypothetical visibilities cp, the somewhat parallel argument in 
H u s s e r l’s, Logische Untersuchungen, II, p. 313 — «Jupiter stelle ich nicht 
anders vor als Bismark . . .»

* Lit., p. 33. 21—3 4 .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 imperceptible thing».

8 Lit., p. 34 .1—2. «And if it is so, just as we deny (the presence) of ajar 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 mutually incompatible thing, (the deuial of its presence) in 
something else (which would be) perceptible».
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(T h e s is ) . T h e r e  a r e  h e r e  no e f f i c i e n t  c a u 
s e s  of  cold.

(R easo n ). B e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s a f i r e .

(34. 7). «Here« 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 ourselves 
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»).

(34.10). 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.

(34.12). (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. A f f i r m a t i o n  of  s o m e t h i n g  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  
a f a c t  o f  g r e a t e r  e x t e n s i o n  i s  a s  f o l l o w s  —

(T h e sis ) . T h e r e  i s  h e r e  no  s e n s a t i o n  p r o 
d u c e d  by snow.

(R easo n ). B e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s  a f i r e .

(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 snow, nor the fact of greater extension, 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 snow, 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. N e g a t i o n  of  c a u s e s  i s as  f o l l o ws .

(T h e s is ) . T h e r e  i s  h e r e  no s moke .
(R e a so n ). B e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s  no f i r e .

(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.
(35.4). (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.1 In such cases this formula is applied.

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

41. T h e  a f f i r m a t i o n  of  a f a c t  i n c o m p a t i b l e  
w i t h  t h e  c a u s e s  o f  s o m e t h i n g  is as  f o l l o ws .

(T h e s is ) . H e b e t r a y s  no s y m p t o m s  of  col d,  
s u c h  a s  s h i v e r i n g  e tc .

( Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s a n  e f f i c i e n t  
f i r e  n e a r  him.

1 adhara-rupena.
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(35. 12). «He» is the subject. «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 
has been introduced, «a proximate good1 fire». 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.
(35.19). 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. A f f i r m a t i o n  of  an e f f e c t  of  s o m e t h i n g  i n
c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  t h e  c a u s e  is a s  f o l l ows .

(Thesis).  In t h i s  pl ace  nobody  e x h i b i t s  
s y m p t o m s  of  cold,  s uc h  as s h i v e r i n g  etc., 

(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e r e  is s moke .

(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 nineth formula), 
the formula of non-perception of the cause. When the tire 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

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

(36. 7). This formula is a suitable means of cognition in those cases, 
when neither the fire nor the cold nor the shivering can be directly 
perceived by a remote observer, but smoke is perceived directly. Such 
smoke is here meant which points to a lire 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 .  T h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  t h e  f o r m u l a e  o f  n e g a t i o n .

(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. A ll t h e s e  t e n  f o r m u l a e  of  a n e g a t i v e  j u d g 
me n t ,  b e g i n n i n g  f r o m t h e  s e c o n d ,  a r e  ( v i r t u a l l y )  
i n c l u d e d  (in t h e  f i r s t ) ,  t h e  ( d i r e c t )  n o n -  p e r c e p t i o n  
of  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  s o m e t h i n g .

These, i. e., the formulae of negation. The word «these» points t.o 
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 nega
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 «ten», 
the additional word «all» refers (to another totality), the totality 
of the cases similar to the examples.1 They are identical with simple

1 This superfluous remark is probably directed against V iu ïta d e v a  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 seizes 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.1

(37.1). However there is a difference 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. I n d i r e c t l y .  T h e r e  i s  a d i f f e r e n c e  of  f o r m u 
l a t i o n ,  (a f a c t  i s  d e n i e d  i n d i r e c t l y )  t h r o u g h  a f f i r 
m a t i o n  or  n e g a t i o n  of  s o m e t h i n g  e l se .

(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 have, e. g., a positive cognition, or affirmation,1 2 3 of something 
different from the denied object. In (the second formula), the formula 
of non-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.

(37.7). If in different 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 express a negation of imagined visibility, 
but they express an affirmation or a negation of something else, 
and this invariably leads8 to simple negation of the hypothetically 
visible. 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 inference or judgment, it) is external

1 Lit., p .3 6 .2 1 —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 ».

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

45. T h e  f o r m u l a e  h a v e  b e e n  s p e c i f i e d  u n d e r  
t h e  h e a d  of  i n t e r n a l  i n f e r e n c e ,  b e c a u s e  by t h e i r  
r e p e a t e d  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t h e  d i s t i n c t  c o n c e p t i o n  
o f  w h a t  a n e g a t i v e  j u d g m e n t 1 r e p r e s e n t s  i n t e r 
n a l l y  (as a p r o c e s s  of  t h o u g h t )  b e c o m e s  t h u s  
a l s o  c l e a r  t o t h e  ( s c r u t i n i z i n g  i n d i v i d u a l )  h i m s e l f .

(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.1 2 3 (37.17). 
The meaning is the following one. By a study8 (of these different) 
formulae we ourselves also in the way thus (indicated) arrive at 
understanding (what negation really means).4 Therefore, since 
(the study) of the different fonnulae (does not exclusively serve the 
juipcH- of communicating knowledge to others, but) since it also 
serves the purpose of our own analysis5 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 inferences,6 * (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. 37. 15—17. «Consideration of the formulae etc. Of the formulae 
which have been constructed in science (iantra) the consideration, 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 (pratîti) arises. 
The word iti in the sense of «therefore».

3 abhyäsa.
4 i. e., that it means «contrasting» (’vyavaccheda), and since a contrast is invol

ved in every act of definite cognition, negation is inherent in every clear thought. 
Abont the importance of pariccheda and vyavaccheda in cognition cp. below, text
p. 69. 22 £f. and T a tp a ry a p , p. 92.15 ff.

•r’ pratipatti.
® parärthänumäna, as stated below, text p. 40, is not an inference, hnt only 

ist formulation.
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§ 9 .  N e g a t io n  b o u n d e d  o n  s e n s i b l e  e x p e d i e n c e .

(37.21). 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 casts 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? 1

The answer is as follows.

46. N e g a t i o n  i s t h e  p r o c e s s  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  
e i t h e r  t h e  a b s e n c e  of  s o m e t h i n g  o r  s o m e  p r a c 
t i c a l  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  t h e  i d e a  of  a n  a b s e n t  t h i n g  
i s  d e d u c e d .  W h e t h e r  t h e  f a c t s  be  d e n i e d  by wa y  
of  an a f f i r m a t i o n  of  s o m e t h i n g  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  
t h e m  or  t h r o u g h  t h e  n e g a t i o n  of  t h e i r  c a u s e s  
e tc ., e v e r y w h e r e  n e g a t i o n ,  on a n a l y s i s ,  r e f e r s  t o  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of  s e n s a t i o n . 1 2

(38.4). Absence and its application (are here mentioned, because 
in the first formula), in direct 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 whatsoever be the facts denied in

1 Lit., p. 37. 21—23. «And how is it that there is negation of just impercep
tible causes etc. in non-cognition of effect etc., 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 .3 8 .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 i. e., objects susceptible of sense- 
perception.1 2

(38.7). How is it proved that they are all seusibilia? 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).3

(38.10) . 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 experience 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.3 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 the way of an affirmation of their correlative part 
or by an elimination of their causes etc., w'c must know that this 
refers to sensibilia only, to such objects whose presence and absence 
have been alternately observed.4 * * *

1 drëya. The term sensibilia as contrasted with sense-data we borrow from 
B. R u sse l, M.vsticism, p. 152.

a upalabdhi laksana-präpta.
3 It is interesting to compare on this topic the view of H erb er t S p en cer  

(apud S tu a r t M ill, Logic 8 I, p. 322) — «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 concrete 
content of every single case of contradiction, as of causality, is provided by expe
rience, the causal laws have an application to sensibilia only, but whether the laws 
themselves are mere generalizations from experience is another question, cp. p. 
liS). 11 (text).

4 Lit., 38. 5— 15. «And everywhere. The word ca is used in the sense of «beca
use». 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? He says, own-existence etc. Here also the word 
c« has the meaning ot 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. B e c a u s e  ( t he  l a w s  of) C o n t r a d i c t i o n  a n d  
C a u s a l i t y  do n o t  e x t e n d  t h e i r  s w a y  o v e r  o t h e r  
(i.e., o v e r  m e t a p h y s i c a l )  o b j e c t s . 2

(38.20). Objects different from those which (alternately) are per
ceived and non-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 ca means the cause. Since the contradictories are known as being 
inclusive and included, as being cause and effect, just 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 non-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 «because», and the coordination of the 
three different questions seems artificial. V in îta d e v a  has nothing of the sort. 
M a lla v a d i does not comment upon this passage.

1 Lit., p. 38.15— 17. «Because many objections have been gone through, the 
word ca 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 not right», this is the meaning of ca».

2 In the text of sütra 47 the word abitava must be inserted before asiddheh, 
cp. Tib. This abitava is interpreted as abhävaS ca vyäpyasya vyäpahasya abhäve. 
The Tib., p. 88.1, lias no equivalent for vyäpyasya.. This word abitava would thus 
refer to the fourth formula, the r,y apa ita - anupal a bdhi, cp. sütra II. 34; but V in ï-  
tad eva , p. 82. 10 ff., divides virodha-läryalcärana-bhäväbhävau and explains it as 
virodhasya bhCLvai ca abhâvaé ca, käryakäranatvasya bhävai ca abhâvaê ca. This 
explanation seems preferable, since the vyapaha-anupalabdhi can be regarded as 
included in virodha. The lit. translation of the sütra, as understood by D h .,is—«be
cause Contradiction, Causality and Subalternation of others are not established»; 
as understood 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 subalternation1 it is impossible (to imagine). 
Therefore it is impossible to ascertain what is it they contradict, and 
what are they causally related to.1 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 perceived 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.4 (39.1). The following is the meaning. Contradiction, Causa
lity, Subalternation are necessarily based upon negative jud
gments, (upon non perception of sensibilia). (39. 2). Contradiction is 
realized when on the presence5 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 there are no trees, there are also no 
Afsokas. (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 underlyingc our knowledge of (the laws) of Contradiction, of

1 Lit., p. 38. 21. «And absence of the contained (the term of lesser extension) 
when there is absence of the container (the term of greater extension)».

2 Lit., p. 38.22. «Therefore, for the cause of non-establishment of the contra
dicting, of the relation of cause and effect and of non-existence (of the subaltern)» 
(according to Dh.). The real meaning is probably «because the absence of the con
tradicting and of causal relation is not established».

s Lit., p. 38. 22. «Can be negatived contradicting (facts) etc. only when they 
possess perception and non-perception».

4 driyänäm eva.
r' samniUhi in the sense of presence (not nearness as in sutra I. 13).
e visnya.
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Causality and of Subalternation. (39.9). If we do not have in our me
mory some negative experience,2 we will not remember contradiction 
and other (relations), and then, in that case, the non-existence of a 
fact3 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 dear) 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 
occur a t 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.4 (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,5 6 * 
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 arc at the bottom8 
nothing but negative experiences of sensibilia.

§ 1 0 .  T h e  v a l u e  o f  n e g a t i o n  i n  m e t a p h y s i c s .

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

2 tiriija-anupaldbdhi.
:f itara-abhära.
4 abhäva-pratipntti.
•r> Lit., ]>. 39.13—-14. «Therefore — 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 ».

6 äl'siptn.
' (ibhära-pratipatti.
s päramporyena.
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(of the denied objects) and (a source of the corresponding) purposive 
actions.1 Now, what may be the essence and what the function of a 
negation of non-smsibilia7 1 2

48. N e g a t i o n  of  o b j e c t s  i n a c c e s s i b l e  (to e x p e 
r i e n c e )  is t h e  s o u r c e  of  p r o b l e m a t i c  r e a s o n i n g ,  
s i n c e  i t s  e s s e n c e  i s e x c l u s i v e  of  b o t h  d i r e c t  a n d  
i n d i r e c t  k n o w l e d g e .

(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.3 What is the essence of such reasoning? 
I t is repudiation of both direct and indirect knowledge.4 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.5

(40.1). However, cognition6 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?7 (This question) is 
now answered.

49. W h e n  t h e r e  a r e  a l t o g e t h e r  no  m e a n s  of  
c o g n i t i o n ,  t h e  n o n - e x i s t e n c e  of  t h e  o b j e c t  c a n 
n o t  be  e s t a b l i s h e d .

(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,8 this

1 abhäva-vyavahära
2 adrêya, i. e., objects unimaginable as present to the senses.
3 samiaya-hetu, i. e., doubtful reasons or non-judgments.
4 pratyaksa-anumäna.
5 jAäna-jüeya-svabhäva.
« pramäna.
7 This was the opinion of the Naiyäyikas and of European science up to the 

time of S igw art.
8 It is clear from this passage that viprakrsta=tribhir viprakarsair viprakrsta—  

deêa-kâla-srabhâva-tiprakrsta refers to metaphysical entities which are eo ipso de
clared to be uncognizable by their nature =  na jHana^jHeya-svabhava, they are 
uncognizable neither by sense-perception=atmd«ya, nor by inference = pratyaksa- 
anumdna-nwrtti-lakmna, cp. K a m a la sila , 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 non-imaginable2 is 
the source of problematic reasoning, not of (assertory) judgments.8

(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 cognition4 is the product of its 
object. A product cannot possibly exist without a cause. But causes do 
not necessarily cany 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.

E n d  o f t h e  s e c o n d  c h a p t e r  of  t h e  S h o r t  
T r e a t i s e  of  Logi c .

physical, declared to be uncognizable entity, as is clear from siitra III, 97, is an 
Omniscient absolute Being, a Buddha. This agrees with the views of D h a rm a k îr ti 
as expressed in other contexts, cp., e. g., the concluding passage of S a n tän än ta - 
rasid d h i. Such entities are also characterized as anupalabdhi-laksana-prüpta 
(II. 28), svabhâva-viëesa-rahita, p. 23. 9, 28.8, and adrëya, p. 39.18. In regard of 
such entities no judgments, no deductions which would possess logical necessity 
(niëcaya) are possible. A negative judgment in regard of them is possible only by 
tadâtmya-niëedha, i. e., by assuming for them a kind of visibility fora moment, as 
explained under sïïtra II. 37.

2 adrëya, the non-sensible.
8 niëcaya-hetu, the reason of an inferential judgment. A problematic judgment 

from the Indian point of view, is a contradictio in adjecto, a judgment is a verdict, 
the solution of a problem, as long as there is no solution, there is no judgment 
(niëcaya — adhyamsäya).

* pramärta, in the sense of pramä.



CHAPTER III.

SYLLOGISM.

§ 1 .  D e f in i t i o n  a n d  v a r i e t i e s .

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

1. I n f e r e n c e  «for  o t h e r s »  (or  s y l l o g i s m )  c on 
s i s t s  in c o m m u n i c a t i n g  t h e  t h r e e  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  
l o g i c a l  m a r k  (to o t h e r s ) .

(41.3). Communicating the three aspects of the logical mark, 
i. e., (the logical mark appears here also in) three aspects1 which

1 The three aspects are those mentioned in ch. II, sütra 5—7. Its first aspect 
(II. 5) corresponds to the minor premise (paksa-dharmatva), its second aspect 
(IL 6) — to the major (anvaya), and its third aspect (II. 7) — to the contraposition 
of the major premise. It will be noticed that, although the tree aspects of the logi
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
ductive process by which the major premise has been established. In the third 
posthumous edition of his monumental work on Logik, the late Prof. B. E rdm an  
has decided to reverse the traditional order of the premises in all syllogisms, 
because the traditional order of beginning yMth the major premise is in contradic
tion with «the real connexion 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 (armmeye sattvam lingasya.) and proceeds to a gene
ralization of similar cases (sapàkse eva sattvam — anvaya =  vyäpti). 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 concomitance1 (or major premise 
expressed positively), its contraposition (or the same premise expressed 
negatively)2 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 (4L 4). The logical

1 anvaya, e. g., «wherever there is smoke, there is fire», or « whatsoewer is a 
product is non-eternal », it corresponds to the major premise of the first figure of 
A r is to t le .

2 vyatireka, 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 and predicate of the major premise, e. g., « where
soever there is no fire, neither is there smoke», or «whatsoever is eternal, (i. e., 
not non-eternal) is not a product». Although one of the premises, the judgments 
«there is 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, because the 
conclusion 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 imderstood, as has been explained above, ch. II, p. 77 ff. and will be exem
plified lielow, ch. I ll, p. siitra 9 ff.

3 paksa-dhannatva does not correspond to A r is t o t le ’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 has already 
been ascertained iu the foregoing major premise, e. g., «there is here that very 
smoke which is known to be invariably concomitant with fire». 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, siitra III. 36 ff. 
The syllogism of the Naiyäyikas counts five members, because both the thesis (pra- 
tijüä =  paksa) and the conclusion (nigamana — sädhya), although 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, 3) just as in the 
kitchen etc. smoke 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 deduc
tive, cp. J. S. M ill, Logic*, I. 228 ff. D ig n ä g a  in his reform has dropped thesis 
conclusion and the double appearance of the minor premise. Thus the Buddhist 
syllogism reduces to two members since 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.1 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. M e t a p h o r i c a l l y ,  (by n a m i n g )  t h e  c a u s e  i n s t e a d  
o f  t h e  e f f e c t

(41.101. 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 
indirect2 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) cause. 
This means that they are an inference metaphorically, not in the 
literal3 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 (niicaya — adhyavasäya), i. e., 
a reference of a mental construction to a point-instant of external reality (svola- 
Tesano =  paramärtha-sat).

1 menno. 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 paramparayä.
3 muléhya.
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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.1 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 another (42.1). 
Therefore both the essence of the logical mark and the words by which 
it is communicated must he elucidated. The first has been done (in the 
preceding chapter), the second will he done now. (42.3). Hence, the full 
meaning1 2 3 is the following one. Our Master ( D i g n ä g a )  has given the 
name of inference to propositions,8 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»4 5 6 * are 
now given.

3. I t  is  t wo f o l d .

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

(42.8) . Why has it two varieties?

4. B e c a u s e  i t  is d i f f e r e n t l y  f o r m u l a t e d .

(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.

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

2 paramärtha.
3 Sabda, it is reckoned in the majority of schools as a separate source of 

knowledge including Scripture.
4 It would have been moie precise to call it an inference «in others», sc. in 

the hearers, cp. text p. 41.10.
5 parärtha-anumäna.
6 prayogn has the meaning of a formula, or mode of a certain syllogistic figure,

cp. p. 37.15 (text); here and above, p. 30.15, it is identified with abhidhä or Sakti, 
i. e., the direct expressive force of words is compared with their capacity of indirect
suggestions (Utksanä, vyaktt). The two methods of inference are here ascribed to a 
difference in the direct meaning (abhtdhäna-vyäpära) of the propositions composing 
a syllogism.
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5. ( Me t h o d )  o f  A g r e e m e n t  a n d  ( me t h o d )  o f  D if
f e r e n c e .

(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 subject1 of the conclusion and the similar cases8 (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 proving1 * 3 4 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 agreement 
between the subject of the inference (or minor term) and the similar cases 5 * 
(the jars etc.), an agreement on behalf of the fact that both are pro
ducts.

(42.19) . But when the (joritna fade) expressed meaning is disagree
ment, we call it  (the method) of Difference, as e. g. —

1 sadhya-dharmin.
S drstänta-dharmin; the agreement is, more precisely, between two snbstratnms 

(dharmin) upon which concomitant qualities (dharma) have been superimposed by 
constructive thought.

3 sädhana-väkya, or simply vSkya, 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 feme meaning 
is divergence, the examples are negative, but the result is the same.

4 krtaka corresponds to what in Hinayäna is called samskrta or samskära, 
e. g., in anityah sarte samskärah.

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., Space.3*
(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.2

(42.22). If the {prima facie) 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 (âkâëa) is a reality (vasta or dharma) only in Hinayana where 
it is entered into the catalogue of Entia as asamskrta-dharma JV° 1 along with 
nvrodha or Nirvâpa which in these Buddhistic schools represents a lifeless reality. 
The Mahäyänistic schools and the intermediate school of the Sauträntikas did not 
admit the reality of eternal, unchanging (asamskrta) elements, because 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 vastv avastu vä vaidharmya-drstänta isyate, cp. text, 
p. 87. 8. In the Brahmanical systems âkaëa 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 .S .M ill 
in European Logic as methods of experimental inquiry. They are treated under the 
same heading by S igw art, op. eit. II. 477 fif. But A. B ain , Logic2, II. 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 Induction, it is clear that Indian Logic, especially its 
Buddhist variety, considers every process by whiclr anything is inferred as consisting 
of an Induction followed by a Deduction. This is, according to J. S. M ill, op. e it, 
1.232, the «universal type of the reasoning process» which «is always susceptible 
of the form, and must be thrown into it when assurance of scientific accuracy is 
needed and desired». The methods of Concomitant Variations (pratyaya-bheda- 
bheditva or tad-vikära-vikäritva) and of Residues (Sesänmnäna) are very often 
discussed in Indian Logic, in the Nylya, the Vaisesika and in Pr. sam u ccaya , 
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 
Nyâya-sütras, I. 1. 34—35, cp. below p. 126 n. 5.
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6. T h e r e  i s  no v i r t u a l  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  
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.1 Indeed, (the aim) is to express a logical con
nection1 2 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 idea3 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? I t is answered (that there is no difference) —

7. E x c e p t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  of  f o r m u l a t i o n .

(43. 8). Formulation is verbal expression. Except a difference 
merely verbal, there is no other difference, no difference in the aim.8
(43.9). The meaning is the following one. The prima facie mea
ning4 is one thing, the aim for which it is used another one. 
The expressions differ so far the prima facie 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.5 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 fa t  Devadatta does not eat at 
day-time» and «the fa t  Devadatta eats at night»,6 * although the direct

1 Lit. «Between both no difference whatsoever from the aim (prayojanät)».
2 Unga.
8 prayojana.
* nbhidheya. » Cp. sïïtra III. 28 ff.
6 This is the usual example of the method of Necessary Implication (artka- 

patti), a method of proof very much in vogue in the school of Mlmaqisakas. They
applied it wherever the consequence seemed to them immediate and quite unavoi
dable (anyathänupapatti), the contrary being simply impossible (sambhava-abhäva).
The Naiyayikas reduced all such cases to simple inferences in which one proposi-
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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 .  T h e  m e t h o d  o f  a g r e e m e n t .

8. A m o n g  t h e s e  t w o  ( m e t h o d s ,  t h e  m e t h o d )  of  
A g r e e m e n t  (is now i l l u s t r a t e d  b y  e x a m p l e s ) .

(43.16). 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 deduction1 (in the formulation of 
agreement).

tion is deduced from another, because it is virtually contained in the latter 
(samudäyena itarasya grahanam), cp. N. bh., II. 2. 2 ff. European logic treats these 
deductions mostly under the bead 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 (B ra d ley , 
B osan q u et, and N ew  R ea lism , p.82). Tbe Buddhists make a distinction between 
propositions which are virtually synonymous and those which contain real deduc
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 ff. 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 is 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 deduced from it, or even 
when absence or negation is deduced from non-perceptioii.

1 The «three-aspected mark» (trirüpa-linga) is hut an other word for conco
mitance (vyäpti). Three kinds of such logical connection have been established 
which are respectively called Negation (anupalabdhi), Identity (tädätmya) 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 reasou, may be either 1) the fact of non-perception of something that could be 
visible (drsya-anupalabdhi); all negative deductions are reduced to this simple 
fact as has been explained above; 2) or tbe fact of greater comprehension and lesser 
extension from which a fact of lesser comprehension and greater extension can be 
deduced; the reasou is called Identity, because it is inherent in the same entity 
as the deduced term; all analytical processes of thought are reduced to this type, 
(vyäpya-vyäpaka-bhäva) and 3) the fact that every event has necessarily a cause or 
causes; all synthetic or causal cognitionitions are reduced to this type(kärya-kärana- 
bhäva). Each of them can be expressed according to the method of Agreement or 
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. ( Ma j o r  p r e mi s e ) .  W h e r e s o e v e r  we  do  n o t  
p e r c e i v e  t h e  p r e s e n c e  of  a r e p r e s e n t a b l e  
t h i n g ,  we e x h i b i t  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  b e h a v i o u r  
t o w a r d s  it.

( Exa mpl e ) .  J u s t  a s  w h e n  we f a i l  t o  p e r 
c e i v e  a n o t h e r  t h i n g  k n o w n  f r o m  e x p e r i e n c e  
t o  be  q u i t e  u n e x i s t i n g ,  t h o u g h  r e p r e s e n t a b l e ,  
e. g., t h e  h o r n s  on t h e  h e a d  of  a h a r e  etc.

( Mi n o r  p r e mi s e ) .  On a c e r t a i n  p l a c e  we  do 
n o t  p e r c e i v e  t h e  p r e s e n c e  of  a j a r  w h i c h  i s 
r e p r e s e n t a b l e .

( C o n c l u s i o n .  We  b e h a v e  w i t h o u t  e x p e c t i n g  
t o  f i n d  i t  th e r e ) .1

(43.21). «A thing (known) to he essentially perceptible»,8 i. e., a 
thing which can be imagined as perceived, and «is not perceived» — 
these words represent the subject8 (of the major premise), it is the 
fact of the absence of a cognition of something representable.1 2 3 4 5 (43.22). 
This is a case when we are justified to behave in accordance with its non
existence,8 i. e., we can take action knowing that it is 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.6 * (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. 43.18—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 —jHeya =  visaya, and 
präpta by gyur-pa — bhûta, thus upalabdhi-laksana-präpta — jüäna-visaya- 
bhiïta, i. e., an object which does not transcend the limits of our knowledge, which 
is representable, is not something transcendental, cp. above, transi, p. 107 ff.

3 anüdyate.
4 drSya.
5 Lit., p. 43.22. «This is the established object of (our) dealing (vyavahära) 

with non-Ens, it means we can behave with the thought (iti) „ it is not“ ».
6 Lit., p. 44.1. «Through this predication is made of the fitness (yogyatva) of

the (object) for non-Ens-dealing».
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consequence) consists in 1) the necessary presence (never 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).1

(44.4). The example (points to induction), to the evidence by which 
the invariable concomitance has been established.2 In order to indi
cate it, it is said «just as (when we fail to perceive) another object» 
etc. 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 which 
we conclude that we will never have an opportunity of experiencing (them 
as efficient). These (utterly unexisting) horns are indeed an evidence 
proving that the idea of a non-Ens has a practical value (for our 
purposive actions) and it is exclusively founded on our capacity to 
imagine their existence and then to repudiate that suggestion. This

1 Lit., p .4 4 .8 —4. «Concomitance is necessary presence (bhäva eva) of the 
embracer (vyâpaka) there and the presence of the embraced (vyäpya) necessarily 
there (taira eva)», e. g., in the judgment, or the deduction, «the Asoka ia a tree» 
concomitance requires the necessary presence of the term of greater extension, the 
« embracer », « the tree », with the subaltern, or embraced Asoka, but it may be also 
fouud outside the Asokas, in other trees, whereas Asoka, the term of greater com
prehension and lesser extension, is necessarily present among trees only, not among 
non-trees. Reduced to Aristotle’s phrasing this rule means that a universal affirma
tive judgment is not convertible otherwise than per aceidens. Now, the negative 
judgment, or negative deduction, in its basic form, is not a tautology of the form 
«there is no jar because there is none», but it is a deduction of the form «there is 
no jar because there is a bare place». It is a cognition of an underlying poiut- 
instant of reality and this makes it a true cognition or judgment (niécaya). The 
term «a bare place» (driya-anupalabdhi) is greater in comprehension and less in 
extension than the affirmation of non-Eus which is deduced from it, since there are 
other non-Ens’es which are not associated with a bare place (adrSya-anupalabdhi) 
transcendental objects, nnimagiuable concretely, cp. sütra 11.48—49. Cp. H. B erg 
son, op. cit., p. 319— «De l’abolition ( =  drSya-anupalabdhi) à la négation 
( =  nâsti 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 (pramäna\estab- 
lishing concomitance». It is clear that the example performs the part of Induction 
from paricular instances; promana thus has the meaning of evidence, of an ascertai
ned fact, pramana-siddlmm trairüpyam means concomitance established upon ascer
tained facts or upon experience (avtsamrada); drsta, dar Sana corresponds to our 
experience, pramänena niScita, or sometimes promana simply, means au establi
shed fact, induction from particular facts, cp. the meaning of this term in p. 45. 1, 
61.10, 80. 21, 81 .1—2, 81. 20, 86.11 etc., 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 application3 
to the subject (in the minor premise). He says «and we do not 
perceive (the presence of a jar somewhere on a definite place)». A place 
is one (definite) place on earth. I t  is «just this place» because it 
is distinguished from other places.3 One definite place means the 
place upon which (there is no jar). «Somewhere» means a place

1 L it, p. 44. 6—8. « But by evidence (pramänena), 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 pramänät— is a separate sen
tence.—The horns of a hare or of a donkey, the son of a barren woman, a lotos flo
wer in the sky are the usual examples of absolute unrealities. 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. 
But it is not a reality sui generis (vastvantaram), as the realists maintain, it is 
imagining (dréya). Unimaginable are metaphysical entities, e. g., Buddha or 
Nirvana in their Mahäyänistic conception (sarvajHatvam hy adrSyam, p. 71.3). 
M a lla v a d î, fol. 75—77, expatiates on this example as proving that negative behavi
our (asad-vyamhära) 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-jnäna-abhäva), the fact that we do not name it 
(ghata-ëabda-abhäva), the fact that we do not use the jar for fetching water (jcda- 
äharanädi-kriyä-abhäva) 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 counterparts (pratiyogin=paryudasa) which is 
cognized, as stated above, p. 30.8, by sense-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 (paryudasa) 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 purposive action (no hi sddhyam eva sädhanam 
bhavati). Therefore the only reason of our negative hehaviour is imagination.

2 paksa- dharma tea.
•1 Cp. H. B erg so n , op. cit., p. 301— «quand je dis que l’objet, une fois aboli, 

laisse sa place inoccupée, il s’agit... d’une place, c’est à dire d’un vide limité par des 
contours précis, c’est-à-dire d’une espèce de chose».
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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 perceptibility1 means a jar which can be imagined 
as perceived.2 (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.3

(44.15). In order to give the formula of an analytical reasoning4 
according to the Method of Agreement5 the (author) says —

10. T h e  a n a l y t i c a l  r e a s o n i n g  c a n  be  e x p r e s s e d  
a c c o r d i n g  to t h e  s a m e  (met hod) .

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

11. ( Ma j o r  p r e mi s e ) .  E v e r y  t h i n g  t h a t  e x i s t s  
i s  m o m e n t a r y .

( Exa mpl e ) .  J u s t  as  a j a r  ( r e p r e s e n t i n g  a 
c o m p a c t  c h a i n  of  m o m e n t a r y  e x i s t e n c e s ) .

( Mi n o r  p r e m i s e .  T h e  s o u n d  ex i s t s ) .
( C o n c l u s i o n .  I t  i s a c h a i n  of  m o m e n t a r y

e x i s t e n c e s ) .

T h i s  i s t h e  f o r m u l a  of  a s i m p l e  ( u n q u a l i f i e d )  
a n a l y t i c a l  d e d u c t i o n .

(44.19). «What exists», i. e., 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, there is only eternity and that is no existence.«
(44.21). Thus it is declared that existence is necessarily dependent on

1 upalabdhi-laksana-präpta.
2 drSya.
•i Cp. text p. 29, transi, p. 81 à'.
4 smbhäva-hetu. 

sädharmyavat.
■ Different definitions of what is meant by existence, or reality, have been cur

rent at different periods of Buddhist philosophy. In the llïnayâna the Sarvästivädins 
and other schools defined existence as whatsoever has a character (dliarma-sva- 
bhâva) of its own (si-a-svalhäva-dhäranäd dharmah). This involved a pluralistic 
view of the Universe. The MSdhyamikas defined existence as non-relative (anapéksa),
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the predicate of impermanence, (i. e., momentariness).1 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.2 «Simple» 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. Cp. my N irvan a , 
p.40 ff. The Sauträntikas and the later Yogücäras, the Buddhist Logicians, de
fined reality as efficiency (artha-kriyä-käritva) cp. above, sütra 1 .12—14. This 
involved the theory that ultimate reality is represented by the focus of effici
ency, the point-instant (ksana). 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 (ksana-sawtäna). Impermanence (anityatia) 
is here an equivalent of momentariness (ksanikatva). There is nothing between 
eternity and momentariness, mtyam=apracyuta-anutpanna-sthira-eka-sTalhävam, 
anityam — prakrtya cka-ksana-sthiti-dharmakam, see H a r ib h a d ra  Anekänta- 
jaya-patâkà, f. 2. a. SI (Ahmedabad City Printing Press), cp. J a y a n ta , p. 115.3.

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 M äd h aväcärya  in Sarvadars p 2 0 ff. (Poona 
1925) where it is borrowed from D harm akT rti’s Pramânaviniscaya. It has been 
translated by C ow ell and by D eu ssen  (in liis History of Philosophy), but I doubt 
whether these literal translations can afford much help in understanding the real ar
gument of D h a rm a k ir ti. Virtually his argument is very similar to the one stated 
by B. B u s s e l ,  Mysticism, p. 184 ff., 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 existing placidly for some time, should suddenly 
explode into the effect, when it might just as well have done so at any earlier time, 
or have gone on unchanged without producing its effect », cp. =  kaddpi na kuryât, 
op cit., p. 21. The conclusion is drawn that there is an imperceptible change going 
on in the jar at every moment of its existence, 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. B g y a l-th sa b , fol. 
34, translates sarvam sat in this passage very characteristically by dnos-par-yod- 
pa  — vastutah sat, thereby indicating that the absolutely real, the point-iustants 
(svalaksana — ksana) are here taken as the subject of the general proposition. 
The example in Sarvad ., p. 20. is a cloud Ijaladhara-patata), 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 existences where every preceding 
moment is the cause of the following one. This subtle theory is criticized at length 
l>y V S ca sp a tim isra  in T a tp a r y a f. p. 379 ff. and very often alluded to almost 
in every Indian philosophical work.

2 This argument is directed against the Mîmàmsakas who assumed that the 

sounds of speach are but a manifestation of eternal entities. The non-eternality of
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12. T h e  f o r m u l a  of  a n  a n a l y t i c a l  s y l l o g i s m  w i t h  
a m i d d l e  t e r m  w h i c h  i s  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  b y  a q u a l i 
f i c a t i o n  e x i s t e n t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  i t ,  i s  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  one  —

( Ma j o r  p r e mi s e ) .  W h a t s o e v e r  h a s  a n  o r i 
g i n a t i o n  i s  i m p e r m a n e n t .

( Exa mpl e ) .  ( J u s t  a s  a j a r  etc.).
( Mi n o r  p r e mi s e ) .  ( The  s o u n d s  o f  o u r  

s p e e c h  p o s s e s s  o r i g i n a t i o n ) .
( Co n c l u s i o n ) .  ( The  s o u n d s  of  o u r  s p e e c h  

a r e  i m p e r m a n e n t ) .

(45.5). «Origination» means assuming one’s own essence.1 The 
words «what has an origination» 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 expressed.

(45.7). This is a formula whose raison d'être2 (as compared with 
the preceding one) consists in a special qualification which (however) 
is existentially identical,3 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 a 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 Naiyäyikas and Vaise§ikas, in combating the Mïmâipsaka 
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 svarüpa-läbha =  svabhäm-läbha =  ätma-bhäva, usually rendered in Tib. by 
lus —  àarïra (the sentence is here omitted, in the Tib. transi., cp. p. 101.15).

3 hetukrtya.
3 We have noticed above, transi, p. 70 n., the two different meanings of the 

term svdbhäva, in svabhäva-pratibandha where it includes causation and svab- 
häva-hetu, where it excludes causation and means «inherent property». In sïïtra 
II. 15 we had svabhava-viSesa meaning «an individual». Here we have a further 
differentiation of the second meaning. Inherent property is divided in svabhäva 
proper and upadhi. The first is an inherent property which «seems to mean so
mething» (vyatireJcinïva), 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-



SYLLOGISM 123

any other (real) contrast, (a contrast limited to expression), it is called 
apparent contrast,1 as e. g. «the beginning of existence», (existence is 
nothing hut 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. T h e  f o r m u l a  of  a n  a n a l y t i c a l  s y l l o g i s m  
w i t h  a m i d d l e  t e r m  c o n t a i n i n g  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  
( a c c i d e n t a l )  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  i s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  o n e  — 

( M a j o r p r e m i s e ) .  W h a t s o e v e r  i s a p r o d u c t  
is i m p e r m a n e n t .

( Exa mpl e s ) .  (As a j a r  e t c.).
( Mi n o r  p r e mi s e ) .  ( The  s o u n d s  of  o u r  

s p e e c h  a r e  p r o d u c t s ) .
( Co n c l u s i o n ) .  (The  s o u n d s  of  o u r  s p e e c h  

a r e  i m p e r m a n e n t ) .
(45.13). The attribute of «being a product» is the subject, «imper

manence» is the predicate (of the major premise). I t  expresses that the 
fact of being a product always includes3 in itself the notion of

cally become synonyms. The second is an inherent property which really means 
something additional, something different (vyatirekin). 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 having 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 inferences 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 they will be logical fallacis (anupa- 
samharin).

1 vyatirekinim.
2 The difference between Asoka-tree and tree in general is also said to be produ

ced by imagination (knlpita-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 (mstutah). Here, on the contrary, 
the difference is produced not by different concepts, but only by two expressions 
which, taking into account the theory of Universal Momentariness, are synonymous.

3 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 impenna-
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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.2
(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 which ist not separate from the object itself, 
sometimes accompanied by a characteristic which is separate. E. g., 
«Devadatta» 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 i t  «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?)».3 The answer is as follows.

14. «A p r o d u c t »  m e a n s  a n  e x i s t e n c e  ( v i e we d  as  
s o m e t h i n g )  w h i c h  f o r  i t s  own c o n c r é t i s a t i o n  is

nence, it is contained in the latter, it is greater in comprehension and less in exten
sion (vyäpya) than the latter (the vyapaka). 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. «Through a difference of the condition (upädhi), the words 
«formula of self-existence (svabhäva)» are connected (from the preceding sïïtra)».

3 This introduction of D h a rm o tta ra  does not refer to the fact that the quali
fication is expressed by two words in citra-gu, this seems quite immaterial, it might 
have been expressed by one word as well. Important is only the fact that the acci
dental characteristic is expressed. V in lta d e v a ’s avatarana states that in the word 
«product» there is no qualification perceptible (mnon-pa =  säksät), and explains 
that it is not expressed but understood, p. 88. 1—2.
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d e p e n d e n t  u p o n  t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  (of e n t i t i e s )  o t h e r  
( t h a n  i t s e l f ) .

(46.2). The efficiency1 of causes other (than the entity itself) is 
needed for the appearance of a (concrete) entity.2 This is the reason3 
(why the word product contains this meaning). Since we call produced 
(an entity) which depends on the efficiency of something else, there
fore wc say that the analytical reason4 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 has the shape 
of a technical term,0 since grammar enjoins to build technical terms in 
this way.7 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. T h e ( e x p r e s s i o n )  « v a r i a b l e  c o n c o m i t a n t l y  
w i t h  a c h a n g e  in t h e  c a u s e s »  and o t h e r  ( s i m i l a r  
e x p r e s s i o n s )  m u s t  be u n d e r s t o o d  in t h e  s a me  
way. 8

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

1 vyäpära.
2 svabhäva in the sense of svabhäva-viiesa «an individual» cp. sütra I. 15.
3 Lit., p. 46. 3. «The word indeed (hi) in the sense of because».
4 svabhäva here in the sense of svabhäva-hetu.
5 vyatiriktena viSesena.
6 The term krtaka, as stated above,corresponds to theHînayânist termsamskrta— 

karanaih ( =  samskäraih) sambhüya krtam. The connotation in Hlnayana is diffe
rent, since reality is there divided in samskrta and asamskrta elements, whereas in 
the MahSyana and in the Sauträntika school the definition of reality having been 
changed, the asamskrtas including Nirvana have no separate reality, cp. my N ir 
vana, p. 42.

7 Lit., p. 46. 6. «Because the suffix kan is prescribed for names», cp. P an in i 
IV. 3. 147.

8 This sütra, according to V in ita d ev a , p. 88.9, included the word prayatnäna- 
ntarïyakatva also. This would make two further arguments for proving that the 
sounds of our speech are not unchanging metaphysical eternal elements, as main
tained by the ancient M ïm âm sakas, 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
tion»1 are instances of the analytical reason1 2 3 where this reason is 
accompanied by an indication of an additional (accidental) attribute,8 
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 causes4 being different, being variable, they have themselves 
the nature of changing concomitantly, according as the conditions vary.5 * *
(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-anatarïyakatva. This attribute is  introduced here by Dh. as an 
instance alluded to by the word ädi of the sïïtra, but in the text commented upon 
by V in ita d e v a  it was included in the sütra.

2 svabhäva-hetoh prayogah.
3 bhinna-viSesana-svabhäva-abhidhäyin.
* pratyaya condition and lärana cause are here used synonymously.
5 We find the method of Concomitant Variations for the first time applied in 

Indian Philosophy in the A b h • k o s a, I. 45, (cp. V. S. II. 2.29), where it appears under 
the name of tad-vikära-vikäritva, i. e., « the fact of (this thing) undergoing a change 
when there is a change in that thing». It is there applied as a proof of the con
nection hetween the senses and feeling, i. e., as 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. B ain , Logic2, 11.63, was anticipated hy V asu b an d h u . 
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 hy their 
conceptions of Causation (pratïtya-samutpiïda =  asmin sati idam bhavati) of which 
the psycho-physical parallelism is an illustration. Indian philosophy has thus
abandoned the anthropomorphic view of Causality at a very early date, and repla
ced it hy the idea of what in mathematics is called a function, cp. my N irvan a , 
p. 39 ff., pratyay a-bheda-bheditva is of course just the same as tad-vikära-vi- 
kâritva and V ä c a sp a tim isr a  thinks that we must interpret upacära in N. S. II.
2.13 as Sabda-bheda-pratyaya. Of course the Method of Concomitant Variations is 
not treated here as a separate method, 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).1

16. T h e  s o u n d s  of  s p e e c h  a r e  e x i s t e n t ,  t h e y  
h a v e  a ( r ea l )  o r i g i n ,  t h e y  a r e  p r o d u c e d  — t h e s e  
a r e  t h e  m i n o r  p r e m i s e s . 2

1 l)h. warns us against committing mistakes in using the term analytical or 
essential reason (svabhäva-hetu). The latter has been defined above, sïïtra II. 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-sattäyä vyatiriktam katneid dhetum apéksate, p. 22.19). 
We were, accordingly, justified in assigning to the major premises of D h arm a-  
k lr t i ’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 acci
dental or additional attribute (upädhi) 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 (vyatiriktena viSesanma viSis- 
tah smbhävah, p. 46.4). The judgments «whatsoever changes concomitantly with 
a change in its causes, is a product of these causes» and «whatsoever is consequent 
on an 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 (vyäpya-vyäpaka-bhäva) 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 assent to a judgment, which are co-inherent in him. It 
has been acknowledged in European philosophy 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 M im äm sakas (jarad-vnmämsaka) in their speculations on the 
nature of sound established a theory according to which the sounds of speech (ga- 
kärädi) were imagined as unchanging eternal appurtenances inherent in the cos
mic aether (âkâêa), their existence occasionally manifested itself when a concus
sion of air was produced by the conjunction or disjunction of objects, cp. Tätp., 
p. 307. The N a iy ä y ik a s , N. S. II. 2.13 ff., cp. V .S.II.2.32, 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 (santäna) of momentary sounds must be assumed 
in the interval, and 3) these sounds are variable in intensity and character, hence at 
every moment we have a different sound (this is the meaning of krtakavad upaeä- 
rät, according to commentators). The last argument, U d d yotak ara  remarks, is 
Buddhistic, since it implies Universal Momentariness — sarva-anityatva-sadhana-



1 2 8 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

§ 3 .  A n a l y t ic a l  d e d u c t io n s  a r e  d e d u c t io n s  o f

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. A ll  t h e s e  a t t r i b u t e s  ( wh i c h  a r e  g i v e n  as) 
r e a s o n s 1 ( for  t h e  d e d u c t i o n  of  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  
p r e d i c a t e s )  s h o u l d  be  c o n c e i v e d  (as l o g i c a l  r e a 
s ons )  f o r  d e d u c i n g  o n l y  s u c h  p r e d i c a t e s 2 w h o s e  
n e c e s s a r y  d e p e n d e n c e  on n o t h i n g  b u t  ( t he  p r e 
s e n c e  of) t h e  r e a s o n  i s  e s t a b l i s h e d  b y  p r o o f s , 3 
( w h a t s o e v e r  t h e y  m a y  be) s u i t i n g  e v e r y  s p e 
c i a l  case .

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

dharmah, and V ä ca sp a tim isra , 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, cp. 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, 41 dependence on a wilful effort. The first and 4** of these 
arguments correspond to the 34 argument of the N a iy S y ik a s , and the 24 and 84 
are contained in their first one (adir =  käranam). There is more logic in the Bud
dhist arrangement. The first argument contains in itself all the others, the second 
directly (svdbhävena) the third and others — indirectly (upädhinä). A ll these con
ceptions, existence, origination, causality, concomitant variation, dependence on the 
will are analytically connected, in the Indian sense of the term svabhäva, 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. 38—39 (text), transi, 
p. 103 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 sädhana-dharviäh. 2 mdhya-dharme.
3 promana is here an equivalent of drstänta, cp. above p. 44. 8 (text) cp. below 

p. 147 n. 7.
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something else.1 These attributes «alone»,1 2 i. e., nothing but their 
mere (presence is sufficient for making the deduction of other co- 
inherent attributes). By the words «nothing but»3 every additional 
circumstance which should be taken into account is excluded. (47.4). 
Their «necessary dependence»4 means their following, their flowing5 6 
(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».8 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 which7 (the predicate of impermanence) may be esta
blished are many, the proofs establishing the (analytical) tie8 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 really9 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).10 But it produces knowledge (by

1 dharma is here used in the ordinary (and original) sense of a quality belon
ging to some substance. It does not follow that the objective reality of the categories 
of substance and quality (dharma-dharmi-bhäm) is admitted, but the Hïnayânistic 
view that there are only dharnuu and no dharmins at all, that, as ¥ a so m itra p u ts  
it, vidyamänam dravyam (cp. my C en tra l C on cep tion , 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 (svcdaksana).

* eva.
3 mâtra.
4 anubandha.
5 anvaya.
6 siddha.
7 svabhâva-hetu, as, e. g., the three conceptions of «existences, of «having an 

origins and of «being produced from causes» through the analysis of which the 
predicate non-eternal is deduced.

8 sambandha =  pratibandha, cp. J a y a n ta , p. 114. 9 — nanu cänyah samban- 
dhah, anyaëca pratibandhah.

9 paramärtha. 1° 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.1 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 general 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, acquired by whatsoever evidence). The syllogism (proper is 
contained in the next step, when we in the minor premise) assert1 2 that

1 badhàkena pramanena. We take pramana here as meaning drstanta as in 
44.4, 61.10, 80.21, 8 1 .1—2, 81 .20—21, 86.11, 87.5. R g y a l-th sa b , f. 35, 
explains 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 gradually, 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 — ran-yod-tsam- 
nas hjig-pa raii-gi no-bo-fUd-durjes-su hbrel-te. The author of P ram äu a-värtik a- 
a la q ik ä ra  (R gyan -m k h an -p o), P r a jn ä k a ra g u p ta , B sta n -h g y u r , Mdo, vol. 
99—100, thinks that this doctrine is an extraordinary intuition of great men 
(andarava-jflâna of Mahatmas) which cannot be arrived at in the ordinary way. 
According to R g y a l-th sa b , sütra III. 17 suggests (evidently in the words yathâ- 
svam-pramânaih) that the usual methods of induction indicated in sütra It. (iff. 
(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 khnn- 
du-chud-pa-la bltos-pa =  gamaka-bhüta-sambandha-pramâna-pratiti-apeksa. Thus 
we would have here, according to the author of the A lam kâra, «rationcination 
independent of any previous induction » (cp. J. S. M ill, Logic, book II, ch, 2, § 4). 
This however is not the general view.M a lla v ä d l has here a lacuna.

2 Lit. «remember». R g y a l-th sa b , f. 35, mentions that the interpretation 
of the syllogism here as two acts of memory belongs to D harm ottara , (the minor 
premise is usually represented as a judgment by analogy, cp. Tâtp., 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-eternitv. (47.15). If 
that is so, then cognition (or communication) of an unobserved fact is, 
for sure, nothing but a cognition of invariable concomitance. I t  is 
therefore stated that analytical 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 reason is ascertained, and not in any other 
cases.1

(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 petitio principii?)? (No,—)

1 Lit., p. 47. 9—16. «The reason is not like a lamp, producing cognition as a 
possibility, but it is ascertained as an invariable concomitance, for the function 
(vyapära) 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-bhäva) of non-eternity». 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 (tatra) 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 (anumäna =  parärthänumana). 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 else».

2 Dh.’s introduction to sütra III. 18 suggests that in this sutra 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 principii, 
niSeito mrgyate — siddha-sädhatiam. This is repeated by R g y a l-th sa b , fol. 36— 
nes-par hbrel-ba btsal-bar-bya-ba yin-te. We would expect an answer somewhat 
similar to that which bas been given in European logic, (cp. J. S. M ill, loco cit. 
§ 5) namely, that the syllogism contains an extention of the general proposition to 
unobserved and new individual cases (paroksärtha, p. 47.15). But we then find in 
the sütra III. 18 only a restatement of the doctrine that (in analytical judgments) 
the subject by itself is a sufficient reason for deducing the predicate. This is by no
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18—20. B e c a u s e  ( wh a t  we  c a l l  a n  a n a l y t i c a l  
r e a s o n )  is j u s t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  p r e d i c a t e  i s  a 
n a t u r a l  o u t f l o w  of  t h e  r e a s o n ,  ( not  a f a c t  o u t 
s i d e  it), i t  is  c o n t a i n e d  in t h e  e s s e n c e  of  t h e  
l a t t e r .  T h e  u n d e r l y i n g  r e a l i t y  i s t h e  s a m e  f o r  
b o t h  ( t he  r e a s o n  a n d  t h e  f a c t  d e d u c e d  f r o m  it). 
I f  t h e  r e a s o n  c o u l d  e x i s t  w i t h o u t  t h e  p r e d i c a t e ,  
t h e  l a t t e r  w o u l d  n o t  be  c o n t a i n e d  in t h e  e s s e n c e  
of  t h e  f o r m e r . 2

(47.19). Such connection alone represents its, (the analytical 
reason’s), essence.3 «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 a satisfactory answer to the accusation of begging the question. V in ita -  
d ev a ’s introduction, p. 90.14 ff, is much more reasonable. According to him sütra 
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 dnos-su-na =  
mstutas, as in satra III. 20 which he omits) the deduced property is already 
contained in the reason.

1 Lit., p. 4 7 . 1 7 — 18. «If thus the tie of the deduced (sädhya) with the rea
son (sadhana) must be ascertained, why is it that the following, which is certaiu, 
of the deduced from the fact (dharma) (representing) the reason, is sought for? 
He says. . .»

2 Lit., sütras III. 18—22. «Because just this (following upon 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 V in ita d ev a , but the word vastutas is added 
in sïïtra III. 18.

3 svabhäta here in the sense of essential property as indicated above. This 
means that the proposition «Asoka is a tree» is susceptible only of a conversio per 
accidens, the ëimëapa is vrlsa-svabharc, 'mt vrksah is not ëimëapâ-svabhâvah, the
refore the sïïtra emphazises tasyaiva; tat-svabhäva is here felt as a tat-purvsa, 
sädhyam ( =  vrlcsatvam) tasya ( =  sâdhanasya =  ëimëajiâtrasya) svabhävah, we can 
change the expression and say sädhanam sadhya-svabhâvam, then the last word 
will be a bahuvrïhi as in 4 7 . 12 — krtakatmm anityatva-svabhSvam. cp. N. K an
dai!, p. 207.20, J a y a n ta , p, 114.10.
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(47.23). All right! Let this he 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?1

(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 he nothing else hut a fact present wheresoever (the other fact 
representing) the reason is also present.1 2 3

(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?8 (Yes), because in reality they are one. (48.6). «In reality» 
means from the standpoint of the ultimately real.4 (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.5

(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.6 * 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. 23. «Why the application of a reason for deducing (sädhya) of just 
one’s own essence?».

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

3 pratijüä, e. g., «this is a tree», hetu «because it is an Asoka-tree». In the 
adopted phrasing the «thing to be deduced» (sädhya) means predicate, conclusion, 
major term and thesis a» well, whereas hetu means reason, middle term, subject 
(anuvâda in the major premise) and argument also.

* paramärthatah,
5 damaropita.
6 Or, as J. S. M ill, in discussing a problem somewhat analogous, expresses it,

according to his ideas on propositions and names, op. eit., § 6, « have been added
as 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 vrJesa and taru, not vrksa and Simsapä, cp. T ätp ., p. 309.5.
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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 «it is a tree», we can
not assert «it is an Asoka 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).1 (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.2

(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? I t is said,

21. ( I f  i t  w e r e  n o t  c o - e x i s t e n t ,  i f  t h e  c o n s e 
q u e n c e )  c o u l d  h a v e  a p p e a r e d  w i t h o u t  t h e  r e a s o n  
h a v i n g  a l s o  a p p e a r e d ,  i t  c o u l d  n o t  r e p r e s e n t  a n  
i n h e r e n t  p r o p e r t y  of  t h e  l a t t e r .

(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 vyâvrtti-bhedena «through a difference of contrasts», e. g., when we charac
terize an object as «Asoka» 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. T âtp., p. 340.19 if. A similar difference must be assumed between 
the notions of «being produced» and «beind impermanent», the first means pro
duced from causes and conditions (hetu-pratyayaih krtam), it is contrasted with 
space or a motionless cosmical Aether (âkaëâ); the second means inherent evanes
cence, every moment a new thing (hjig-pai ran-thsul-can-gyiran-bzhin=sm-rasa- 
vinâSa-stabhâva), it implies a denial of the ordinary view of a limited duration of 
empirical objects, cp. V in ita d ev a , p. 90.17 flf.

s Lit., p. 48 .7— 10. « Indeed the relation of deduced and deducer are two 
forms (rupe) which are lifted up upon certainty (i. e., superimposed upon reality by 
constructive thought, niScaya =  vikalpa =  kalpanä). And a form which is imputed 
certainty by an imputed division produced by mutual 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».
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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. Because 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 property1 
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 he deduciblc (from the foregoing fact)?

22. B e c a u s e  t h e y  c a n  e x i s t  s e p a r a t e l y .

(49.2). A thing appearing later can exist separately, quite distinctly,1 2 * * * * * 
from a thing appearing before. Because of such a possibility the later 
fact (the effect) is not (analytically) deducible from the former one.8

1 sädhyah smbhâvah.
2 parityäga —paraspara-parihära =  virodha. Between every two moments in 

the existence of a thing there is thus divergence (ry abbicar a), incompatibility 
{parityäga), mutual exclusion (paraspara-parihära), contradiction (virodha) «other
ness» (viruddha-dharma-smnsarga). It will be noted that the terms «opposite»,
«contrary» and «contradictory» cannot be used strictly in the Aristotelian sense
since these conceptions are here applied not to terms and propositions, hut 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 (vyä- 
vrtta, cp. p. 48. 8) logically, they are mutually «other». On the «law of Otherness»
cp. above p. 8 n. 2, on the law of Contradiction cp. below, text p. 69 ff.

8 V in ita d ev a , p. 91. 12 ff., gives the folloving example, « if a product did 
exist ( =  Jcrtakatve 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.1

§ 4 .  S y l l o g i s m  o f  C a u s a l i t y  i n  t h e  M e t h o d  o f  

A g r e e m e n t .

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

(anityatva) 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 conception can be 
analytically deduced from the former. But in order to make this deduction we 
must previouly know by appropriate arguments (yathâsvam-pramânaih) 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 sütras 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. When the subject of a general 
propositiou 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 (anâsrava jflana), testimony, Scripture or some complicated 
analysis (as the one by which D h a rm a k ir ti has established the theory of Uni
versal Momentariness). Whatsoever its origin the general proposition establishes 
that the reason A contains in itself the predicate B, because (18) B is the inherent 
property (svabhâva) of A. But (19) A, the reason, is also the essence (svabhâva) of 
the consequence B. Docs that mean that the analytical judgment is a tautology? 
No, because (20) the identity is of the underlying fact of existence, the logical 
superstructure is manifold 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 existence. — Some difficulty of interpretation arises from 
the double meaning of svabhâva, in siltra III. 19 svabhâvah =  hetuh, in p. 48. 4 it 
is ■= sâdhya-dharmah, in p. 23. 20 we have hetuh =  svabhâvah sâdhyasya and in 
p. 47. 21—23 sädhya-dharmah =  svabhävah, svabhâve =  sâdhye. The solution can 
be found in the fact that as sâdhya, svabhâva means essential property and ashetu 
it means identity of that reality in which both the hetu and the sâdhya coinhere.
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23. ( The  d e d u c t i o n  b y  c a u s a l i t y ,  wh e r e )  t h e  
r e a s o n  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  e f f e c t ,  h a s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
f o r m u l a ,  a l s o  ( e x p r e s s e d  by  t h e  m e t h o d  of  A g r e e 
m e n t )  —

( Ma j o r  p r e mi s e ) .  W h e r e v e r  t h e r e  i s s m o k e  
t h e r e  i s  f i r e ,

( Exa mpl e ) .  As  e. g., in t h e  k i t c h e n ,  etc ., 
( Mi n o r  p r e mi s e ) .  H e r e  t h e r e  i s  s mo k e ,  
( Co n c l u s i o n ) .  ( H e r e  t h e r e  i s f i re) .

(49.8). This is a formula where an effect (takes the place of) the 
reason. I t  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,1 (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.1 2 (49.10). Pointing to the sphere of observation from which 
this concomitance is established3 (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,4 that there is between smoke 
and fire an invariable connection representing a causal relation. The 
words «here there is (smoke)» wind up5 (the syllogism by applying) 
to the subject of the inference6 its deduced characteristic7 (i. e., they 
contain the minor premise).

24. H e r e  a l s o ,  we c a n  a s s e r t  t h a t  an  e f f e c t  is 
t h e  l o g i c a l  r e a s o n  f o r  d e d u c i n g  f r o m  i t  t h e  
c a u s e ,  o n l y  w h e n  t h e  f a c t  o f  t h e i r  c a u s a l  r e l a r  
t i o n  i s  a l r e a d y  k n o w n  (in g e n e r a l ) .

(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 niyamârtha.
2 kärya-kärana-bhäva-nimitta.
3 vyäpti-sädhana-pramäna-visaya.
4 pratyaksa - nmtpalambhäbhyäm, cp. above p. 38.13, 39.7 (text), transi, 

p. 103— 105.
5 upasamhârah.
6 sâdhya-dharmin.
1 paksa-dharma — sâdhya-dharma.



138 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

on causation. The words «is already known» mean that the existence 
of a causal relation (must) be ascertained1 (by induction from particular, 
cases).

This certainty must necessarilly be established, because, as we 
have said,1 2 the logical reason conveys a deduction not accidentally, 
hut on the basis of an invariable concomitance.

§ 5 . D e d u c t io n  b y  t h e  M e t h o d  o f  D i f f e r e n c e .

(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. T h e  m e t h o d  of  D i f f e r e n c e 3 (wi l l  be  n o w  
e x h i b i t e d ) .  N e g a t i o n  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e n  t h e  f o l l o 
w i n g  f o r m u l a  —

( Ma j o r  p r e m i s e ) .  W h a t  e x i s t s ,  a l l  c o n d i 
t i o n s  o f  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y 4 b e i n g  f u l f i l l e d ,  i s  
n e c e s s a r i l y  p e r c e i v e d .

( E x a mp l e ) .  As,  e. g., t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  
o f  a p a t c h  o f  b l u e  c o l o u r 5 e tc .

( M i n o r  p r e m i s e ) .  B u t  on  t h i s  ( spo t )  we do 
n o t  p e r c e i v e  a n y  e x i s t i n g  j a r ,  a l t h o u g h  a l l  
c o n d i t i o n s  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  a r e  f u l f i l l e d .

( Co n c l u s i o n ) .  ( T h e r e f o r e  t h e r e  i s  h e r e  no
j a r).

(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 niSeita, characterized by necessity, L e., the major premise must be shown 
by an induction from particular instances, no counter-instance being producible, cp. 
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 vice versa, of future effects from causes, cp. above text 
p. 81.10, transi, p. 88.

2 Cp. text, p. 19.1 ff. and p. 47. 9.
8 Read vaidharmya-, instead of vaidharma.
4 upalabni misprint in stead of upalabdhi
5 nïlââi-viéesa =  niladi-svalaksana, the latter in the third sense indicated 

transi, 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 followed1 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.8 (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 dependent1 * 3 4 5 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).6 (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.7 When (the first) is absent, it follows

1 vyäpta. Lit., «is embraced in the fact of being and object of perception».
8 P. 50. 6 read — kathitam, asattva-nivrttiS ca sattvam, anvpalambha . . .
3 i. e. the contraposition of the same major premise as formulated according to  

the method of agreement in siïtra III. 9, transi, 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 sütra II. 43—46, p. 116 £f., and a classifi
cation of all negative deductions has been given there, II. 31—42. The Naiyâyikas 
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 Y ä c a sp a tim isr a  very often to formulate complicated 
negative deductions according to one of the formulae prescribed by Buddhist logic, 
cp., e. g.. T ätp ., p. 88. 12, 88.17 etc.

4 vyäpta.
5 niyata — pratibaddha.
6 This conclusion that right cognition (pramäna) 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 cause does not necessarily produce its effect, the conclusion about 
a future effect is always more 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.1

(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.2

(50.12) The formula of an analytical deduction according to the 
method of Difference is next given.

26. ( Ma j o r  p r e m i s e s ) .  W h a t  is c h a n g e l e s s  i s n e i 
t h e r  e x i s t e n t  n o r  h a s  i t  an  o r i g i n  n o r  c a n  i t  be 
a p r o d u c t .

( Exa mpl e ) .  (As e. g., t h e  C o s m i c  E t h e r  e t c.).
( M i n o r  p r e m i s e s ) .  B u t  t h e  s o u n d s  of

s p e e c h  e x i s t ,  h a v e  o r i g i n a t i o n ,  a r e  a p r o 
d u c t  (of c a use s ) .

( Co n c l u s i o n ) .  ( H e n c e  t h e y  a r e  i m p e r m a 
n e n t ) .

(50.15). The consequence to be deduced (i. e., the major term), is 
here the impermanence (or non-eternity of the sounds of speech).8 Its 
negation necessarily involves4 the absence of the logical reason. By this 
(proposition) it is expressed that the negation of the consequence 
necessarily involves5 the negation of the reason, in all the three cases

is absent, the embraced non-existence of the consequence is non existent, thus 
there is ascertainment of the consequence (sädhya)».

1 sädhya-niScaya =  sädhya-fidhi.
s Thus the major premise 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 quality 
of the judgment, it remains affirmative. But the minor premise, as well as the 
conclusion, are negative.

3 As against the view of the M îm âqisakas, cp. above, p. 127 n. 2.
4 niyata =  pratibaddha — vyâpya, e. g., « wheresoever there is no fire, as in 

water, there necessarily is no smoke», or «wheresoever there are no trees, there 
necessarily are no Asoka-trees ».

5 vyäpta, 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 (vyäpaka), it «embraces» or contains the 
subject or middle term. But it is also «bound up» (pratibaddha) to 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 premise the same relations obtain between the ne-
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of analytical deduction.1 (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 that in 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 Mixed 
Hypothetical Syllogism modo fallente 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 hag 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 (vyäpdkänujialabdhi, cp» 
sïïtra II. 34, because sädhanäbhäva is vyäpdka in regard of sadly abitava).

1 A full cheda is needed after hetusu and the one after uktah must be dropped. 
8 L it, p. 50.15—18. «Non-eternity being absent etc. Here it is expressed that 

the non-existence of the consequence, of non-eternity, is necessarily dependent 
(niyata) on the absence of the reason. By this it is said that the absence of the con
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 (— tva) of (these) attributes in the subject {palesa) is indicated. 
Here also the non existence of the non-existence of the reason, (which non-existence 
of the reason) is the container (vyäpaka), is stated. Hence also the contained 
(vyäpya), the non-existence of the consequence, is precluded. Thus the existence 
of the consequence (is proved)».
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27. T h e  f o r m u l a  o f  a r e a s o n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  an  
e f f e c t  i s  as  f o l l o w s  —

( Ma j o r  p r e mi s e ) .  W h e r e  t h e r e  i s no f i r e ,  
t h e r e  n e i t h e r  i s  s mo k e .

( Ex a mp l e ) .  (As e. g., on t h e  w a t e r  of  a l a ke ,
e t c.).

( Mi n o r  p r e mi s e ) .  B u t  t h e r e  i s h e r e  s o me  
s m o k e .

( Conc l u s i on ) .  ( He n c e  t h e r e  m u s t  be  s o me  
f i r e ) .

(50.21). Here also it is stated that the absence of fire involves1 
the absence of smoke.® The words «but there is here some smoke» 
express that the involving1 2 3 part, the negation of smoke, is absent. 
Hence the involved4 5 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 . E q u ip o l l e n c y  o f  t h e  M e t h o d s  o f  A g r e e m e n t  a n d  

D i f f e r e n c e .

(51.1). The following question is now answered. How is it that in 
the formulae expressed according 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 
form6 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. F r o m  a f o r m u l a  of  a g r e e m e n t  t h e  c o r r e s 
p o n d i n g  f o r m u l a  of  d i f f e r e n c e  f o l l o w s  by  i m p l i 
c a t i o n .

1 Lit., vyäpta «is |embraced», is included, is involved, is subaltern, is 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.
3 vyäpaka, embracing, including, containing, pervading.
4 vyäpya, embraced, included, contained, pervaded.
5 sädhya-gati.
6 anvaya.
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(51.4). When a formula directly1 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,1 2 * i. e., by implication. Therefore (each formula) is a verbal expres
sion of the three aspects of the logical mark.8 (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 understood4 as implied in the latter.

Why?

29. B e c a u s e  i f  t h a t  w e r e  n o t  so, t h e  r e a s o n  
c o u l d  n o t  be  i n v a r i a b l y  c o n c o m i t a n t  w i t h  t h e  
c o n s e q u e n c e .

(51.8). If the contraposition of the general proposition were not 
ascertained in thought,5 6 neither could the positive concomitance of 
the reason with the consequence be so ascertained. (51.9). When the 
original general proposition8 testifies that the reason is invariably 
concomitant7 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.8 (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 implied9 that their contrapo
sition holds good.10

1 abhidheyem.
2 nrthät.
* The three-aspected logical mark (trirüpa-linga), as explained above, 

sïïtra II, 5 ff., is equivalent to an induction from particular instances, no counter
instance being producible.

4 avasïyate ■= niëcïyate =  gamyate =  jüäyate.
8 buddhy-avasita is here an equivalent of niScaya-avasita, nUcaya-ârüdha, 

niScaya-apekea, cp. p. 26.16.; the term buddhi thus refers to savikalpaka-jüäna, 
buddhy-ärüdha =  nUcaya-arüdha (p. 48. 7) =  vikalpita. But in other cases bud
dhi =  samvid especially in kärikäg, may refer to nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa, cp. T ipp., 
p .3 1 .6 .

6 anvaya-väkya.
7 niyata.
8 Lit., p. 51.10. «Otherwise (the reason) would not be conceived (pratita) as 

necessarily tied up to its consequence».
9 sâmarthyât.

10 avagita.
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30. S i m i l a r l y  ( wh e n  t h e  d e d u c t i o n  i s  e x p r e s 
sed)  by  t h e  m e t h o d  o f  D i f f e r e n c e ,  t h e  o r i g i n a l  
( p o s i t i v e )  c o n c o m i t a n c e  f o l l o w s  (by i m p l i c a t i o n ) .

(51.13) . If we apply the method of Difference, the direct concomi
tance (of the reason with its consequence), although not prima fa d e 1 
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. B e c a u s e  o t h e r w i s e  t h e  a b s e n c e  of  t h e  r e a 
s o n  i n c a s e s  w h e r e  t h e 8 c o n s e q u e n c e  i s  a b s e n t  
w o u l d  n o t  be  e s t a b l i s h e d .

(51.16). If  the general proposition, in its original form, would not 
be present to the mind,8 the absence of the reason when the conse
quence is absent could not be established, i. e., could not be ascertai
ned. (51.17). I f  it is realized, through the contraposition of the gene
ral proposition, that the absence of the consequence is invariably con
comitant1 2 3 4 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,5 that the absence of the consequence 
is invariably concomitant with the absence of the reason. (51.18). 
The concomitance is realized6 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 conveyed7 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 anabhidhiy amäna.
2 tasmit misprinted for tasmin.
3 buddhi-grhita is here the same as above, p. 51.8, buddhy-avasita, but in 

other cases grahana is the opposite of adhyavasäya, both are contrasted, cp. the 
explanations of sïïtra 1 . 12.

4 niyata.
5 praiita  =  niëeita ~  adhyarasita =  buddhi-grhita.
3 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
sent?1

32. (No!) I f  t h e i r  c o n c o m i t a n c e 1 2 * i s n o t  ( a s c e r 
t a i n e d ) ,  t h e n  t h e  a b s e n c e  of  one  t e r m  c a n n o t  
n e c e s s a r i l y  f o l l o w  f r o m  t h e  a b s e n c e  of  t h e  
o t h e r .

(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 
middle term).

33. I t  h a s  b e e n  s t a t e d  a b o v e 8 t h a t  t h e r e
a r e  o n l y 4 t wo  k i n d s  of  d e p e n d e n t  e x i s t e n c e ,  w h a t 
s o e v e r  t h e  c a s e  m a y  be. ( The  d e p e n d e n t  p a r t  r e 
p r e s e n t s  e i t h e r  e x i s t e n t i a l l y )  t h e  s a m e  t h i n g  or  
t h e  e f f e c t  of  ( a n o t h e r  e x i s t e n t ) .

(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.5 * * (52.8). And we have

1 V in ïta d e v a ’s introduction to the next sïïtra 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 sütra gives the answer)», (anvayàbhâve vyatireko’ siddha ity  
etat kutah) D h a rm o tta ra ’s avatarana means lit., p .5 1 .2 1 —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 answers».

2 svabhäva-pratibandha =  vyäpti.
s sütra II. 25. Lit. « consisting in identity-with-that and consisting in origina- 

tion-from-that».
4 cab, (p, 52.4) punar-arthe, evärthe va, Una dvi-prakära eveti yojanïyam 

(M allaväd l, f. 85).
5 Cp. B. R u sse l, Mysticism, p. 152— «the only w a y .. .  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 stated1 that the dependent (part is the fact 
represented by) the reason, (it is dependent upon the fact correspond
ing to) the deduced consequence.2

34. I t  f o l l o w s  t h e r e f o r e  t h a t  i f  t h e  ( c o n c e r 
t ed)  a b s e n c e  ( o f  t wo  t e r m s )  i s  e x p r e s s e d ,  t h e i r  
i n t e r d e p e n d e n c e  m u s t  r e v e a l  i t s e l f .  T h e r e f o r e  t h e  
c o n t r a p o s e d  g e n e r a l  p r o p o s i t i o n  a l w a y s  c o n t a i n s  
a n  i n d i c a t i o n  of  t h e i r  i n t e r d e p e n d e n c e .  T h i s  
i n d i c a t i o n  i s n o t h i n g  b u t  t h e  g e n e r a l  p r o p o s i 
t i o n  (in i t s  p o s i t i v e  form) .  T h u s  i t  is t h a t  o n e  
s i n g l e  g e n e r a l  p r o p o s i t i o n ,  e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  
i n i t s  c o n t r a p o s e d  f o r m,  d e c l a r e s  t h a t  t h e  l o g i 
ca l  m a r k  is p r e s e n t  i n  s i m i l a r  a n d  a b s e n t  i n 
d i s s i m i l a r  c a s e s .  T h e r e f o r e  i t  i s  n o t  i n d i s p e n 
s a b l e  t o  e x p r e s s  b o t h  t h e s e  p r o p o s i t i o n s . 8

part of the notion of a àimàapâ (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 a dependence of Coexistence and a dependence of Suc
cession. Every thing is the result of some causes, it is therefore logically, or 
necettarily, dependent on its causes. But a cause does not necessarily produce 
its effect. Therefore there is never logical necessity (niScaya) in the predication 
of a future result, cp. transi, p. 108.

1 sûtra II. 22.
2 It is here again pressed with emphasis that there is no other logical 

dependence than the dependence founded either upon what is here termed Identity 
(iädätmya) 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 cannot 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 proposition.

* Lit., p. 52 .9— 13. «Since (it is so), 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 formulated with a 
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, hi in the sence of „because“ ».
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(52.13). When (two facts) are essentially interdependent,1 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.8 (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 consequence is absent, contains1 2 3 4 an implied indica
tion 5 of its dependence. (52.16). This indication is nothing but the 
general proposition (or major premise) itself.6 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,7 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.8 (52.20). Since the positive concomitance implies its 
contraposition and (vice versa) the contraposition implies the original 
proposition, therefore one9 of them is (sufficient) to declare the pre-

1 î. e., when one fact represents either the identity of the underlying reality or 
its production from another reality.

2 nivartya-nivartakayofy 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 no fire.

* äksipta =  samgrhïta.
5 upa-darSana.
6 L it , p. 52.15— 17. «And because its dependence must be shown, therefore 

the proposition about the non-existence (nivrtti) of the reason when the predicate 
is absent, by this (proposition) an indirect indication (upa-darSana) of the depen
dence is suggested (äksipta). And what (represents) the indirect indication of the 
dependence suggested by that, just this is the concomitance-proposition».

7 praim nem. Concomitance must be shown by an induction from particular 
instances, no counter-instance being producible, these particular instances are 
termed drstanta or pramäna, cp. the use of this term in the fi. passages, 44. 5, 
45. 1, 58.1, 61.10, 64 .1 , 80. 21, 81 .1 , 81 .2 , 81.20, 81.21 (apramäna).

8 Lit., 52 .19— 20. «Therefore the connection (interdependence) of an abolished 
and tbe abolisher must be known, and thus just (eva) concomitance is known. The 
word iti in the sense of „because“ ».

9 The word väkycna must be inserted after ekenäpi, cp. Tib. p. 119.9, thsig 
gcig-gis kyau.
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sence of the mark in similar cases and its absence in dissimilar cases.1
(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.1 2 But since a single proposition conveys both (these 
meanings), there is no strict necessity for the formulation of both in 
every single syllogism.3 (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. ( Th i s  r u l e  a p p l i e s )  a l s o  t o  ( N e g a t i o n ,  i. e., t o 
a d e d u c t i o n  of  a b s e n c e  w h o s e  r e a s o n  is) n o n - p e r 
c e p t i o n .  W h e n  we s t a t e  ( t he  c o n t r a p o s e d  f o r m u l a 4 
of  n e g a t i o n ,  viz.) —

» W h a t s o e v e r  e x i s t s ,  a l l  c o n d i t i o n s  of  p e r 
c e p t i b i l i t y  b e i n g  f u l f i l l e d ,  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  p e r 
ce i ved» ,

t h e  o r i g i n a l  c o n c o m i t a n c e  —
«If  s u c h  an  o b j e c t  i s  n o t  p e r c e i v e d ,  i t  i s 

a b s e n t » ,
i s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by  i m p l i c a t i o n .

(53.8). Even5 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

1 i. e. the induction from particular instances, no counter-instance being pro
ducible.

2 Lit., p. 53 .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 sädhana-väkya.
4 aw ay a, 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-perception» or «presence is followed by perception».

5 na kevdlam kärya-svabhäva ity  arthah (M allavâd ï, f. 86).
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denied). It means essentially the same as the existence of something per
ceivable. «Is necessarily perceived»—these words express the absence 
of non-perception. I t means essentially the same as perception.1 (53.10). 
Thus it is shown that the absence of the consequence (or predicate) 
is invariably concomitant with the absence of the reason.1 2 3 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. e., a representable object, is not perceived, 
it is absent». Since this (conclusion) is cognized, since it is simulta
neously present to the mind,4 the original concomitance (of the formula 
of negation) is thus ascertained.5 6

§ 7. Is  THE CONCLUSION A NECESSARY MEMBER OF THE 

SYLLOGISM?

36. W h e n  e i t h e r  of  t h e s e  t wo  ( me t h o d s )  i s  ap
p l i e d ,  i t  i s n o t  a l w a y s  n e c e s s a r y  e x p l i c i t l y  t o 
m e n t i o n  t h e  t h e s i s  (or t h e  c o n c l u s i o n ) - e

1 upalambha-rüpa.
2 i. e., we canuot 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. If 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.

* sam-pratyayat.
5 anvaya-siddhi.
6 The term paksa means here the standpoint of the disputant, it includes both 

the thesis and the conclusion. In sütra III. 41 it is identified with sâdhya which is 
also as sadhya-dharma tbe name of the major term. In the five membered syllogism 
of the Naiyäyikas both the thesis (pratijüä) and the conclusion (nigamana) are ad
mitted as separate members, beside the reason, the major and the minor premises. 
The Mimäipsakas and the later Naiyäyikas were inclined to reduce the members of 
their syllogism to three, roughly corresponding to the three members of A r is to t le .  
But D ig n lg a  makes a distinction between inference as a process of thought (svärtha) 
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 !1

(53.18). That just th is2 (principle) applies to the formula of a nega
tive deduction (as founded on a repelled suggestion), will be next 
shown.

37. In  o u r 3 f o r m u l a  of  N e g a t i o n ,  e x p r e s s e d  ac
c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  m e t h o d  o f  A g r e e m e n t ,  i t  i s l i k e 
wi s e  ( s u p e r f l u o u s  t o  m e n t i o n  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  s e 
p a r a t e l y ) .  W h e n  i t  i s  s t a t e d  t h a t  —

( Ma j o r  p r e m i s e ) .  W h a t s o e v e r  i s  n o t  p e r 
c e i v e d ,  a l t h o u g h  b e i n g  i n  c o n d i t i o n s  of  p e r 
c e p t i b i l i t y ,  i s p r a c t i c a l l y  n o n - e x i s t e n t .

suffices it to state the major and minor premises, the conclusion or thesis being 
then implicitly contained in the minor premise. M allavad I, f. 87, introduces this 
section with the words, atha matäntaravad bhavan-mate’p i paksah kimiti na nirdi- 
Spate? — an allusion to N. S., 1 . 1.33.

1 Lit., p. 53.16— 17. « And because in both formulations the probans (sadh- 
ana) must be understood as tied up to the probandum (sädhya) from « identity with it» 
and «production by it», therefore the stand point (paksa) must not be just necessa
rily specified. Vfh&t prabans is cognized as confined to the proban dum, just from 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- 
tttih in p. 53.17. sadhya-nirdeSena =  paksa-nirdeëena. 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 era.
3 Read atra in stead of yasm&t, cp. Tib. transi.
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( Mi n o r  p r e mi s e ) .  On t h i s  p l a c e  no  j a r  i s  
p e r c e i v e d ,  a l t h o u g h  a l l  o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  
i t s  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  a r e  f u l f i l l e d .

( The  C o n c l u s i o n )  « T h e r e  i s h e r e  no j a r »  
f o l l o w s  e n t i r e l y  by  i m p l i c a t i o n ,

(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.1 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 to 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.1 2 (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.4 This is how the (conclusion) is 
implied.

38. T h e  s a m e  r e f e r s  a l s o  (to t h i s  f o r m u l a  ex
p r e s s e d  a c c o r d i n g  t o t h e  m e t h o d )  of  D i f f e r e n c e  —

( Ma j o r  p r e mi s e ) .  W h a t s o e v e r  i s  p r e s e n t  
(as an o b j e c t  o f  o u r  p u r p o s i v e  a c t i o n s )  a n d  is 
i n c o n d i t i o n s  of  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y ,  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  
p e r c e i v e d .

( Mi n o r  p r e mi s e ) .  B u t  on t h i s  p l a c e  no s u c h  
j a r  is b e i n g  p e r c e i v e d .

T h r o u g h  m e r e  a m p l i c a t i o n  ( t he  c o n c l u 
s i on)  f o l l o w s  t h a t  as  an  o b j e c t  of  o u r  p u r p o 
s i v e  a c t i o n s  t h i s  t h i n g  i s a b s e n t . 5

1 sämarthyäd eva.
2 Lit., p. 54.1—2. »If it is so, the non-cognition of the visible is shown to be 

contained in the fact of being fit for a non-Ens deal ».
3 sädhya-dharmin.
i  sädhya-niyatatvät tasya.
5 Lit., p .5 4 .6 —7. «Just by connotation (sämarthyäd) 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. I t 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.1 An object 
being in the conditions of perceivability means an object imagined as pre
sent. This represents the negation of the deduced consequence.2 (54.10). 
The words «is necessarily perceived» express the negation of the logi
cal reason.3 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 o fajarhasno t 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 fact4 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 jar».

(54.15). Similarly in the formulae of an analytical or causal de
duction (the conclusion) becomes simultaneously present to the mind8 
by implication. There is, consequently, no necessity of stating it 
explicitly.6

1 vidyamäna.
2 The deduced consequence is the absence of the jar.
3 The logical reason is non-cognition, its reverse (nivrtti) is cognition..
4 dharma. 3 sam-pratyaya — sama-käüna-pratyaya.
6 P ä r th a sä r a th im isr a  remarks, ëâ stra -d ïp ik a , p. 239 (Benares, 1908) that 

the Buddhists, thinking that the Naiyäyikas have introduced superfluous details in 
their 5-membered syllogism, have reduced it to two members, major and minor pre
mises (which he calls udäharana-upanaya). After having remembered the major 
premise «what has a cause is non-eternal», and then having merely mentioned 
«the sounds have a cause», it is quite superfluous to repeat the conclusion that 
«the sound is non-eternal», because this is implied in the miuor premise. Cp. S ig- 
w art, op. d t.  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 zweifelhaft wäre, ob e r ... die Sterblichkeit hat die der Obersatz als allge
meines Merkmal jedes Menschen auffuhrt».
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§ 8 . D e f in it io n  o f  a  t h e s is .

39. N e v e r t h e l e s s  w h a t  is i t  t h a t  we c a n  c a l l  
a ( s ound)  « t he s i s »?

(54.18). It must he nevertheless explained what is the meaning atta
ched to the word thesis.

40. A ( s ound)  t h e s i s  i s (a p r o p o s i t i o n  t o  he 
m a i n t a i n e d  by t h e  d i s p u t a n t ,  i. e., a p r o p o s i t i o n )  
w h i c h  he  h i m s e l f  a c c e p t s  « j u s t  as  such»,  (i. e., 
j u s t  a s  t h e  p o i n t  he  bona fide i n t e n d s  t o m a i n 
t a i n ,  i f  f r o m  t h e  s t a r t )  i t  i s n o t  d i s c r e d i t e d  (by 
s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o  n).1

(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 can be dispensed with? We 
give the definition not because it should be a (necessary) member of the 
syllogism,1 2 but because there are (logicians) who mistake a wrong 
thesis for a right one and vice versa.3 Therefore, in order to set aside 
misconceptions about what can and what cannot be a (sound) thesis,4 
the definition of a proposition to be maintained is given.

(55.4). The words «as such» are next explained.

41. «As s uc h»  m e a n s  a c c e p t e d  as ( t he  p r o p o s i 
t i on )  t o be  m a i n t a i n e d .

1 Lit., p. 54. 19. «What is accepted just as the proper form and not repudia
ted, is a thesis ».

2 sädhana-väkya-avayavit.
3 This remark is directed against N .  S. I. 1 . 33  and possibly also hints at both the 

schools of the Mïïdhyamikas. The Prasangika school was prepared to defend any 
amount of theses, but not bona fide, its aim being to undermine logical methods alto
gether and to demonstrate the hopeless contradictions of the principles upon which 
logic, is built. The other Mfidhyamika school,the Svätantrikas, the followers of Bhäva- 
viveka, although admitting logic, have established a series of quite incredible theses 
in contradiction to common sense, cp. my N irvan a , p. 115,

4 sädhya — pai sa.
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(55.6). Since the thesis represents (the proposition) which must be 
deduced, there is nothing else1 (to which we could give that name). 
Therefore its essence1 2 consists in its being deduced.

(55.8). In order to explain the meaning of the word «just»,3 it 
is said —

42. « J u s t  a s  s uc h»  m e a n s  a c c e p t e d  a s  t h e  f a c t  
w h i c h  m u s t  be  d e d u c e d ,  i n c o n t r a d i s t i n c t i o n )  f r o m  
t h e  r e a s o n  f r o m  w h i c h  i t  i s  d e d u c e d .

(55.10). I t  might perhaps be asked why do we not take4 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. I t  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).5

(55.15). An example —

43. S u p p o s i n g  t h e  n o n - e t e r n a l  c h a r a c t e r  o f
t h e  s o u n d s  of s p e e c h  m u s t  be  e s t a b l i s h e d
(as a g a i n s t  t h e  M i m ä m s a k a ) ,  a n d  t h e  r e a s o n  w o u l d  
be,  (say), i t s  v i s i b i l i t y .  S i n c e  t h e  v i s i b i l i t y  o f  
s o u n d s  d o e s  n o t  e x i s t ,  i t  m i g h t  be  r e g a r d e d  a s

1 apara/m rûpam.
2 sta-rupam.
3 eva.
4 praty-ava-mrS, «to reconsider singly».

5 The definition ot the Naiyâyikas «a thesis is a statement of what wants ta  

be proved», N. S. I. 1. 83, was assailed by D ig n ä g a  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 and every example, especially if they are quite absurd (anupapa- 
dyamäna-sädhana) 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», —  säd- 
hyayor hetu-drstäntayor api prasango, yathä nityali Sabdah cäksusatvät, cp. 

N. b h ä s y a , p. 40, N. v a rt., p. 113 and T ä tp ., p. 183 ff.
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a f a c t  w h i c h  i s  i n  n e e d  of  p r oof .  B u t  i t  i s  e x p r e s 
s e d  a s  t h e  r e a s o n ,  t h e r e f o r e  i t  i s n o t  h e r e  i n 
t e n d e d  t o  be  p r o v e d ,  ( a l b e i t  i t  i s u n p r o v e d ) .

(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», L e., visibility, «here», i. e., in regard of the sounds of speech, 
is not admitted as just the point to be established. I t 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 consequence.1

(55.22). The word «himself» is next pointed to and explained.
44. « H i m s e l f »  m e a n s  t h e  D i s p u t a n t .
(56.3). «Himself» is a pronoun.1 2 «Disputant» is the proximate 

(subject to which it refers).3
(56. 6). Who is this Disputant?

45. T h a t  one  who  a t  t h i s  o c c a s i o n  s e t s  f o r t h  
an  a r g u m e n t .

(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 «himself».

1 Therefore the Naiyâyika definition in N. D. I. 1. 33, südhya-nirâeëàh prati- 
jHä, has been corrected by D ig n ä g a  in adding era.

2 nipäta =  thsig-phrad-Jcyi sgra, «a particle meaning some relation».

3 Lit., p. 56.2— 5. «The word «himself» is a particle which is used for the 

(reflexivepronoun) «self» in the Genitive and in the Instrumental cases. Now, here 

the word svagavi 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 disputant» is not here the syno
nym of «himself». —  This perfectly useless explanation is characteristic for Dh a r-  

m o tta r a ’ s scholasticism. Y in ita d e v a  (p. 102) links this sütra with the following 

and simply says, «a thesis is only that topic which (the author) proves himself, but 

not the one that is established by the originator of the system (ëüstra-Mra)».
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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.1

(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. T h e  f o l l o w i n g  i s m e a n t .  S u p p o s i n g  s o m e 
o n e  t a k e s  h i s  s t a n d  on a d e f i n i t e  s y s t e m  a n d  
q u o t e s  a r g u m e n t s  a c c o r d i n g l y .  S u p p o s i n g  t h e  f r a 
m e r  of  t h e  s y s t e m  h a s  a d m i t t e d  s e v e r a l  f a c t s  
c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  t h e  s a m e  s u b j e c t .  N e v e r t h e l e s s  
t h e  t h e s i s  wi l l  be  r e p r e s e n t e d  by  t h a t  f a c t  
a l o n e  w h i c h  a t  a g i v e n  o c c a s i o n ,  a d e f i n i t e  d i s 
p u t a n t  h i m s e l f  c h o o s e s  t o  a r g u e ,  n o t  by  a n y  o t h e r  
o n e . 1 2

1 Lit., p. 56. 11. «The result of these words (means) so much as a repu
diation (nivartana) of the advocation (sädhyatva) of an undesirable feature (artista- 
dharma)».

2 Since in the laconic style of the sïïtras every superfluous syllable must be 

avoided, U d d y o ta k a r a  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. va rt. p. 120. According to D ig n ä g a  

«myself» in this case means «not another one». His principle is that every word 

includes a uegatiou (apoha), the disputant «himself» means «not the initiator of 

the system to which the disputant adheres ». The point of D ig n ä g a  is apparently 

directed against dogmatism, lie wishes to vindicate tue freedom of the philosopher 

to choose his arguments, ho is not hound to quote only the arguments accepted in 

the school to which lie belongs (abhyupayama-siddkanta). This is denied by the 

Kaiyäyikas. If, says V S c a s p a tim is r a , someone known to be an adherent of the 

Vaises', kn, system would appear in a learned society (parisad) and advance the 

tene: 1 .it the sounds of speech are eternal entities, which is a tenet of the Mi- 

mäms- - Pool against which the Vaisesikas always protested, neither the society 

nor the o i l i e i a l  opponent would care to listen. He would not even be allowed to 

state his argument, he would decided beaten as soon as he had pronounced the 

thesis, ap T a t  p. , p. 187, 5 ff.
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(56.16) . The possibility of some other fact1 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 subject (about which a variety of discordant views are current).1 2

(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 argument3 disregard all established doctrines and be guided 
(exclusively) by the weight of real facts?4 Therefore a philosopher 
should never 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 certain 
occasion).5

(56.23). The word «accepts» is next taken (separately) and ex
plained.

47. T h e  w o r d  « a c c e p t s »  (in t h e  a b o v e  d e f i n i 
t i o n  of  a s o u n d  t h e s i s )  m e a n s  ( t h a t  t h e r e  i s so
m e t i m e s  no n e c e s s i t y  of  e x p r e s s i n g  t h e  t h e s i s  
i n wor ds ) .  W h e n  a n  a r g u m e n t  i s a d d u c e d  i n a n 
s w e r  t o a n  o b j e c t i o n  on a s u b j e c t  w h i c h  one

1 dharma.
2 tasmin dharmini—vipratipatti-visaya-dharmini, cp. Y in lta d e va, p.102.13. 

Probably an allusion to the great variety of views on the same subjects advocated 
in the different Buddhist schools.

3 Unga.
4 vastu-bala-pravrtta.
3 Lit., p. 56. 21—22. vBut although, as a consequence of infatuation, he takes 

his stand upon some teaching (lastra), admits some teaching (and) says the reason, 
nevertheless just what for him is desirable, just that is his thesis (sädhya). In order 
to declare that, thus has it been told».
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w i s h e s  t o  e s t a b l i s h ,  t h e  t h e s i s ,  e v e n  i f  i t  i s n o t  
e x p r e s s l y  s p e c i f i e d ,  i s  ( u n d e r s t o o d  f r o m  t h e  c on 
te x t) .

(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 prove1 the existence 
of this object, of the Soul. The word «accepts» intimates that this fact 
(the existence of the Soul) wil be his thesis (even if it is not explicitly 
stated).1 2 3 * * * (57.6). This is the meaning suggested by the word «ac
cepts».8 Although in a verbal inference, (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 dear) 
what the thesis really is, because it is expressed by implication.

(57.8). Why is that?

48. B e c a u s e  i t  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  p o i n t  a g a i n s t  
w h i c h  t h e  o p p o s i t e  v i e w  i s  d i r e c t e d .

(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 niicaya is here a synonym of siddhi, meaning something «logically proved 
to be real ».

2 Or 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, 
as is illnstrated by the following example.

3 Lit., p. 57. 6. « What is mentioning at the end (sütra 49, p 57.17) of tty uktam
bhavati, with regard to this place the sentence must be closed». Instead of repea
ting these words twice, at the end of sïïtra 47 and 49, they have been taken oidy
once at the end of sïïtra 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!1

(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. A n e x a m p l e 1 2 —

(Thes i s ) .  T h e  s e n s e  of  v i s i o n  a n d  o t h e r  
s e n s e s  ( a r e  o r g a n s )  t o  be  u s e d  by s o m e o n e  
e l s e .

(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e y  a r e  c o m p o s i t e  
(substances) .

( Exa mpl e ) .  J u s t  as  b e ds ,  c h a i r s  a n d  o t h e r  
i m p l e m e n t s  ( c o m p o s e d  f o r  t h e  u s e  of  man).

( Ma j o r  p r e m i s e .  W h a t s o e v e r  is a com'po- 
s i t e  s u b s t a n c e  i s  n o t  an  i n d e p e n d e n t  e x i s 
t e n c e ) .

T h e  a i m  is t o  p r o v e  t h a t  ( t he  s e n s  es) a r e  t h e  
o r g a n s  of  t h e  S o u l  ( wh i c h  i s  a s i m p l e  a n d  i n d e 
p e n d e n t  s u b s t a n c e ) ,  a l t h o u g h  t h i s  i s n o t  e x p r e s s 
l y  s t a t e d .  T h u s  t h e  t h e s i s  i s  n o t  a l w a y s  t h a t  
a l o n e  w h i c h  i s  e x p r e s s e d .  T h a t  i s  t h e  m e a n i n g  
(of t h e  w o r d  «accept s») .

(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 D ig n ä g a ’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 else». The Naiyäyikas an
swer that this qualification is superfluous. «No one will establish what he does not 
accept«, says U d d yotak ara , N. värt., p. 118 and V â ca sp a ti 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 (amnvayo hetuh). But words 
have always beside their direct expressive power (väcyam) a power of indirect 
suggestion (làksyam). If the words are not suggestive, they cannot point to an un
expressed intention, cp. T äpt., p. 186.

2 Cp. Sânkhy a -k â r ik â , 17.



160 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

refer to the facts on which that generalization is established.1 Beds* 
chairs etc. are requisites serviceable to man1 2 and they are composite 
substances.

(58.1). Thus, although this example3 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 S a n k h y a  
philosopher maintains that the Soul exists. The Buddhist maintains, on 
the contrary, that the Soul does not exist. Thereupon the Sä nkhya philo
sopher, starting from4 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 has at heart), since the op
posed view is directed against it.

(58.5). I t  is not proved that beds, chairs and other requisites 
used by men are in the service of the Soul. The major premise5 
(((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 
consciousness6 is in the service of another (higher principle). The

1 vyäpti-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 Sänkhyas it means the experiences imputed to the Soul during 
its state of bondage in some particular existence, as conditioned by the deeds (karma) 
in former existences.

3 atra pramäne =  thsad-ma hdir; pramàna is here used in the sense of 
drstänta, cp. 52.18 and 7 note to transi, p. 147.

* hetü-krtya.
3 anvaya.
6 vÿjflâna =  vignäna-skandha. For the Sänkhy a 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 flashes. There is thus in the argument of the 
Sänkhya a quaternio terminorum, since he understands under vijUäna, manas, 
antahkarana unconscious, physical principles' consisting predomineutly of a spe
cial intellect-stuff (sattta) 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 surreptitiously1 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) has the following meaning. The thesis 
is not always (a proposition) expressly mentioned. I t  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.2

(58.13) . The words «not discredited (from the start by self-con
tradiction)» must be now explained.3

50. T h e  w o r d s  «not  d i s c r e d i t e d  ( f r om t h e  s t a r t  
by s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n ) »  a r e  an  i n d i c a t i o n  of  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  a ( p r o p o s i 
t i on )  can  be  a c c e p t e d  (by t h e  d i s p u t a n t  as  e x p r e s 
s i ng )  t h e  f a c t  t o  be  e s t a b l i s h e d  a n d  n e v e r t h e l e s s  
n o t  r e p r e s e n t  a t h e s i s ,  i f  i t  i s  in c o n t r a d i c t i o n  
w i t h  p e r c e p t i o n ,  w i t h  i n f e r e n c e ,  w i t h  ( t he  i d e n 
t i t y )  of  a c o n c e p t i o n  or  w i t h  t h e  v e r y  w o r d s  (in 
w h i c h  i t  i s e x p r e s s e d ) .

(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 Sânkhya-school, cp. S â n k h y a -k â r ik a , 17. Since the thesis, or conclusion, 

is not an indispensable member of the Buddhist syllogism, its definition may have 

been omitted. Nevetheless D ig n â g a  and D h a r m a k ir ti  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) väkyärtham manfano bhadantah pratijilä-laksanam ati- 
vyäpty-avyäptibhyüm äksipati, cp. T  dtp., p. 182.34. The Naiyäyika term praty Ftä 
»thesis, proposition» is here replaced by paksa «tenet». Dh. uses both terms indis

criminately, cp. 26.14, 48. 4, 58. 20, 59.14, but the Naiyayikas make a difference, 

cp. N. v a r t ,  p. 11 7 .14  ff. and T ä tp ., p. 18 5.7 ff. V a s u b a n d h u  in his V ä d a -  

v id h â n a  avails himsalf of the term pratijnd, cp. N. vf\rt, p. 121.2.
1 sämarthyät.
2 It is evident from this example as well as from the addition of the words 

« accepts himself» in the definition that the term paksa refers here to the real tenet of 

the disputant, not to its formulation in speech alone. Cp. N. k a n d a li,  p. 234.13—  

mcanasya pratjnätvam, tadarthasya ca palesata.
8 This sentence must precede the sïïtra III. 50.
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accepts just as such etc.» 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.1

51. A m o n g  t h e m,  c o n t r a d i c t e d  by p e r c e p t i o n  
is, e. g., ( t he  f o l l o w i n g  p r o p o s i t i o n ) ,

T h e  s o u n d  is n o t  p e r c e i v e d  by h e a r i n g .

(58.18). There are four kinds (of contradiction), viz. by perception 
etc. 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 one. Perceptible by hearing 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.1 2 3 * * * * 
(58. 20). The non-perceptibility of the sound by hearing is contradicted 
by its perceptibility which is established by direct perception.8

1 These words (i. e., the four syllables, àksara-catustayam, ’ni-m-kr-ta, for 

every syllable counts) are redundant, says U d d y o ta k a r a , p. 119, because if the 

word « accepts» is inserted in order to exclude unacceptable and unaccepted (artista, 
anlpsita) theses, the contradictory theses are already excluded by it. Moreover 

V a s u b a n d h u  has also omitted them in his definition —  sädhyäbhidhänam pra- 
tijUä, cp. N. vart., p. 121, and T â 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 discomfiture of the disputant without allowing him to continne, cp. T â 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» B h â v a -  

v iv e k a , cp. M a d h y . v r tt i ,  p. 32.9 (B. B.), cp. my N ir v a n a , p. 115.

3 The full inference according to D ig n ilg a  is, asravanah ëabhah krtdkatmd
ghatädivat. His idea is that this inference cannot even be admitted to discussion,

because of its glaring contradiction to fact. U d d y o ta k a r a  proposes another

example, «the fire is not hot», cp. N. v ä r t., 116. 21. He thinks that «audibility»

cannot be perceived directly, because the process of the operation of the sense-

faculties is imperceptible, indriyavrttinäm aündriyatvät. According to (he Buddhist 

theory of Negation (anupalabdhi), if a sound is not heard it does not exist as an 

object influencing behaviour (vyavahära). But for the Naiyâyiks the denial of audibi-
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52. A t h e s i s  c o n t r a d i c t e d  by i n f e r e n c e  is, e g., 
( w h e n  an  a d h e r e n t  of  t h e V a i s e ç i k a  s y s t e m  a f f i r ms ) ,

T h e  s o u n d s  of  s p e e c h  a r e  e t e r n a l  e n t i t i e s .

(59.2). Contradicted by inference is, e. g., (in the mouth of an 
adherent of the Vaisesika 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.1

53. A t h e s i s  c o n t r a d i c t e d  by t h e  ( i d e n t i t y )  of  
a  c o n c e p t i o n  i s  a s  f o l l ows ,

T h e  w o r d  « h a r e - m a r k e d »  d o e s  n o t  m e a n  
t h e  m o o n .

(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 êabdâbhâve tan-($rävanatva)-nise,dho 
'vakalpaie, cp. T ätp ., p. 31.12: and even the non-existence of a sound is for them 
something real, na cäbhävas tucchah, ibid; 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 (abhävas tuaehah), but its substratum is a reality, 
therefore it only can be inferred on this substratum by käryänupalabdhi, cp. 
T a ttv a s ., kär. 1689 and K a m a la s i la ’s Comment. According to the Yaise?ikas 
sound is directly perceived, cp. Y. S., II. 2. 21.

1 The text commented upon by D h a rm o tta ra  has nityah Sabdah and this is 
supported by the Tibetan translation. But V in ita d ev a  reads ghato nityah — bum- 
pa ni rtag-pao, and this probably has been one of the current readings. 
D ig n ä g a  originally has characterized this class of wrong theses as contrary to 
the accepted doctrine (ägama-viruddha). Owing to the ambiguity of the term 
agama this could also mean «contrary to Scripture». U d d yotak ara , p. 117.5. 
then objected that the Vaisegikas prove the non-eternality of the souuds of speech 
not from Scripture, but by argument, cp. V. S. II. 2. 28 ff. This criticism has appa
rently been accepted by D h a rm a k ir ti, he then has changed ägama-viruddha 
into anumäna-viruddha. The reading ghato nityah seems also to have found its 
way into some Mss. for similar reasons, cp. N. värt., p. 117.8. Since D h a rm a 
k ir t i  enumerates in this place such theses which are not worth the while of being 
disproved, the example of Y in ïta d c  va seems much more natural than the Mimam- 
saka thesis round which war has been waged during centuries. Otherwise every 
thesis opposed by the Buddhists would fall into the category of impossible theses. 
The text is either to be corrected accordiugly or it must be understood as referring 
only to a Yaisegika-philosopher to whom the audience will refuse to listen. This 
is another instauce of very old text corruptions, cp. above sütra III. 18—20,
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(corresponding to both these words). (59. Gl. A thing is said to be 
distinctly conceived1 when it is an object (apprehended by a synthe
tic) mental construction.2 To be a concept or to he 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 distinct image), it is established beyond doubt3 that it can be 
given the name of the moon. (59. 8). Indeed, what corresponds to a 
constructed image4 is capable of coalescing with a word,8 and 
what is capable of coalescing with a word can be designated by 
a name chosen (arbitrarily) by convention. (59.9). Consequently the pos
sibility of giving it the name of the moon, and the contradiction6 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.7

1 P i g n a g a called this case lolta-prasiddhi-viruddha «contrary to what is ge

nerally known». Y iir ita d e v a  and the Tibetan translators interpret praffti as me

aning the same as prasiddhi =  tjrags-pa. Uil d y o ta k a r a  thinks that this cannot be 

a separate class and must be included in the preceding ones, cp. N. v a rt., p. 117. 9 ff. 

The change of prasiddhi into pr aliti by P h a r m a  lu r t i  nevertheless seems inten

tional, cp. T â tp ., p. 185.4. Dh. thinks that this must be considered as a case of 

an analytical syllogism, it can then he thrown into the following form,

Major premise. Whatsoever appears as the distinct image of the moon 

can be given the name of the moon.
Minor premise. The «liare-marked » object appears as the distinct 

image of the moon.

Conclusion or Thesis. It can lie given the name of the moon.

Unth names represent two coexisting possibilities, tlie presence of the one is by 

itself a sufficient reason for inferring tlie necessary presence of the other, the de
nial of this would be a contradiction (bädhita). V  tic a sp a  ti  thinks that the Bud
dhists ought to have considered this wrong proposition as repudiated by introspection 

(uvasamvedana), and the Naiyayiks as a case repudiated by internal evidence 

(mänasa-pratyaksn). The difference between these two views is that the first implies 

simultaneous self-cognitiou as inherent in every moment of consciousness, cp. above 

sïïtra, 1 . 10, the second considers it as a subséquent moment, cp. T â tp ., p. 185. 4— 5.
2 vikalpa-vijiïâna =  Tib. rnam-pnr-rtog-pai rnam-par-Ses-pa; p. 59. 8 our text 

has vtkalpa-jnäna, probably a mistake for vijfiäna, because the Tib. has, p. 134.11, 

rnam-par-Ses-pa. Cp. T â tp ., 185. 4. where we nevertheless h a v eriïalpa-jiiana- 
gocaratva. All difference between rijnàn/i and jnâtia is here obliterated.

* era.
1 rilcalpa-jnätia-grälipa =  rikalpn-rijnäna-risnya.
■’ Sabdaäkära. 6 bäditata.
" The interpretation of V in ita d e v a  is much more simple and natural. He 

takes jiratiti 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.1

54. A p r o p o s i t i o n  c o n t r a d i c t e d  by t h e  w o r d s  
i n  w h i c h  i t  i s i t s e l f  e x p r e s s e d ,  i s as  f o l l ows ,

I n f e r e n c e  is n o t  a s o u r c e  of  k n o w l e d g e .

(59.14). When the intended thesis2 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 hare», 
-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 have any 
meaning» (sarvasya ëàbdasya sarvärtha-väcyatvam), since the meaning of a word is 
a matter of conventional agreement (sanketa). This reminds us of a saying current 
among pandits sarve ëabdâh sarvärtha-väcakäh, an allusion to the exceedingly 
developed metaphorical use of sanscrit words. V in ïta d e v a  adds (p. 106.7) «you 
may (if you like) call the jar a moon!»,

1 The comment of V in ïta d e v a  on this sïïtra, p. 109.1—7, runs thus. «There 
are some who maintain the thesis that the thing having the mark of a hare is not 
«ailed the moon. This (thesis) is repudiated on the ground of universal consent 
(pratîti =  prasiddhi) that the «hare-marked» is a name of the moon. It is more
over repudiated by the fact that every object can receive any name, because the con
nection hetween a thing and its name is arbitrary (read brdar-btags-pa), e. g., we 
can give to a jar the name of a moon». — 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 to the fact that the possibility of giving a name is 
founded upon the existence of a concept (or distinct image =  pratibhâsa-pratîtï) 
constructed by the synthesis of our thought (vikalpa-vijftäna =  kalpanä). Such a 
concept contains in itself the possibility of being designated by a conventional name 
(abhilapa-samsarga-yogya, cp. sïïtra I. 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 fixed by 
convention, is contained in the subject, in every distinct conception. Thus D ig n a g a , 
the Tibetans and V in ïta d e v a  are satisfied with a reference to the conventional 
meaning of words (prasiddhi =  sanketa), but D h a rm a k lr ti and D h a rm o tta ra  
make the addition that this is founded on the existence of constructed concepts 
{prasiddhi is founded upon pratîti).

2 pratijftä-artha —paksa. This indeed has been a thesis of the C arväkas.
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means that the character of being a source of right knowledge is de
nied of inference (or judgment).1 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 expression1 2 * to be a true one. (59.17). Indeed if the speaker 
intended to convey the following meaning «the idea which will be 
produced8 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 will 
then (really) have a wrong meaning.4 (59.19). Supposing somebody 
says «whatsoever I speak is wrong», even then the speaker pronounces 
this proposition in order to convey5 that these his words (at least) 
have a true meaning. If this proposition is shown to be true, then 
his other propositions will (eo ipso) 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 idea6 produced by his words, the idea corresponding to the 
meaning of the proposition is a true one, (i. e., reflects reality). 
(60. 3). 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 concomitance7 between speech and external reality. 
I t  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

1 It has been indicated above, passim, that the svärthänumäna 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 Sabda-pratyaya. s yo ’rtha-sampratyayah.
4 apärthaka.
5 âdarêayan «clearly showing».
6 vijfiana is here, as well as in 60. 4 and 60. 5, in the sense of the old samjftä,

but Tib. has in all the three cases, p. 186. 5, 136. 9 and 136.12, êes-pa r=jfiäna.
7 mniarxyalta.
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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.1 (60.7). However, the fact that 
we have recourse to words proves by implication that our words 
are necessarily connected with reality, and thus the reality of their 
corresponding objects is (also) proved. (60.8). Consequently, since 
we conceive (i. e., imagine)1 2 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 expressed3 is contradicted by those 
very words in which it is expressed.4

(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 80, 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 (pramäna) is an inference produced by the 
mark of an effect. Therefore that one who says «inference is not cognition» has 
said that verbal cognition does not apprehend a real object; indeed we call « non
cognition» (aprämänya) just the absence of a real object».

2 kalpita.
3 väcyamäna.
* The interpretation of Y in lta d e v a  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, hut as a conse
quence of the intention with which they are spoken. V in ita d ev a  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 D h arm ottara  has again complicated by intro
ducing the difference hetween the real cause of speech, which is the intention to 
communicate truth, and the imagined, or indirect one, which is the truth itself, or 
external reality.
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not knowledge» is contradicted by this (intention 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,1 (we do not deny). But we 
do not allude here to the real (immediate) cause (which produces lan
guage).1 2 "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.3 But we take these relations in their logical,4 not in 
their real (or psychological aspect).5 6

(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, he 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 pronounce 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.7

1 Except when he is mistsken himself or wishes to deceive others, cp. T atp ., 
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 indi
rectly constructed as causes, cp. above, text p. 31. l l — 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 Jculpita.
5 Intention is viewed as the psychological cause of pronouncing words. Truth 

may he regarded as its logical foundation, or reason. V i n it ad e va is thus guilty of 
not having sufficiently distinguished these two relations.

6 The existence of real objects in the external world (bahya-vastu-sattxa) must 
be understood as explained above in the notes to ch. I, siitras 20—21.

1 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 use of words 
belongs to a man who wishes a real meaning, by this the thesis, the fact of not
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55. T h e  f o u r  k i n d s  of  a n  i n a d m i s s i b l e  t h e s i s  
a r e  t h u s  r e j e c t e d .

%
(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.1

56. T h u s  (a s o u n d  t h e s i s  s h o u l d  n o t  be) 1) a f a c t  
a l r e a d y  p r o v e d ,  2) a f ac t ,  a l t h o u g h  n o t  y e t  p r o 
ved,  b u t  a d d u c e d  a s  a r e a s o n ,  ( no t  as  a c o n s e 
que nc e ) ,  3) a f a c t  w h i c h  t h e  d i s p u t a n t  h i m s e l f  
d o e s  n o t  i n t e n d  t o  p r o v e  a t  t h a t  o c c a s i o n ,  4) i t  
m u s t  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  be  a f a c t  e x p l i c i t l y  s t a t e d ,  
5) i t  m u s t  n o t  be  a f a c t  i m p o s s i b l e  (by s e l f -  
c o n t r a d i c t i o n ) .  (Al l  t h i s  i s e x c l u d e d ) ,  a n d  j u s t  
t h i s  c o n t r a s t  wi l l  s h o w  t h a t  o u r  d e f i n i t i o n  (of a 
s o u n d  t h e s i s )  is u n i m p e a c h a b l e ,  n a me l y ,  1) i t  i s a 
p o i n t  w h i c h  t h e  d i s p u t a n t  h i m s e l f  h a s  c h o s e n  t o  
e s t a b l i s h ,  2) w h i c h  he  h i m s e l f  a d m i t s  a n d  3) w h i c h  
i s  n o t  ( i n t e r n a l l y )  i m p o s i b l e .

(61.5). «Thus» means in the manner just exposed. A thesis to be 
proved2 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 (pratïtï) as an imagined own-existence-reason, and one’s own 

words as an (imagined) effect-reason, not as real. And the fact of being an effect of 

intention is quite real for the word. Therefore it is not taken here. Moreover, just 

as the one who does not admit inference does not understand the non-discrepancy 

(avynbhicäritva) of smoke with fire, just so will he not understand the non-discre

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».

1 In 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 negations implied in the positive formu

lation.

2 sädhya —  palesi/, 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.1 (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 which 
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 (sädhyah) must be envisaged by opposition, 
by the reason of its being the opposite to the proyed. 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 Dign&gst. pratyaksa—, 
anumäna-, agama-, prasiddhi- and svavacana-niräkrta; 2) according to P ra sa sta , 
päd a who borrows from Dignäga,pratyaksa-, anumäna-, abhyupagata-(= agama-), 
svaëâstra- and svavacana-virodhin; 8) according to D h a rm a k lr ti — pratyaksa-, 
anumäna- ( =  svaëâstra),pratili ( =  prasiddhi) and sravacana-niräkrta. à am k ara -  
sväm in in his N yäy  a -p ra v esa  has added four further varieties of an impossible 
thesis, thus increasing their number to nine. The Naiyäyikas and the united Nyäya- 
Vaisesika school reject the wrong theses, on the score that a thesis is never right or 
wrong hy itself, but only on account of the reason, cp. N. vart.,p . 116ff. and T ätp ., 
p. 32.2—8. They accordingly reckon two additional wrong reasons, or logical fallacies, 
the counterbalanced (satpratipaksa) and the self-contradicting (bädhita), and like
wise two additional aspects of a valid reason (asat-pratipaksatvam and abädhita- 
visayatvam), since they have borrowed from Dignäga the view that the classification 
of wrong reasons must correspond to the number of the aspects of a valid reason, 
cp. my T h éo r ie  b ou d d h iq u e de la  C o n n a issa n ce  in the M uséon , 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 sâdhyatvena istah, cp. N. K andali, 
p. 203.10 — pakso näma sädhya-paryäyah, sädhyam ca tad bhavati yat sâdhanam 
arhati, sambhâvyamâna-pratipaksaë ca artho na sâdhanam arhati, vastuno dvai- 
rüpya-abhävät. The abädhita-risayatva- form of a valid reason corresponds to the 
four inadmissible (niräkrta) theses, cp. ibid. — pratyaksädi-viruddho’p i pakso na 
bhavati. Therefore these both additional aspects of a valid reason are to be included 
in the first one (anumeye sattvam), ibid. — In the final form of the Nyäya-system
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(61.12). What must thus be proved is called the thesis. The de
finition is thus1 shown to be unimpeachable. There is nothing incon
sistent in i t

§ 9 . L o g ic a l  F a l l a c i e s . 2

(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. W e h a v e  d e f i n e d  t h e  s y l l o g i s m  as  t h e  v e r 
b a l  e x p r e s s i o n  of  t h e  t h r e e  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  r e a 
son.  Now,  i f  e v e n  o n e  of  t h e  t h r e e  a s p e c t s  i s  
n o t  ( c o r r e c t l y )  e x p r e s s e d ,  ( t he  r e s u l t )  i s  a f a l 
l acy.

(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,8 and precision is attained when the negative counter
p a rt4 of (every aspect) is likewise stated. When we know what is 
to be excluded, we then have a better knowledge of the other p a rt  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 
logical mark». Now, i. e., in the light of this definition,5 if even one 
of the aspects is not (correctly) expressed — the word «even» implies 
that the same consequence will follow, if two of them are not (cor
rectly) expressed6 — a fallacy will ensue. A fallacy is what resembles

as settled by G a n g e s a  in his T a t t v a - c in t ä m a n i  the impossible theses of D ig -  
n ä g a  appear as impossible reasons (bädhita-hetväbhäsa) and ten varieties of them 
are established. i  Lit., p. 6 1.12 . «The word iti in the sense of „thus“ ».

2 A ll the implications, the originality and the importance of the Buddhist 
theory of Logical Fallacies will be elicited only when D ig n ä g a ’s T a b le  of 
R easons (hetu-cakra) will be analysed and translated. An edition of it with a 
commentary by B s t a n -d a r  L h a -r a m p a  and an english translation by M-r 
A . V o s t r i k o f f  will shortly appear in the B ib lio te c a  B ud d h ica  series.

3 sphuta. i  prati-rüpaka — prati-yogin. 3 Lit., « if this exists».
6 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 themselves are not correctly formulated, cp. below text, p. 88—89. The 
three aspects of the logical mark are those mentioned under III. 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. A n d  a l s o  ( t h e r e  wi l l  be a f a l l a c y )  i f  t h e y  
a r e ,  a l t h o u g h  e x p r e s s e d ,  b u t  e i t h e r  u n r e a l  or  
u n c e r t a i n ,  e i t h e r  f o r  t h e  o p p o n e n t  o r  f o r  t h e  
s p e a k e r  h i m s e l f .

(62.4). Fallacy is produced not only 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.1

§ 10. Unreal reason.

(62.6). Now, what is the name of the fallacy corresponding to 
each unreal or uncertain form of the reason?

59. I f  o n e  a s p e c t  of  t h e  r e a s o n ,  n a m e l y ,  i t s  
( f i r s t  a s p e c t ) ,  i t s  p r e s e n c e  u p o n  t h e  s u b j e c t  of  
t h e  c o n c l u s i o n ,  i s e i t h e r  n o n - e x i s t e n t  o r  u n c e r 
t a i n ,  t h e  r e a s o n  is c a l l e d  u n r e a l .

(62.8). If one of the aspects (of the middle term), its necessary 
connection with the subject of the conclusion, i. e., its presence upon 
that subject, is either non-existent or uncertain, the fallacy is called 
«unreal1 2 reason». Just because it is «unreal», it conveys no knowledge 
about the subject. I t  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.8 This 
meaning is clearly implied just in the name « unreal ».

(62.12). An example is given.

1 This is the celebrated rule of D ig n ä g a  which lays down the fundamental 
principle that a philosophic debate must have some common ground to start with. 

Neither the speaker nor his opponent has the right of quoting facts or reasons 

that are not admitted as real by the other party. This rule proved very embarras

sing to such philosophers as the Madhyamikas who denied altogether that the

Absolute, the «thing in itself» (svalàksana), could be cognized by logical methods.
They nevertheless produced arguments, but only with the aim to show that all

arguments were mutually destructive of one another. They pointed to the fact that

D ig n ä g a  himself was obliged to admit that in religious matters {àgama) it was

impossible to find a common ground between two opposed religions, cp. my

N ir v a n a  p. 119. 3 * * * * asiddha.
8 This remark refers only to the first example in III. 60.
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60. E. g., w h e n  i t  m u s t  be  p r o v e d  t h a t  t h e  
s o u n d s  of  s p e e c h  a r e  n o t  a n  e t e r n a l  e n t i t y ,  t h e  
r e a s o n  « b e c a u s e  t h e y  a r e  v i s i b l e »  — is u n r e a l  f o r  
b o t h  p a r t i e s .

(62.14). This reason is wrong for both sides, the respondent, (the 
M i m ä m s a k a  who maintains the eternity of the sounds of speech),1 
and the opponent, (the Buddhist who denies it).

61. « T r e e s  a r e  a n i m a t e  b e i n g s »  — t h i s  s h o u l d  
be  d e d u c e d  f r o m  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  « t h e y  d i e  w h e n  
t h e  e n t i r e  b a r k  is t a k e n  off».  I t  is n o t  a c c e p t e d  
by t h e  o p p o n e n t .  He  d e f i n e s  d e a t h  as  a n  e x t i n c 
t i o n  of  s e n s a t i o n s ,  s e n s e - o r g a n s  a n d  l i fe.  S u c h  
a d e a t h  d o e s  n o t  o c c u r  i n t r e e s .

(62.18). The D i g a m b a r a s  maintain that trees are sentient 
beings.8 They point to the fact that they die as soon 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 sensations, of sense organs 
and of life).1 2 3

(63.1). Sensations — means here visual and other sensational con
sciousness.4 Under sense organs we understand some special (subtle) 
m atter5 * * in a (living) body, located on the ball of the eye and in

1 Cp. above, p. 127 n. 2.
2 The Jainas assume that plants are animate beings possessing only one sense- 

laculty, viz. the tactile sense, cp. v. G lasen ap p , J a in ism u s , p. 172.
3 Lit., 63.1. «Sensation and organ and life is a drandra-compound».
4 vijriäna or vijnäna-sleandha means in Hinayana exclusively undifferentiated 

pure sensation, the mere sensation of the presence of something indefinite in the 
ken of our sense-faculties (prati-vÿnapti). It is one element (dkarma), has by 
itself no varieties, but distinguished into visual, auditional and other sensations 
according to the cause which evoked i t  Cp. my C en tra l C onception , pp. 16 and 
63. In the Mahäyanistic abhidharma another vijüâna has been imagined, the 
älaya-vijiläna which is the store house for the germs of all future ideas and 
for the traces left by all the former ones, hut the school to which D h a rm a k lrti 
belonged seems to have rejected this theory.

5 rüpa or rüpa-skandha means every element of matter as characterized by
resistance or impenetrability, it must be distinguished from rüpa-äyatana which
means only colour and lines, i. e., visual matter, cp. C entra l C onception , p. 11.
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other parts of the body.1 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 1 2 3 is (that of a special transcendental force determining a 
priori the term of an existence), it is here out of place.8 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 is (this reason which is advanced by the 
D i g a m b a r a s )  unreal? Because there is no such death consisting 
in the extinction of sensation etc. 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 extinc
tion be maintained. (63.7). I t  might be objected that exsiccation is 
death, and this really occurs in trees. This is true. But the reason 
adduced (by the D i g a m b a r a) is a death which is conditioned 4 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 D i g a  in b a r a  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 teaches5 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.

1 According to the abhidharma an organ of sense (indriya) consists of an 
imperceptible (atlndriya) subtle kind of matter different in every organ, it has been 
compared with the nerves, cp. my C en tra l C on cep tion , p, 12 ff.

2 ägama-siddha, agama includes all Buddhist literature, religious or revea
led (sütra) as well as scientifical (lastra). But when dogmatical knowledge is con
trasted with empirical (vastu-darSana-bala-pravrtta), agama refers to the former, 
cp. below, sütra III. 116.

3 äyuh-samskära or jivita, one of the non-mental forces, citta-viprayukta- 
samskära, cp. C en tra l C on cep tion , p. 105.

i  vyäpta, concomitant.
5 daréanât.
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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. S u p p o s i n g  a s u p p o r t e r  of  t h e  S ä n k h y a  
s y s t e m  w i s h e s  t o  p r o v e  t h a t  t h e  e m o t i o n s ,  p l e a 
s u r e  etc ., a r e  u n c o n s c i o u s ,  a n d  r e f e r s  t o  t h e
f a c t  t h a t  t h e y  h a v e  a b e g i n n i n g  or  t h a t  t h e y  
a r e  i m p e r m a n e n t .  T h i s  a r g u m e n t  i s « u n r e a l »  f o r  
t h e  d i s p u t a n t  h i ms e l f .

(63.16). «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 impermanent is unconscious, as for 
instance, the elements of Matter are (in Buddhist philosophy).1 Plea
sure etc. 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 Sän
khya system has no emotions).® In this instance beginning and imper
manence are to be taken separately (as reasons), not simultaneously.1 * 3 * * * * 8 
Both these attributes are not real from the standpoint of the disput
ant, of the Sänkhya. (63.20). Now, a logical reason is advanced for

1 Here evidently the rüpädi-äyatana are meant, i. e., the sense-data, äyatana
JVrJV» 7—11, cp. my C en tra l C onception , p. 7. It cannot be rüpädi-skandha, 
because although they are also impermanent and momentary, but only the first of 
them is unconscious, all the others are intent (sälambana) upon an object.

3 Consciousness (purusa) in the Sänkhya system is imagined as an eternal,
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 (gunas), unconscious {jada) in themselves. 
For the adept of this system whatsoever is impermanent (parinämin) is unconscious.
But from another point of view the Sänkhya declares all phenomena to be eternal 
(«armiti nityam), since they are only modifications of one Matter (prakrti) with which 
they are identical according to the principle of identity between cause and effect (sat- 
härya-väda). 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 (satnskara). In the present case the Sänkhya apparently wishes to deduce 
his idea of unconscious mental phenomena out of the Buddhist idea of imperma
nent elements, assuming evidently that whatsoever is a momentary flash cannot be 
conscious, since consciousness includes memory.

s This remark probably hints at the S a rv ä stiv ä d in  theory that all elements 
{<dharma) appear and disappear in the same moment, cp. my C en tra l C oncep
tion , p. 40.
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the sake of convincing the opponent, (the Buddhist). Therefore such a 
reason must he given which is valid for him.1 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).1 2 Both these tenets are 
wrong in the eyes of the Sänkhya. (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.3 (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 he real reasons for himv 
hut 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. I f  d o u b t  p r e v a i l s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  v e r y  ( f ac t  
a d d u c e d  a s  a r e a s o n )  or  r e g a r d i n g  i t s  l o c a l i 
z a t i o n ,  t h e  r e a s o n  i s  u n r e a l .

(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 convey (the predicate).4 
When its localization is uncertain, (the fact itself) becomes uncertain.

1 This point is especially controverted by C a n d rak irti, cp. my N irvan a , 
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 
as a separate existence detached from the preceding and following moments {ptirva- 
apara-käla-kdlä-vilialah ksanah); it then appears that at every moment the thing is 
produced ont of nothing and reverts again to nothing.

3 Cp. above text, p. 33.10 ff. and 44. 20 ff. Transi, p. 9.1 ff. and 120 ff.
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 
(sädhya-dharmin) is indicated which constitutes the locus, which is different from 
the reason».— Unreal is not the fact corresponding to the reason, but the fact cor
responding to the minor term (dharmin). 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 what is here 
called, cp. II. 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. I f  s o m e t h i n g  i s  s u s p e c t e d  t o  r e p r e s e n t  
( n o t  s mo k e ,  b u t )  v a p o u r  e tc ., a n d  i f  i t  is  a d d u 
c e d  a s  a p r o o f  f o r  t h e  p r e s e n c e  of  f i r e ,  i t  w i l l  
be  a n  u n r e a l ,  b e c a u s e  u n c e r t a i n ,  r e a s o n .

(64.11). Vapour etc. means either vapour (or smoke or fog or 
dust) etc. 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).1 When (some
times) one is uncertain whether something represents vapour (or smoke), 
and when it is adduced as proving the presence of fire,1 2 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. What 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, because of the uncertainty 
of its) localization, is the following one—•

65. T h e r e  is a p e a c o c k  in t h i s  cave,  b e c a u s e  
we h e a r  i t s  c r i e s .

(64.18). «This cave» is the subject (or minor term of the deduc
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 (râpa =  rüpa-skandhà) is imagined in the abhtdharma as consisting 
out of four kiuds of atoms, the solid (prillivi), the liquid (ap), the hot (tejas) and 
the Invitant (väyu). They are conceived as focuses of energies producing resistance, 
cohesion, heat and motion, the latter conceived as contiguous appearance of a series 
of discrete moments {nirantara-utpSda). The body is then either solid or liquid or 
gazeous (ever moving =  satata-gati) or hot according to the intensity of the force 
(utlcarsa), 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 
bhüta-samghäta or mahä-bliüta-snmghäta simply means some material phenomenon, 
or something physical. Op. my C en tra l C on cep tion , 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. T h e r e  c a n  be  a m i s t a k e  a s  r e g a r d s  t h e  
d i r e c t i o n  f r o m  w h i c h  t h e  c r y  come s .

(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. A nd  w h e n  t h e  s u b j e c t  is n o t  a r e a l i t y ,  t h e  
r e a s o n  wi l l  l i k e w i s e  be u n r e a l .  E. g.. w h e n  t h e  
o m n i p r e s e n c e  of  t h e  S o u l  (of a n  i n d i v i d u a l )  is 
d e d u c e d  f r o m  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t s  a t t r i b u t e s  m a y  be  
a p p r e h e n d e d  a n y w h e r e ,  t h i s  r e a s o n  i s  u n r e a l .

(65.9). Soul, (i.e., an individual Soul), is omnipresent, to he found 
in any 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 etc. can 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).1 (65.11). Attributes cannot exist 
without the substance to which they belong, because they are inherent 
in the latter. But Soul is motionless. Therefore if it were not ubiqui
tous, how could it be possible that the feelings of pleasure etc. which 
we experience while living in the Dekkhan should be also experienced 
when we move to the Midlands.1 2 Consequently, (our) Soul must be

1 The Vaisegika system imagines the Soul of every individual as an omnipre
sent 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 thoughts 
and feelings are then produced in that part of the omnipresent Soul which corres
ponds to the place which the body has newly occupied, cp. my N irvan a , p. 57 if.

2 mndhya-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.1

(65.15) . The difference between the two last cases is that in the 
former one the existence of the subject was doubtful, because its place * 
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.8

1 According to the Tib. the cheda before tasya, p. 65.14, must be dropped, it 
then refers not to bauddhasya, but to ätniä-, asiddhau must be then corrected 
into asiddho.

2 Lit. «substratum», dharmin =  SSraya. The ultimate substratum in every 
cognition (cp. comment on sütra 1 .12) is the «thing in itself» (swdaksana), the effici
ent (artha-kriyä-kärin), the point-instant (Jcsana), it is the pure substratum (dharmin) 
with all its attributes (dharma) stripped off, not the empirical thing (samuddya =  
dharmi-dharma-samuddya, cp. comment on sütra II. 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.

2 The division of logical fallacies (hetvdbhdsa) which we find in the original 
sütras of the Nyäya and of the Yaisegika systems, as well, as in the Bhägya of 
V ä tsy ä y a n a , 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 D ig n ä g a  in his celebrated little work «A n E lu c id a tio n  o f  a T a b le  
o f p o ss ib le  R ea so n s»  — H etu -ca k ra -sa m a rth a n a . The Bhägya of P rasas-  
tapäda has then adopted the main lines of Dignäga's classification and all the 
subsequent evolution of this part of the science of Indian logic is influenced by it, 
cp. my article «R ap p orts e n tre  la  T h éo r ie  B ou d d h iq u e de la  C on n ais
sa n ce  e t l ’en se ig n em en t des a u tr e s  é co le s» , in the M uséon, Y, cp. also 
R a n d le ’s article in the M ind, 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 eo ipso 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 either 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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§ 1 1 .  U n c e r t a in  r e a s o n .

68. W h e n  a n o t h e r  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  r e a s o n  — i t s  
a b s e n c e  in c o u n t e r - i n s t a n c e s  — t a k e n  s i n g l y  — is u n 
r e a l ,  t h e  f a l l a c y  i s  c a l l e d  u n c e r t a i n t y .

(65.18). When another1 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. I t  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, fallacia 
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 
as wrong examples, cp. below, text 89. 8 — na dustam vastu tatlmpi vakträ dustam 
darëitam. 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. 
sïïtra II. 6—7. The conclusion 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 
hetuh). When the concomitance between the middle and the major terms is not 
warranted, the answer mnst be «concomitance is not produced» (Jchyab-pa ma 
hbyun — vyäptir na bhavati). D ig n ä g a  distinguished 4 varieties of asiddha-hetu. 
The number is here increased to six. G an gesa  and the logic of the united Nyäya- 
Vaisesika system have retained the class of unreal (asiddha) fallacies, but the clear 
cut principle of DignSga’s division has been obliterated by useless details and the 
desire to compromise with the fivefold division of fallacies in G otam a’ s siitras, 
cp. S u a li, 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.1

69. S u p p o s i n g  we m u s t  p r o v e  t h e  e t e r n a l  c h a 
r a c t e r  of  t h e  s o u n d s  of  s p e e c h  o r  s o m e  o t h e r  
( p r o p e r t y  t o  be  m e n t i o n e d  p r e s e n t l y ) .  I f  t h e  
f a c t  o f  i t s  b e i n g  c o g n i z a b l e  a n d  o t h e r  p r o 
p e r t i e s  a r e  q u o t e d  as  t h e i r  ( r e s p e c t i v e )  r e a s o n s ,  
t h e y  — b e i n g  p r e s e n t ,  e i t h e r  p a r t l y  o r  c o m p l e t e l y ,  
i n d i s s i m i l a r  c a s e s  a l s o 2 — ( a r e  u n c e r t a i n  r e a 
sons) .

(66.3) . «The eternal8 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.4 When eternality 
or the other (three) attributes are predicated, cognizability and the 
other three properties (in the order stated) are uncertain reasons, 
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. sUtras II. 5—7, not those mentioned under sutra III. 1. The latter are 
again taken into account when examining the wrongly expressed examples, cp. 
below, text p.88—89.

8 Lit. «in both the similar and dissimilar cases».
8 Read nitya instead of anitya in 66.1, 66. 3 (bis), 66.6 and 66. 7.
* amürta — lus-can-ma-yin-pa, «not possessing a body», mürta means posses

sing a definite limited dimension, =  paricchinna-parinamavat.
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The reason «cognizability» covers similar as well as contrary 
cases, (eternal objects, like Space and impermanent ones, like jars 
etc. 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 etc. (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). I t is present in lightning etc., 
but it is absent (in the other part of them), in Space etc. And it 
includes all the contrary cases, since it is present wheresoever there 
is production by an effort.2

(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 ja r (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).

t No such syllogism, of course, has ever been advanced bona fide, but the idea 
of the Mîmâmsakas 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 occurred to anybody.

* 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,1 it is 
present in lightning etc., but absent in Space. I t is moreover present 
in all similar 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 1 2 3 * * * * 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. I t  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 Vaiseçika 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.8

1 i. e., in some of the objects which, although impermanent, are not produced 
by any conscious effort, like lightning.

2 Lit. «like ».
3 These are in D ig n a g a ’s system the four varieties of an overwide, or not

exclusive enough (avyatireTcin) logical mark. They have all that feature in common
that the mark is not excluded from every dissimilar case. While being present, either
partly or totally, in similar cases— this is 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 sütra II. 7, is not realized. In order
clearly to show the position of the reason between the similar and the dissimilar
cases Dignäga begins by giving an example where the reason pervades all things 
cognizable, i. e., all similar and all dissimilar cases together. This is tne absolutely 
overwide reason (sädhärana-hetu). This would correspond to an inference of the 
form «Socrates is immortal because he is a cognizable object», an inference which 
by itself would not be worth considering, but it is introduced in order 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. W h e n  t h i s  a s p e c t  of  t h e  r e a s o n  i s d u b i o u s ,  
t h e  f a l l a c y  i s  l i k e w i s e  o n e  o f  u n c e r t a i n t y .

(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.1

An example —
71. S u p p o s i n g  we w i s h  t o  p r o v e  t h a t  a c e r t a i n  

p e r s o n  is n o n - o m n i s c i e n t ,  o r  t h a t  he  i s s u b j e c t  
t o  p a s s i o n s .  I f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he  i s e n d o w e d  w i t h  
t h e  f a c u l t y  of  s p e e c h  ( and  o t h e r  a t t r i b u t e s  of  a 
ma n )  is q u o t e d  a s  a r e a s o n ,  i t s  a b s e n c e  in c o n 
t r a r y  c a s e s  (i. e., w i t h  o m n i s c i e n t  b e i n g s )  b e c o m e s  
p r o b l e m a t i c . 2

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 mortal ». 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 tioregov ttgavegov of A r is to te le s . In Dignäga’s Table it occu
pies the place of the second uncertain reason,'(the place at the right comer of the 
Table). Here and in the N y ä y a -p r a v e sa  it is given the third place, but below, 
text p. 76.13— 14 (mndigdha-vipaksa-vijävrttika) 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), 
because 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 assuming that 
Socrates is taken in the sense of a man, we will have an uncertain reason, because 
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 man».

1 Thus an uncertain or problematic judgment is 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 is non-omniscient.

This one 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). «À 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 etc. 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 no t Speech is an 
uncertain mark.1

(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 n e g a t i v e  j u d g m e n t  of  t h e  f o r m  « t h e r e  
a r e  no o m n i s c i e n t  s p e a k e r s  i n e x i s t e n c e »  c on
c e r n s  a f ac t  w h i c h  i s e s s e n t i a l l y  b e y o n d  a n y  
p o s s i b l e  e x p e r i e n c e .  T h e r e f o r e  t h e  a b s e n c e  of  
s p e e c h  a n d  ( h u m a n  a t t r i b u t e s  in o m n i s c i e n t  
b e i n g s ,  i. e.) in c a s e s  c o n t r a r y  t o  n o n - o m n i s c i e n c e ,  
c a n n o t  be w a r r a n t e d . 1

(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 conclusion1 2 3 but 
a problematic argument.8 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 human 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. Kairikä p. I l l  flf. and the concluding part of 
Tat tvas .

2 niicaya-hetuh.
3 Op. above, ch. II, sïïtra 48—49.
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in regard of limited knowledge, (a case where the absence of the mark 
is ascertained).1

(67.15) . (The opponent may rejoin1 2 3 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?8

(We answer: No, because —)

73. T h e  c o n t r a p o s e d  p r o p o s i t i o n ,  viz., «an o m n i s 
c i e n t  b e i n g  d o e s  n o t  r e s o r t  t o  s p e e c h »  c a n n o t  
be p r o v e d  by  n e g a t i v e  e x p e r i e n c e ,  n e i t h e r  (can 
i t  be  d e d u c e d  f r o m  i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y  w i t h  s pe ec h) ,  
b e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s no c o n t r a d i c t i o n  b e t w e e n  o m 
n i s c i e n c e  a n d  t h e  f a c u l t y  of  s p e e c h ,  ( o m n i s c i 
ence)  b e i n g  p r o b l e m a t i c . 4

(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 concomitance5 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 
(adfSya) 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 omniscience, but because of the contradiction of speech with omnisci
ence». This proposition must precede the Sutra III. 73.

3 Cp. N. K anikâ, p. 111. 11 — sarva-jüatäyä aty anta-par dksäy ah leena cid 
api sdha pratydksa-pratitena virodhanavagateh.

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- 
Sane’pi) of «whosoever is omniscient does not speak», the contraposition does not 
really exist (no sidhyati), because of doubt».

5 vyäptimän vyatirekah.
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science and human speech1 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). And when 
uncertainty obtains the contraposed concomitance is not established.8

§ 12. The law op Contradiction.

(67.22). How is it that there is no opposition?8

74. O p p o s i t i o n  b e t w e e n  o b j e c t s  i s  o f  a d o u b l e  
k i n d .

(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. W h e n  (one f a c t )  h a s  d u r a t i o n  (as l o n g  
as) t h e  s u m - t o t a l  o f  i t s  c a u s e s  r e m a i n s  u n i m 
p a i r e d ,  a n d  i t  ( t hen)  v a n i s h e s  a s  s o o n  a s  a n o 
t h e r ,  ( t he  o p p o s e d ) ,  f a c t  a p p e a r s ,  i t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  
b o t h  a r e  i n c o m p a t i b l e ,  (or  e f f i c i e n t l y  o ppos e d ) ,  
j u s t  a s  t h e  s e n s a t i o n s  of  h e a t  a n d  col d.

(68.5). Possessing unimpaired causes means having the totality 
of its causes present. If something owing to deficient causes ceases to 
exist, it cannot (efficiently) be opposed by something else,1 (since it does 1 2 * 4 *

1 The faculty of speech, as is clear from text, p. 67. 2, is only quoted as the 
main characteristic of a human being, all other characteristics are equally meant, 
we could therefore translate « if omniscience and man were opposed by contra
diction».

2 Lit., p. 67. 19—21. «Such contraposition implying concomitance (vyäptimän) 
would exist between omniscience and the faculty of speech, if they would be oppo
sed. But there is no opposition. Therefore it (the contraposition) does not really 
exist. Why? He says, because of doubt. Since there is no opposition, therefore there 
is doubt. Because of doubt contraposition is not real (asiddha)».

2 In the following exposition we will translate virodha when it refers to both 
its varieties by «opposition», its first variety by «efficient opposition» or Incompa
tibility, its second variety by «logical opposition» or Contradiction, reap, law of 
Contradiction.

4 Lit., 68. 4—6. «Because of the non-existence, in case another exists, of a
lasting possessor of non-deficient causes, there is a conception (gati) of opposition.
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not exist). This is (the idea) carried by the expression »unimpaired 
causes».

(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.1 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 produce a disappear
ing (phenomenon) by producing a breach in its causes.2 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 (gati) to be in opposition to that one through the cause-deficiency-made- 
by-whom there is non-existence». Cp. J a y a n ta , N y ä y a m a n ja r i, p. 55 — akiin- 
cit-karatya virodhitve Hiprataktih.

2 Lit., p. 68.10— 11. «Indeed, opposed (viruddhah) is the abolish er (nivar- 
tàkah) 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 final 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 iu 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 i t 1

(68.16). If this is right,1 2 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
lows 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 lightanoments 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 it), 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 antagonism3 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 Lit., 68 .13—15. «Therefore who of whom is 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 — avatthädhäna-yogyo, cp. M a lla v â d ï, fol. 95, — asamarthäcäsav 
avasthä ca ksanäntara-janana-Sakti-(ra)hitety arthah, tasyä ädhäna-ksanam, 
tatra yogyo bhavati.

2 tatra ity  evam sthite sati (M allavâdï).
3 nivartakatvam.
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moment onwards begins a new series which is) efficiently opposed1 
(to the preceding series).2

(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?3 (This however could not be an efficient

1 viruddho.
3 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 Ihe begin
ning of efficient opposition, the incompatibility (virodha) is a process (bhavana- 
dharman). Every change is theoretically constructed as occupying three moments 
(tri-ksana-parinama), because there is always an intermediate phase between the 
opposed phenomena, in contradistinction from the second kind of opposition, or 
logical contradiction, where the counterparts are diametrically opposed (paraspara- 
parihära, parityäga) and there is nothing intermediate. When light is produced 
just in the place formerly occupied by darkness, e. g., by lighting up a lamp, there 
is uo 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, M a lla v ä d i’s comment). The opposition 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 causal laws may he arbitrarily 
united in series (santäna) 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 (sajâtïya- 
vÿaftya-ubhaya-santati-janqna-Sakti-yuhto 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-mvartaka- 
bhäva) 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. M a lla v â d l, fol. 96, — atha yada tatraiva 
pradeSe utpadyata alokas tadä kä variety aha yada tv  (p. 68.19) ity  ädi. tata 
(p.68.21) iti, yatah pradïpadir andha-kärädy asamartham janayan nivartayati, 
tatah käranät. atha bhavatu janya-janaka-bhävena nivartya-nivartaka-bhävah, 
param kim atah siddham Ì ityaha, ataë cetyädi (p. 68.22). ato janya-janakatvena 
nivartya-nivartakatva—  y  ad iti yasmäd vä (?) yo janakah ksano na sa viruddha- 
deSam âkramati, yaë cakramati na sa janako ’samartha-vilcärädes, tat kata(ra)yor 
virodha ity  aha, janyety ädi (p. 69.1). Cp. also J a y a n ta ’s N yây a m a n ja r ï, 
p. 60—61 (Vizian.).

3 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 only1 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 problem2 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).3

(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,4 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 completely5)? 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 
au 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.
3 Lit., « The moments of cold, albeit efficient (pravrtta) have the attribute of 

non efficiency (nivrtti-dharman)».—They are, so to say, kept in)tbe state of nirvani, 
the Hlnayänistic conception of nirvana being just a condition when all the forces 
(samskära) of life are suppressed to a condition of non-efficiency, cp. my N irv a n a , 
p. 28 and 197.

4 Such was evidently one of the current definitions of contradiction—ayant eva 
ca virodhärthah, yad ekatra ubhayor anavasthanam, J a y  an ta , op. cit., p. 60. In 
the Y a ise ç ik a  - sutras, III. 1.10—12.virodha  is defined as a variety of sa#t- 
bandha and even non-existence or absence was regarded in later Nyäya as resi
ding in its substratum by visesana-visesya-bhava-sambandha or smrüpa-sam- 
bandita. Cp. S ig w a rt, op cit. p. 1 .1 5 9 ,— «ein Band welches trennt ist ein 
Unsinn», nevertheless contradictiou is a relation, and a relation is a connection 
(satnbandha).

5 Cp. M allavâd i, f. 97. — atha samïpavarty-andhakâram prati pradïpâder 
nivartàkatve ’bhyupagamyamäne sarväpavaraka-madhya-sthitändhakärasya pra 
dïpâder nivrttilt syan, na ca dréyata ity SSankyâha.
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Aiding phenomena of that place. Although the light of a lamp stan
ding in one comer 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 phenomenon), 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, therefore (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).1

(69.15). The example «just as the sensations 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. T h e r e  i s  a l s o  ( o p p o s i t i o n  b e t w e e n  t wo  
f a c t s )  w h e n  t l i e i r  o wn  e s s e n c e  c o n s i s t s  i n m u t u a l  
e x c l u s i o n ,  as  b e t w e e n  t h e  a f f i r m a t i o n  a n d  n e g a 
t i o n  (of t h e  s a m e  t h i n g).1 2

1 This passage is of extreme importance as an evidence of that K a n tia n  
spirit which prevailed in the school of D ig n S g a  and D h a rm a k ir ti. The catego
ries of Causation, Substance, Quality, Negation etc. are logical, mental constructions 
(kälpanika, adhyavasita, niicita) superimposed (Sropita) upon the absolute reality 
(paramarthasat) of point-instants (ksana) or the extreme particular «things in 
themselves» (svalaksana) incognizable in discursive thinking (jHänena präpayitum 
aSdkya, cp. N. b. t, p. 12.19).

2 Lit., p. 6 9 .20. « Or by the fact (-tayä) of having (bahuvr.) 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 earth1 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
identity8 (the non-blue) is (eo ipso) excluded. If it were not excluded 
we would have no cognition of blue.8 Therefore existence and non
existence of a reality (its affirmation and negation, are correlative, 
their) essence is mutual exclusion,1 (the one is nothing but the nega
tion of the other).

negation)». — I t  is clear th a t in these words we have a  definition of the Law of 
Contradiction, so much discussed in European Logic from A r i s to te le s  through 
L e ib n i tz ,  K a n t  and S ig w a r t  up to the modem logicians. I t  is therefore of the 
highest importance to realize the exact meaning of the Indian view. I t  will be noti
ced, first of all, th a t there is no difference between a contradiction of concepts and 
a contradiction between judgments, the terms bhäva —  vidhi —  vastu, Tib. yod- 
pa  =  sgrub-pa =  dnos-po being synonymous, cp. E. O b e r m i l le r ’s Index, of N. b. t. 
The term « b lu e» in  logic always means the judgm ent «this is bine», it  is a  synthesis 
of «thisness» and «thatness», it is contrasted with the mere reflex of the bine 
(pratibhäsa), an unascertained reflex which has no place in logic. Thus in the quar
rel between A r i s to t e l e s  and S ig w a r t ,  op. c*t.1.118ff., on the one side, and K a n t  
on the other, the Indian view will fall in line rather with the first party. The con
tradiction is virtually between the judgments « th is is blue» and «th is is not blue».

1 ihetijagati, cp. M a lla v S d i,  f. 97.
8 tädrüpya-pracyuti =  tädätmya-abhäva a loss of identity» or « non-identity». 

The term  tädrüpya-pracyuti- vyavaccheda or, as below p. 70.18, sva-praeyuii 
means tha t if  A is A it  is excluded th a t A is non A or, in other words, th a t 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 
and predicate of the same analytical judgm ent, this would correspond to the L e ib 
n i t z - K a n t  formulation of the law. W e have seen above, p. 182 ff., th a t D h a r -  
m a k i r t i ,  avails himself of the term  tâdâtmya to designate also a quite different 
identity, the existential identity which S ig w a r t ,  op. eit., I .  I l l ,  calls law of Agree
ment. (Uebereinstimmung).

8 i. e., if  the judgment «this is not blue» were not excluded we would not 
have the judgm ent « th is is blue».

* Lit., 70 .2—3. «Therefore being and non-being of a real object possess an 
essence (rupa =  svarSpa) having its stand on mutual exclusion».—Since the terms 
vastu, vidhi, bhäva (Tib. dnos-po, sgrub-pa, yod-pa) are used as synonyms, cp. 
the note above, the sentence means th a t reality  and unreality, affirmation and 
negation, existence and non-existence are correlative.
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(70.3). Further a thing1 which is (merely) «other» than blue can
not avoid being (included in) the negation of blue.2 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), because3 just as the blue excludes its own negation, so also 
does the yellow and any other colour exclude4 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,5 in as much as they 
unavoidably include the one the negation of the other.

(70.6). B ut6 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.7 Since the very essence of all

1 Lit., «a form», iitpam.
2 M allav iid i, f. 97, introduces this sentence thus, yady evam mlam sväbhä- 

vam eva pariharati, na nüäbhävavat-pitädikam ity  aha ntletyädi (p. 70.3).
3 Lit., p .7 0 .8 —4. «Because of an ascertainment of non-existence through 

non-perception of the blue imagined as visible (drëya) when yellow etc. is percei
ved».— Thus our author’s theory of negation falls in line with his view of Contra
diction.

8 co hetvarthas (M ailav,, f. 97).
4 dbhävävyabhicäri would mean lit. «invariably connected with non-existence » 

or including non-existence, but of course sväbhäva-abhäva-avyabhicäri is meant, 
i. e., including the impossibility of its own non-existence or excluding its own non
existence.

5 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 punararthe, ibid.
7 An extreme concrete and particular (svalaksana), or a point - instant 

(ksana), is «other» in regard of every thing in the whole Universe (traüokya- 
vyavrtta), it includes no coordination (särüpya), it is something unlimited (aniya- 
takära). A patch of blue, as iucluding already coordination with other colours and 
duration through a series of moments (santäna), may be characterized as a mental 
construction under the law of Contradiction, but if « non-blue » is interpreted as 
including every thing in the Universe except this blue, as has been sometimes done 
in Europe (cp. S ig w a rt, op. cit., 1 .184— 185), the representation and the judgment 
will be infinite and senseless. H. B ergson , op. cit., p. 317, characterizes the de
nied fact as replaced «par une certaine qualité x», and B osan q u et falls in line by 
maintaining, op. cit., I. 305, that « A is not B may always be taken to =  A is x», 
x is aniyata-äkära. By Dh. the «non-blue)) is here characterized not as an x, 
not as including all the point-instants of the Universe, but as the fact of the ab-
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existing objects, (sc. coloured points), patches of blue etc., 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 been imagined,1 (it is not unlimited).2

(70.10) . (And since this is an imagined concrete case of non
existence), therefore3 when we (in a negative judgment) distinctly

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 niyatäkära means here 
exactly the reverse of what is designated above by the term niyata-pratibhäsa, text 
p. 8—9, although älcära and äbhäsa (=  pratibhäsa) are quoted as synonyms, 
p. 15.9— 10 and N. K an ika , p. 184.16. aniyata-pratïbhâea is meant. We find the 
term aniyata applied to an object not restricted to a present moment in Ab. K osabh. 
ad I. 23. Thus niyatakara corresponds to aniyata-pratibhäsa. The term nïrüpa-ab- 
häva which is also used as a characteristic of the excluded counterpart of an idea must 
be interpreted so that it should not conflict with niyatäkära-abhäva, cp. below, text 
79.10,—àbhâvo hi nïrüpo yâdrëo vtkalpena darëitah, cp. J a y a n ta ,op. ctf.,p. 52. 3.

1 vastu-rüpa-vivikta-akärah kalpito ’bhävah, —kodpita-anupalambhah =  drëya- 
anupalabdhih.

2 Here evidently Dh. hits upon the problem of an infinite or unlimited (unend
lich, unbegrenzt, aogiavov) judgment. The judgment «this is non-blue» will be ac
cording to A r is to t le , E a n t, C ohen and others infinite. According to S igw art, 
op. eit., 1 .157, the predicate alone is infinite, but the judgment is affirmative. 
This is denied by W undt. The infinite judgment endures the taunts of L o tze , 
Logik, p. 61—62 and is highly vindicated by Cohen, Logik der r. Erkenntniss, ch.I. 
According to S ig w a r t the law of Contradiction obtains only between the pair of 
judgments «this is blue» and «this is not blue», the first is affirmative, the second 
negative. Vis-à-vis this confusion in European logic 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 x  (abhäm-mätram — aniyata-akäram), but only the repu
diation of a thing whose presence has been imagined (drëyânupalabdhi). As to the 
problem of an infinite predicate or name, ovo/ui aoQiorov it is very much discus
sed 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 S ig w a rt, 
lococit., puts it, «limitirend», not really positive, but only «limiting» (apoha). This 
theory exhibits some remarkable points of analogy with C ohen’s view of the 
infinite judgment as the foundation of a universal category of thought. V äcasp a -  
t im is r a ’s exposition of the Buddhist theory of naming (apoha) will be translated 
in an Appendix.

8 tata iti yatah kalpito ’bhävas tatah käranät (M allav., 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 1 of existence, or when we deny the presence) of a ghost1 2 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.3 If two facts have their stand upon mutual exclusion, (if 
they are correlative) they cannot be identical. This Contradiction is, 
therefore, called Essential Contradiction4 (or law of Contradiction), 
meaning by it that it serves to establish the essence, or the nature, 
of (all) entities.5 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 foundation6 (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 even7 (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 circumscribed8 (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. 33.17.
8 Cp. above, p. 33. 20.
8 I. e., the law of Contradiction is the counterpart of the law of Identity.
* Cp. J a y a n ta , p. 59.10.
8 Here again vasto is used for vasto and avastu, cp. p. 70.22.
® ata eveti vibhaktatta - vyavasthäpanäd eva drSyäbhyupagama • pürvàkam 

nisedha-svarüpam, bhävayati, Mai lav ., f. 98.
7 abhavo’ p iti na keoaJo bhäva ity  api-Sabdah, ibid. f. 99.
8 paricchidyate — pratiyate — jüäyate.
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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.1

(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.2

1 Lit., p. 70.17— 19. «And the definite form possessing the non-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»,

2 Thus the Buddhists have established, 1) a general law of Contradiction 
which has two aspects, a) what can be termed its Identity-aspect 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 «another» object, this law 
reduces everything to point-instants and cancels individual identity altogether. 
8) Among the «different» real objects there are some that are antagonistic inas
much as the duration of the one is repugnant to the duration of the other (sahäna- 
vaêthàna)A) Among the non-repugnant attributes there are some that are coinherent, 
belong to the same object, they are declared to be existentially identical, (tädätmya), 
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. S ig w a rt, op. eit. 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. S ig w a r t himself, op. cit., I. § 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 D h a rm a k ir ti between general opposition (or contra
diction) and efficient incompatibility.



198 A SHOET TREATISE OF LOGIC

§ 13. The u n c e r t a i n  r e a s o n  (c o n t in u e d ) .

78. Now,  n e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  t wo  k i n d s  of  o p p o 
s i t i o n  d o e s  e x i s t  b e t w e e n  t h e  f a c u l t y  of  h u m a n  
s p e e c h  a n d  o m n i s c i e n c e .

(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.1 (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)1 2 the absence of something irrepre
sentable3 can never be asserted4 (with logical necessity). For this 
reason (alone) efficient opposition with such a (transcendental entity) 
is altogether impossible.5

(71.4). Neither (does the second variety of opposition, L 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 cab. punararthe (Ma 11 av., f. 99).

2 Ch. II, sïïtra 48, cp. text p. 39.18, transi, p. 193 n.
3 Read adrSyasya, cp. M a lia vâdï, f. 99 — tata iti (p. 71.4), yato adrSyasya 

satah sarvajüatvasya näbhävo 'vasïyate raktrtve sati, tatah käranät.
* i. e., no negative judgment (adhyavasäya) 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 {goti — rtogs-pa) of opposi

tion with it», aneneti sarvajüatvena, ibid.
® 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.1

79. E v e n  w h e n  a f a c t  h a s  n e v e r  b e e n  o b s e r v e d ,  
i t s  n o n - e x i s t e n c e  c a n n o t  be  d e d u c e d  f r o m  t h e  
p r e s e n c e  o f  a n o t h e r  f a c t ,  i f  t h e  l a t t e r  h a s  n o t  
b e e n  e s t a b l i s h e d  (by e x p e r i e n c e )  a s  i n c o m p a t i b l e  
wi t h  i t .1 2 3

(71.11). Even if (omniscience) has never been actually observed, (in a 
speaker), the existence of the8 (faculty of speech) cannot be (interpreted) 
as the existence4 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 conviction5 * * that among two (equally) observable facts 
the presence of the one blots out the presence of the other.® (71.13). 
Therefore although (the gift of omniscience has never been observed

1 Lit., p. 71 .8—9 «Be it (so)! 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 V in lta d e v a , p. 
117.11— 18, 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 jai and cloth. In his comment M a lla v ä d l 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-)patayoh samänädhikaranyam syàd ity  api sam- 
bhâvane (f. 100).

2 Lit., p. 71.10. «And from the affirmation of the non opposed (— non incom
patible) even if there is 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, cp. above text, p. 24. 16.

3 ayam Ui raktrtvàdih, Mai lav., f. 100.
4 vidhi =  bhäva.
5 (adhy-) arasäyät, l i t  «through a judgment», in the direct meaning of the

term judgment, as implying an assertory attitude towards some reality by logical
necessity. V in lta d e v a  says, «we cannot believe» (yid-ches-par mi wus-to) in its 
absence» (p. 117.16).

3 nimrtya-nivartaka-bhäva.
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as coexisting with the gift of human speech), the presence1 of the 
latter (cannot be interpreted as) the presence of something incompatible 
(with omniscience). Consequently the presence of the former1 2 * 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 (vice 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. — b e c a u s e  a c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  p a s 
s i o n s  a n d  s p e e c h  h a s  n e v e r  b e e n  e s t a b l i s h e d .

(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,

81. W e c a n n o t  c o n c l u d e  t h a t  t h e  f a c u l t y  of  
s p e e c h  m u s t  be  a b s e n t  w h e n  s o m e t h i n g  t h a t  i s  
n o t  i t s  c a u s e  i s a b s e n t .

(72.2). If something that is not the cause8 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. T h u s  t h e  f a c u l t y  of  s p e e c h  i s  an  u n c e r 
t a i n  ma r k .  I t s  ( n e c e s s a r y )  a b s e n c e  in c o n t r a r y

1 vidhi — sattva — yod-pa =  sgrup-pa, cp. Tib , p. 162. IS, 162. 15 and 163.1.
2 asmâd iti valet rtvät. M ai lav.,  p. 100.
a Read vâhâranasya in 72.1 and 72.
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c a s e s  ( w h e r e  t h e r e  i s  t h e  g i f t  o f  o m n i s c i e n c e  
a n d  p a s s i o n s  a r e  e x t i n c t )  i s  s u b j e c t  t o d o u b t .

(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-omniscience1 
and extinct passions which is the contrary of efficient passions.

§ 14. The contrary reason.

(72.7). After having thus explained the fallacies which are 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. W h e n  t h e  r e v e r s e  of  t w o  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  
( a d d u c e d )  r e a s o n  is t r u e ,  ( t he  f a l l a c y  i s c a l l e d )  
a c o n t r a r y  (or  i n v e r t e d )  r e a s o n .

(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. W h a t  a r e  t h e  t wo ?  I t s  p r e s e n c e  i n  s i 
m i l a r  a n d  a b s e n c e  in d i s s i m i l a r  c a s e s .  E. g., t h e  
a t t r i b u t e s  of  b e i n g  a p r o d u c t ,  o r  of  b e i n g  v o l u n 
t a r i l y  p r o d u c e d ,  b e c o m e  c o n t r a r y  r e a s o n s ,  i f  t h e  
e t e r n a l i t y  of  t h e  s o u n d s  o f  s p e e c h  i s  t o  he  de
d u c e d  f r o m  t h e m.

(72.14). The two particular aspects are being specified.
(72.17). They are the presence of the reason (only) in similar 

cases and its absence from (every) dissimilar case. We must connect 
(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 fact 
of being voluntarily produced (must be understood here) as an infe- 1 2

1 The syllogism is stated in sïïtra III. 71, the major term is nou-omniscience, 
the dissimilar or contrary cases are cases of omniscience.

2 Gp. above, sütra III, 18, trausl. p. 123.
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rence from the existence of the effect (to the existence of i ts1 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 object cognized. The latter is here meant. I t  is 
an argument from causation.1 2 Both these arguments,3 (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 so?

87. B e i n g  a b s e n t  i n s i m i l a r  a n d  p r e s e n t
i n  d i s s i m i l a r  c a s e s ,  t h e y  p r o v e  j u s t  t h e  c o n 
t r a r y .

(73.2). I t  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. T h e y  a r e  c o n t r a r y ,  b e c a u s e  t h e y  e s t a b l i s h  
j u s t  t h e  i n v e r t e d  ( c onc l u s i on ) .

(73.6). They prove the reverse part of the predicate «eternai», 
i. e., they prove impermanence. Therefore, they are called contrary.4

1 Cp. above, text p. 46.12, transi, p. 126, where it was quoted as an example 
of an analytical deduction of coexisting attributes.

2 Lit., «Therefore an effect-reason».
2 For his Table of Reasons (Hetu-caTcra) D ign äga  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 impending edition and 
translation of Dignäga’s work. Since he wanted an analytical and a causal deduc
tion to the contrary, he modified the inference Sabdo' nityah, prayatnânantarîya- 
katvât into the form of Sabdo' nityah prayatnânantarïyaJca -jndna - utpädanät. 
anityatva is here the same as 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 a conscious 
effort, Both reasons, the one coexisting with, (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), then1 the major 
term (of which the reverse is thus being proved, must) be explicitly 
stated in the syllogism, it cannot remain unexpressed. We have how
ever stated above2 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. T h e r e  i s a t h i r d  v a r i e t y  of  a s e l f - c o n t r a 
d i c t o r y  a r g u m e n t ?  T h a t  w h i c h  c o n t r a d i c t s  a ( ta 
c i t l y )  a d m i t t e d  p r i n c i p l e .

(73.11). 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.

(73.13), An example is given.

90. T h i s  i s  a n  e x a m p l e  —
(T h e s is ) . T h e  s e n s e  o f  v i s i o n  a n d  o t h e r  

s e n s e s  a r e  s e r v i c e a b l e  t o  a n o t h e r  o n e ’ s 
n e e d s .

( Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e y  a r e  c o m p o s i t e  
s u b s t a n c e s .

( Ex a mp l e ) .  J u s t  a s  b e d s ,  c h a i r s  a n d  
o t h e r  r e q u i s i t e s . 8

(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 conclu
sion explicitly stated, cp. Mai la v ïïdî, f. 101, — tata iti (p. 73.6) viparyaya-sädh- 
anäd tty  anayoh samänädhikaranyam.

1 Cp. M a lla v a d i, f. 101, — uktam ce ti (p. 73.8) cas tathärthe.
2 Cp. sïïtra III. 47, transi, p. 157.
8 Cp. above, sütra III. 49, transi, 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,1 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.

(73.21). How does this reason contradict an admitted principle?

91. I t  is  a c o n t r a r y  r e a s o n ,  b e c a u s e  i t  p r o v e s  
j u s t  t h e  r e v e r s e  o f  ( t he  p r i n c i p l e )  a d m i t t e d  by  
t h e  ( d i s p u t a n t ) ,  v iz., t h e  r e v e r s e  of  a n  e x i s t e n c e  
f o r  t h e  s a k e  o f  a s i m p l e  s u b s t a n c e .

(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 S ä n k h y a  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 ä n k h y 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 D i g n ä g a .  How is it that you ( D h a r -  
m a k l r t i ) ,  being the author of a Commentary on his work, have 
omitted it?

1 E. g., the organ of vision consists in atoms of transparent m atter (rüpa-pra- 
soda) located on the surface of the eye-ball in concentric circles, cp. my C e n tr a l  
C o n c e p tio n , p. 12 ff.
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92. W h y  is  i t  n o t  m e n t i o n e d  h e r e  (as a s e p a 
r a t e  v a r i e t y ) ?  B e c a u s e  i t  i s i m p l i e d  i n t h e  t w o  
o t h e r  one s .

(74.14). I t  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. I t  d o e s  n o t  d i f f e r  f r o m  t h e m,  i n t h a t  i t  
p r o v e s  t h e  r e v e r s e  of  t h e  c o n s e q u e n c e .

(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. T h e r e  is i n d e e d  no m a t e r i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t 
w e e n  a n  e x p r e s s e d  a n d  a n  i n t e n d e d  p r e d i c a t e .

(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 conclusion.1

(74.22) . Every section (in a scientific treatise) is devoted to some 
fact which has been challenged8 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).1 2 3 4 There 
is thus no (material) difference (between the last and the former two 
varieties of a contrary argument).5 * *

1 upasamhära.
2 âpanna.
3 jijüäsita.
* Cp. above, sïïtra 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 ».
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§  1 5 .  A n o t h e r  f a l l a c y  o f  a n  u n c e r t a i n  r e a s o n .

(75.4) . What fallacy ensues when one aspect of the reason is 
wrong and the other is uncertain?

95. W h e n  o n e  of  t h e  t w o  f o r m s 1 is w r o n g  a n d  
t h e  o t h e r  d u b i o u s ,  t h e  r e a s o n  b e c o m e s  u n c e r 
t a i n .

(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.

(75.6). What form has it? The author answers,

96. An e x a m p l e  —

( Thes i s ) .  S o m e o n e  i s  p a s s i o n l e s s  or  s o me 
o n e  i s o m n i s c i e n t .

( Reas on) .  B e c a u s e  he  p o s s e s s e s  t h e  f a 
c u l t y  of  s p e e c h .

( Ma j o r  p r e mi s e ) .  ( W h o s o e v e r  i s  a h u m a n  
b e i n g  p o s s e s s i n g  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  s p e e c h ,  is 
o m n i s c i e n t  a n d  p a s s i o n l e s s ) .

T h e  c o n t r a p o s i t i o n  i s  h e r e  w r o n g ,  t h e  p o s i t i v e  
c o n c o m i t a n c e  u n c e r t a i n .

(75.9). «Free from passions)) is 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.2 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 treated above in 
sutras III. 59—67.

 ̂L it , 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.1 Why?

97. S i n c e  o m n i s c i e n c e  a n d  ( a b s o l u t e )  a b s e n c e  
o f  p a s s i o n s  a r e  u n a c c e s s i b l e  t o  e x p e r i e n c e ,  i t  
i s  u n c e r t a i n  w h e t h e r  t h e  g i f t  o f  s p e e c h  c o e x i s t s  
( w i t h  t h e s e  a t t r i b u t e s )  o r  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),2 
they are metaphysical.8 The faculty of speech, on the other hand, is a 
faculty known from experience. Whether this faculty is present with 
them,4 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.
Its cortraposition will be,
Whosoever is non-omniscient does not possess the faculty of speech.

Although it has been established above, sntra III. 28 ff., that concomitance and 
its contraposition are equipollent and always express implicitly the same fact, 
nevertheless in a 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 explode the positive form of 
the major premise modo toTlente, 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 J a in s  
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 sütra III. 131. The Buddhists, 
on the contrary, have maintained that preaching (upadeSa-pranayanam) is a mark 
of non-omniscience, since conceptual thought (mkalpa) and speech can express only 
limited, imputed knowledge, cp. N. k a n ik à , p. 112— 113. It is nevertheless a tenet 
in Mahäyäna 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 suited 
to exemplify an inference where all the three aspects of the reason are wrong.

* viprakarsdt.
3 atïndriyatrât.
4 taira.
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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.

§  1 6 .  W h a t  f a l l a c y  e n s u e s  w h e n  b o t h  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e

REASON ARE UNCERTAIN.

(75.17). I t  will nowibe stated, that when both the aspects of the 
reason are dubious, the reason is (also) uncertain.

98. W h e n  t h e r e  i s  d o u b t  r e g a r d i n g  t h e s e  s a m e  
t wo  f o r m s  o f  t h e  r e a s o n ,  t h e  f a l l a c y  i s  (a lso )  
c a l l e d  u n c e r t a i n .

(75.19). When the same forms, i. e., the general proposition and 
its contraposition are dubious, the reason itself is dubious.

99. ( Thes i s ) .  T h e  l i v i n g  b o d y  i s  e n d o w e d  w i t h  
a Soul .

(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  i t  p o s s e s s e s  b r e a t h  a n d  
o t h e r  ( a n i m a l  f u n c t i o n s ) . 1

1 We find the argument inferring the existence in a body of a substantial Soul 
from the presence in it of animal functions, already adumbrated in V ai s. S, III. 2 .4 . 
It was included by D ig n S g a  in bis H e tu -c a k r a  as a logical fallacy of a conter
minous (asädhärana) reason U d d yotak ara , opposing DignSga, took it np and 
vindicated it as a valid reason. He thus was led to establish the theory of logical 
reasons supported by negative examples alone (kevala-vyatirékin). He also interpre
ted the Method of Residues (Sesawd-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. R an 
d a ll, p. 208, J a y a n ta , p. 436 and 577, accepts the theory. After some fluctuations 
it was finally incorporated into the amalgamated system by G an gesa , cp. T attva-  
c in tä m a n l, p. II. 582 ff., and has become one of the characteristic features of modern 
Nyäya, cp. on it H. J a co b i in 99 A. 1919, p. 9 ff. and art. Y îta  und A v ita  in 
R. G arb e ’s Festschrift. As fallacy it occupies in D ig n â g a ’s system of possible logi
cal reasons the central position, it is the most barren, so to say, reason, so 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 thns 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 reason, so far it is a real fact, must be contained 
somewhere among them, but there is absolutely no possibility to determine whether 
it is contained thein one part or in the other. The argument, according to D ig -
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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,1 (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 2 produces8 
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 
premise5 (would then be confirmed by evidence drawn from them), one 
of the horns of the dilemma would be cancelled and the doubt sol-

n äga , reduces to the formula «sound is eternal because it is beard», which is as 
valid as the contrary judgment «sound is non-eternal because it  is heard». Accor
ding to the NaiySyikas 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. Mahäyäna denies also the exi
stence of all eternal substances and applies the term existence only to what is 
causally efficient (artha-kriyä-kärin). 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 asâdhârana. 3 paksa-dharma.
s hetu =  kärana =  Tib. rgyu.
* Viz., the living body possessing animal functions, as according to the law of 

excluded middle, either is or is not the possessor of a Soul. The possessors and non
possessors of a Soul represent together all things existing.

s The minor premise (paksa-dharma) here must be imagined as having the 
form of « this living body possesses those animal functions which by induction 
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.1 (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.2

(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 presence (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) or just 
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 well8), or 2) a reason 
whose exclusion from the dissimilar instances is subject to doubt,4 or

r Lit., « could not point to a subject non-disjoint from one attribute among the 
two », i. e., could point to a subject disjoint from one 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 immortal, because so many persons are 
known to have died » have that feature in common that the position of the middle 
term «man», although right in the first case and wrong in the second, is in both 
cases definite; in the first proposition it is represented as present in similar and, eo 
ipso, absent in dissimilar instances, in the second it is, on the contrary, represented 
as present in dissimilar cases, i. e., in cases of immortality, and absent, eo ipso, in 
similar cases, or in cases of mortality. It is indispensable to mention both these 
combinations because in D ig n ä g a ’s system of logical reasons they fill up definite 
places assigned to them.

8 Example see above, text p. 66.7, transi, 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 .6 6 .1 0 , transi, 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 etc., and impermanence is present on 
them. But existing without 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 uncertain, since it is only partly excluded from the dissimilar 
cases.
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3) a reason whose positive concomitance is subject to doubt,1 or 4) a 
reason whose contraposited concomitance is wrong.8 (76.14). (Finally,8 
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, (a too peculiar), uncertain reason.4

1 Example see text p. 66 .8 , transi, 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 produced, are 
both permanent and impermanent. This alone would not invalidate the concomitance 
since the positive concomitance must be supported not by all similar cases, but 
only by some of them (cp. sïïtra 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 a wrong judgment. The dis
similar instances, the objects willfully produced are all impermanent This fallacy 
occupies the third place in D ig n ä g a ’s system.

2 Example see text p. 66.12, transi, p. 18S, «the sounds 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 Yaise- 
sika school as eternal and impenetrable. It is not required that all penetrable 
(amBrta) 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. sütra II. 7) require that the 
reason should be totally absent in dissimilar cases, i. e., in the present instance, 
that the impermanent objects should be all of them penetrable, and this is not the 
case, because jars etc. are impermanent and impenetrable. Since the contraposition 
does not hold good (asiddha), the fallacy is called fallacy of unwarranted contra
position. It is the ninth fallacy of Dignäga’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 D ig n ä g a ’s systematic table of 
possible reasons. There are neither similar 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 situated the indefinite 
uncertain reasons. W e thus have a square table with a centre and three points on 
every side making together 9 items (if the comer points are not reckoned double). 
This remarkable achievement of D ig n ä g a  will be fully elucidated by M-r A. Yo- 
s t r ik o f f  in his forthcoming edition and translation of D ig n ä g a ’s H e tu c a k r a -  
sam arth an a .

4 Lit., p. 76. 5—15. «This non-shared (by anything else fact) will be establi
shed as a cause (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. B e c a u s e  e x c e p t  t h e  c l a s s  of  e n t i t i e s  p o s 
s e s s i n g  a Soul ,  a n d  t h e  c l a s s  n o t  p o s s e s s i n g  it, 
t h e r e  i s no  ( t h i r d )  g r o u p  w h e r e  a n i m a l  f u n c t i 
o n s  a r e  f ound .

(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. B e c a u s e  p r e s e n c e  a n d  a b s e n c e  of  t h e  
S o u l  e m b r a c e  b e t w e e n  t h e m  e v e r y  e x i s t i n g  
o b j e c t .

(77.2). Presence of the Soul is its existence. I t is contrasted with 
non-existence.1 Both embrace, i. e., include, every existing reality. 
Where Soul exists, we have an entity possessing a Soul. All other

dharma) is a cause (hetu =  rgyu) of doubt from two causes (kärana =  rgyu). 
Because which two forms are the object of doubt in them every existing object is 
included, nnd because there is 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 attribute 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 =  rgyu) of non-cognition. 
A reason (hetu =  gtan-theigs) showing a definite position is eventually (vä) contrary. 
(76.11). Therefore by which two (possibilities) every thing existing is included, for 
them there is a cause (hetu =  rgyu) of doubt, it 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-theign) 
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)». Kote the double translation in Tibetan of hetu either 
by rgyu — kärana, or by gtan-thsigs =  Unga.

1 L it., p. 77 .2 . «The presence of the Soul is its Teal 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. N e i t h e r  c a n  t h e  p r e s e n c e  (of t h e  r e a s o n )  
i n  o n e  of  t h e s e  ( c l a s s e s )  be  a p p r e h e n d e d  w i t h  
c e r t a i n t y .

(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. S i n c e  n e i t h e r  i n t h e  e n t i t i e s  s u p p o s e d  t o  
p o s s e s s  a Soul ,  n o r  i n t h e  e n t i t i e s  k n o w n  n o t  
t o  p o s s e s s  i t ,  i s t h e  p r e s e n c e  of  a n i m a l  f u n c t i 
ons  c e r t a i n . 1

(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 conclusion1 2 (constitutes the minor premise, but it) becomes uncer-

1 In sïîtra III. 103 read asiddhes instead of asiddhih, the following words tâ- 
bhyâm na vyatiricyate must be transferred to the end of the next sïîtra, where like
wise asiddheh is to be read instead of asiddhih.

2 The minor premise (paksa-dharma) would have been «the living body posses
ses animal functions». But the author introduces it in the form of apart of the con
clusion, saying in sïîtra III. 104 «therefore the breath etc. being present in the living 
body» etc. The term paksa-dharma is often used as a synonym of hetu, D an d ar  
L h a-ram ba calls the Heta-cakra Phyogs-chos-khor-lo — paksa-dharma-eakra.
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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-narrow (conterminous with the subject). The (author) 
now introduces the minor premise, giving it the form as though it 
were a conclusion.

104. T h e r e f o r e ,  s i n c e  i t  i s  n o t  p r o v e d  t h a t  a n i 
m a l  f u n c t i o n s  i n h e r e n t  i n  a l i v i n g  b o d y  e x c l u d e  
i t  e i t h e r  f r o m  t h e  c l a s s  of  a l l  o b j e c t s  p o s s e s 
s i n g  a S o u l  o r  f r o m  a l l  o b j e c t s  n o t  p o s s e s s i n g  
any ,  ( i t  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  o n e  
a m o n g )  t h e s e  t w o  g r o u p s  i n w h i c h  t h e y  a r e  n e 
c e s s a r i l y  a b s e n t .

(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. N e i t h e r  i s t h e r e  a n y  p o s i t i v e  c o n c o m i 
t a n c e ,  b e c a u s e  ( t he  n e c e s s a r y  p r e s e n c e  of  t h e  r e a 
son)  i n  o n e  of  t h e  g r o u p s  i s  a l s o  n o t  e s t a b l i s h e d .

(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 none. 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-
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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 of 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?)1 This suggestion is answered (in the follo
wing passage),

107— 108. W h e t h e r  t h e  S o u l  e x i s t s  o r  w h e t h e r  
i t  d o e s  n o t  e x i s t ,  we c a n n o t  i n  a n y  c a s e  d e n y  a t  
o n c e  b o t h  t h e  p r e s e n c e  a n d  t h e  a b s e n c e  of  a n i 
m a l  f u n c t i o n s  (in s o u l l e s s  be i ngs ) ,  b e c a u s e  t h e  
d e n i a l  o f  t h e  o n e  i m p l i e s  t h e  a f f i r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  
ot her .1 2

(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).3 
Why is that? (78. 21). Because just the denial4 of the one — whe-

1 Lit., p. 7S. 13— 15. «And is it not that for the opponent there is nothing pos
sessing a Soul? Therefore there is neither concomitance nor exclusion of this rea
son in the possessor of a Soul. Thus 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 is here used 
not in the sense of contraposition, but of exclusion or absence, =  obliava, 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, sätmaka means here the supposed pos
sessor of a  Soul.

3 Lit., p. 78, sutras 107—108. «And there is no certainty of non-existence of 
both concomitance and exclusion 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 exclusion».

4 ab hâva-niêcaya.
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ther of the presence or of the absence — is inseparable from the affir
mation1 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 one negative certainty implies the 
(correlative) positive certainty, therefore both alternatives cannot be 

: simultaneously true.
(79.3). Why is it again that the denial of one (alternative) neces

sarily implies the affirmation of the other?
: This question is answered —

109. T h e  n e c e s s a r y  p r e s e n c e  a n d  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  
a b s e n c e 1 2 3 (of  a n i m a l  f u n c t i o n s  w h e r e s o e v e r  a S o u l  
i s  a b s e n t ) ,  ( t h e s e  t w o  f a c t s )  a r e  e x c l u s i v e  of  o n e  
a n o t h e r .  S i n c e  n e i t h e r  o f  t h e m  c a n  be  e s t a b l i 
s h e d ,  ( t he  a d d u c e d  r e a s o n  f o r  p r o v i n g  t h e  e x i 
s t e n c e  of  a Sou l )  i s  u n c e r t a i n ,  ( i t  p r o v e s  n o 
t h i ng ) .

(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 essence8 of both (the facts in question). This their relation4 con
stitutes their essence.4 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 
contrast5 (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 Negation6) 
the absence of a (definite) form7 of it, (a form representable), con-

1 bhäva-niicnya.
2 nnvaya- vyatiréka ■= bhäva-abhäva.
3 rüpa =  svarüpa.
4 bhäva.
5 Cp. above, text p. 69.22—70. 3, transi, p. 193.
6 Cp. above, cp. II, sntra 26 ff.
7 ntrüpa-abäava, lit. 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).

(79.13). Therefore, supposing (we adhere to the Buddhist view and 
maintain) that the existence of an (eternal) Soul is a phantom,1 (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 2) one real thing cannot simultaneously be present and absent 
in another one, and therefore we cannot with apodictic certainty deny 
them both a t once, (we can only fluctuate between them).

(79.15). Nor do we here propose to prove to our opponents* (the 
Naiyâyikas) that the (eternal) Soul does not exist a t 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 niyata-äkära kalpita abhäva is layed s tress  on. 
The meaning is rüpam paricchidyate mrüpatäm (tasya eva rUpasya abhävam) vya* 
vacchidya. Such also seems to be the intention of the Tib. translators, cp, p. 
180.9—11. J a y  ant a speaks, p. 52.3, of tärüpa-abhäva as non-existence possessing  
no perceptible colour. M a lla v â d l, fol. 105—106, explains — alita bhavatu yasya 
vyavacchedena yat paricchidyate tat tat-parihärena vyavasthitam, paratn näbhäva- 
vyavacchedena bhävasya pariccedah syäd ity  äiankyäha sväbhävetyädi ( 7 9 . 9 ) . . .  
athäbhävasya niyata-svarüpa-abhäve lcatham tad-vyavacchedena bhäva-vyavasthitih 
syäd ity  äSankyaha (a)bhävo Jntyädi, (79.10). atha bhavatu nirüpo (a)bhävah, 

param na nlrüpam vyavacchi(dya rüpam äkaravat paricchidyata iti). K a m s l s i l l s ,  
p. 934.18, uses the term ntrüpa in connection with sämänya in the sense of nth* 
svabhäva =  éünya.

1 avastu.
2 Cp. above, text p. 70.12 ff.
3 The argument bere discussed is advanced by the Naiyäyika, cp. N. vSrt. 

and T atp. ad N y ä v a -su tr a , I. 35, the opponent,prativädin, is the Buddhist, bnt 
Soullessness is a characteristic tenet of Buddhists against which the NaiySyikas 
usually protest, both parties are mutually the opponents of one another.
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bent upon them to admit that) logically1 (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 
its 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 denial. 
Doubt produces an uncertain reason. That is what (the author) has 
expressed (in the aphorism).2

1 pramâna here in the sense of evidence, of facts from which a valid conclu
sion is possible.

2 Lit., p .7 9 .4 —21. «Because concomitance and contraposition (or presence 
and absence) have the essence of mutual 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 
(bhäva) 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
sion 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. (79.13). 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), hut 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. N e i t h e r  can we a f f i r m  (on s u c h  g r o u n d s )  
t h e  n e c e s s a r y  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a Soul ,  n o r  c a n  we 
d e n y  i t . 1

(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 nonexistence). 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 functions. This mark is 
uncertain.2

there is neither somewhere certainty of existence nor 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 non-existence, just therefore there is doubt of positive 
and contraposed concomitance (of presence and absence). And from doubt (the rea
son) is uncertain, thus he says». — anvaya and vyatireka at first mean concomi
tance and its contraposition, cp. 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, bhâvâbhâvau, p. 79.7, and characte
rized as exclusive of one another. Moreover vyatireka 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 part».

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. T h u s  t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  k i n d s  of  f a l l a c i e s ,  
t h e  U n r e a l ,  t h e  C o n t r a r y  a n d  t h e  U n c e r t a i n .  
T h e y  a r e  r e s p e c t i v e l y  p r o d u c e d  w h e n  e i t h e r  one  
a s p e c t  o f  t h e  m a r k  s i n g l y ,  o r  a n y  p a i r  of  t h e m ,  
a r e  e i t h e r  u n r e a l  o r  u n c e r t a i n .

(80.9). «Thus» means in the manner above explained. When one 
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 unreality 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. T h e  C o u n t e r b a l a n c e d  R e a s o n .

112— 113. O n e  m o r e  ( v a r i e t y )  o f  a n  u n c e r t a i n  
r e a s o n  h a s  b e e n  e s t a b l i s h e d ,  viz., t h e  ( C o u n t e r b a 
l a n c e d )  r e a s o n  w h i c h  f a l l s  i n  l i n e  w i t h  i t s  own 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n ,  ( wh i c h  i s  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y ) .  —  W h y  
i s  i t  n o t  m e n t i o n e d  h e r e ?  B e c a u s e  i t  c a n n o t  o c 
c u r  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  ( n a t u r a l )  r a t i o c i n a t i o n .

(80.14). But did not our Master ( D i g n ä g a )  establish one more 
(variety) of an uncertain logical reason, 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. 
III. 67, in connection with the fallacy of unreal (assidha) reason. There it was 
assumed that the minor term and minor premise in a syllogism must he 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.1

(80. 21) The proper domain of inference1 2 3 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,3 (constitutes the domain of inference 
proper). I t  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.4

(81.1). Indeed, when we have proposed to deal with the threefold 
logical connection as far as it is established on real facts, we can 
introduce only such logical fallacies which are (albeit partly) establi
shed on real facts.5 But a (double) reason which is right and contra-

1 The viruddhâvyabhicâri fallacy of D ig n ä g a  has survived in the Nyäya- 
Vaisesika united system under the name of aat-pratipaksa, and a corresponding 
aspect o f the valid reason, the asat-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. P r a sa sta p ä d a , p. 239.2—3, includes it in 
the category called by him anadhyavasita reason. He admits that conflicting argu
ments, such as pointed out by D ign äga , occur in science (iästra), 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. KandalT, p. 241.13 ff. It is clear 
that PrasastapSda’s words are a reply to Dignäga’s theory. B odas thinks, T arka- 
S am grah a p. 307 (Bombay, 1918), that the satpratipaksa fallacy is foreshadowed 
by G otam a’s prakarana-sama, N. S., I. 2. 7, but this is doubtful.

2 It 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 pramâna-siddha.
4 Lit., «There is no possibility of contrary and non-discrepant».
3 A fallacy like the one mentioned in ch. III. 60 cannot be maintained to repose, 

albeit partly, on positive facts. The theory of syllogism is better illustrated by fai*
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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 ( rea l )  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i s  i n d e e d  i m p o s s i b l e  
( in t h e  d o m a i n  of  t h e  t h r e e  v a r i e t i e s  o f  l o g i c a l  
d e p e n d e n c e ) ,  a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by  us, i n  t h e  c a s e s  of  
n e c e s s a r y  S u c c e s s i o n ,  o f  n e c c e s s a r y  C o e x i s t e n c e  
a n d  of  N e g a t i o n . 1

(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 i t  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.2 (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). I t  also 
affords no opportunity for a (real) contradiction.

lades, 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 D h a r m a k ir t i’s 
philosophy.

1 Lit., p. 81 .5—6. «Because there is no possibility of contradiction of Effect 
and Own-existence whose essence has been indicated, 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 hare place. There is no other general 
principle than these three, they control the entire domain of thought.

2 Lit., p .8 1 .9 — 10, «What is effect and what is own-essence, 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. T h e r e  is  no o t h e r  i n s e p a r a b l e  c o n n e c t i o n .

(81.14) . There is no other inseparable connection than the three 
(above mentioned). Whatsoever logical connection exists is strictly in
cluded in these three.

(81.15) . But then, where has our Master D i g n ä g a  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. T h e r e f o r e  D i g n ä g a  h a s  m e n t i o n e d  i t  a s  a 
m i s t a k e n  a r g u m e n t  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t w o  c o n t r a d i c 
t i n g  f a c t s ,  s u c h  a r g u m e n t s  o c c u r r i n g  i n  d o g m a t i c  
s y s t e m s  w h e r e  i n f e r e n c e  c o n c e r n s  m e t a p h y s i c a l  
p r o b l e m s  a n d  i s  f o u n d e d  on  d o g m a t i c  ( p r e m i s e s )  
a n d  n o t  u p o n  a n  ( u n b i a s s e d )  o b s e r v a t i o n  o f  r e a l  
f a c t s . 1

(81.18) . The self-contradictory reason has been established with 
reference to arguments founded on (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,1 2 3 the foundation of the 
argument is dogma.

(81.19) . But are dogmatical constructions4 * 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.8

1 Lit., p. 81 .16—17. «Therefore the contradicting-nondiscrepant proof-fallacy 
has been established with reference to inference founded on dogma, not starting 
from observing the force of real facts in pondering over such objects».

2 Hnga-trairüpyam
3 agama-siddham.
4 trairüpyam.
8 avastu-darSana.
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(81.20). The contemplation of non-realities is pure imagination. 
Its  force is its influence. When the logical foundation1 of an inference 
is influenced by (such phantoms) it  is not established on real facts, 
hut on pure imagination, and imagination is not reality.8

(82.1). Now, what is the proper place of such dogmatic argu
ments?

There are subjects 1 2 3 which are the proper place for such arguments, 
viz., metaphysical4 problems, problems unaccessible neither to direct 
observation nor to (correct) ratiocination, as, for instance, the problem 
of the r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  U n i v e r s a l s .  When the investigation of 
these problems is tackled, dogmatical argumentation flourishes.5 * Our 
Master D i g n ä g a  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. I t  ( o f t en )  h a p p e n s  t h a t  p r o m o t o r s  o f  
s y s t e m s  a r e  m i s t a k e n  a n d  a s c r i b e  (to e n t i t i e s )  
s u c h  a t t r i b u t e s  a s  a r e  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  t h e i r  
n a t u r e .®

(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.7

(82.10). But i f  scieDtifical authorities can be mistaken, how can 
we believe ordinary men? He says —

118. W h e n  t h e  a r g u m e n t  is  f o u n d e d  on t h e  
p r o p e r l y  o b s e r v e d  r e a l  c o n d i t i o n  of  r e a l  t h i n g s ,

1 trairüpyam.
2 Lit., p. 81.20—82.1. «The contemplation of a non-real object is mere con

struction, its force is its efficiency, from it starting, not from evidence, having its stand 
on mere construction, the three-aspectedness of inference founded on dogma, not on 
evidence. — The Tih. =  ägama-siddha-trairüpya-anumänasya aprämänyät.

3 artha.
4 atxndriya.
5 sam-bhavati.
8 Read svabhâvasya in p. 82.6.
7 Lit., p. 81.8—9. « Indeed confused makers of science (or scientific works)

superimpose such and such unexisting nature».
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w h e n  e i t h e r  a c a s e  o f  ( n e c e s s a r y )  S u c c e s s i o n  or  
o f  ( n e c e s s a r y )  C o e x i s t e n c e  o r  o f  A b s e n c e 1 i s  t h n a  
e s t a b l i s h e d ,  t h e r e  i s  no  r o o m  f o r  c o n t r a d i c t i o n .

(82.12). (Facts) are established as logical reasons not by any 
(arbitrary) arrangement,1 2 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, there is no 
room for (contradiction). (82.13). An established fact is an ultimately 
rea l3 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,2 hut they stand as stands reality (if* 
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. A n e x a m p l e  o f  t h i s  f a l l a c y  a r e  ( t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  t w o  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  d e d u c t i o n s .  T h e  
f i r s t  is),

( M a j o r  p r e m i s e ) .  A ( t h i n g )  w h i c h  i s  s i m u l 
t a n e o u s l y  i n h e r e n t 4 * * * i n  d i f f e r e n t  o b j e c t s ,  w h e r e 
s o e v e r  t h e y  be  s i t u a t e d ,  ( m u s t  be)  u b i q u i t o u s .

( E x a m p l e ) .  J u s t  as  t h e  G o s m i c a l  E t h e r .
( M i n o r  p r e m i s e ) .  A U n i v e r s a l  i s  s i m u l t a 

n e o u s l y  i n h e r e n t  in d i f f e r e n t  o b j e c t s  w h i c h  
a r e  t o  be  f o u n d  e v e r y w h e r e .

( C o n c l u s i o n ) .  ( He nc e  a U n i v e r s a l  m u s t  be  
u b i q u i t  o u s).8

(82.21). «An (attribute) which is simultaneously (and obviously) 
present in a number of objects in which it inheres, wheresoever they

1 ätma-kärya-anupalambhesu. L it., «in self, in effect, in  non-perceptions.
2 kalpanä.
3 Ultimately real (paramärtha-sat) is bere evidently not in the strict sense of 

a «thing in itself», but of something haring an ultimately real substratum, cp. 
above trsL p. 34, note 6.

4 abhi-sambadhyante= sammeti.
s Lit., p. 82.18—20. «An example for this. W hat is simultaneously intimately

(abhi-) connected with those its own intimate containers which are  resident in all
places, th a t is ubiquitous, ju st as E ther. Intimately simultaneously connected with
its own intimate containers which are resident in all plaoes is a  Universal».
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be situated» — this makes up for the subject (of the general propo
sition). «Is ubiquitous» — is its predicate. I t  expresses that the fact 
of such simultaneous presence is invariably concomitant with omnipre
sence, and therefore, subaltern to the latter.

(83.2). Now, it has been established by the great sage K a n a d a  
that a Universal is motionless, is amenable to sense-perception and pos
sesses unity. I t  simultaneously resides in every object with which it 
is connected by inherence. A pupil of Kapäda, named P a i l u k a , 1 
has advanced the syllogism (in question) in order to prove that Uni
versal 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 etc. 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.

(83.8). The (author) understands1 2 this argument as an analytical 
reasoning.

120. T h e  d e d u c t i o n  i s  a n  a n a l y t i c a l  one.  T h e
r e a l  p r e s e n c e  of  (a U n i v e r s a l )  i n  a d e f i n i t e  p l a c e  
i s  d e d u c e d  m e r e l y  (by a n a l y s i s )  of  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
i t  is i n h e r e n t  i n  t h e  o b j e c t s  o c c u p y i n g  t h a t  p l a c e .  
I n d e e d ,  ( t he  o p p o s i t e  of  t h a t  i s  i m p o s s i b l e ) ,  i f  so
m e t h i n g  i s  a b s e n t  f r o m  (a d e f i n i t e )  place,  i t  d o e s  
n o t  f i l l  up  t h a t  p l a c e  by  i t s  own  se l f . 3

1 P a ila v a  and P a ifh a r a  are evidently two invented names in connection with 
the theories of ptlu-päka-mda and pithara-paka-mda, the first was later ascribed
to the Yaisesikas, cp. P r a sa sta p a d a , p. 107.5, the second to the Naiyäyikas, cp. 
T ark ad lp ik ä , p. 17 (Bombay, 1918). But no connection between these names and 
the doctrine of the reality of Universale has as yet been on record. K a n a d a ’s 
sütra I 2. 3 is unclear. The doctrine is full blown in P r a sa sta p ä d a , p. 314. 21—  
antarale ea . . .  avyapadeSyani. It is one of the fundamental tenets of the united 
Nyaya-Vaisesika school. From Dh.’s words it would appear that the Pîthara-pâka- 
vädins did not share it. 2 yojayan, lit. «construes».

3 Lit., p. 83. 9—10. «The possession of a nature which is present in its place 
depends as a consequence (anubandhint) 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 must 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).1

(83.14). If something possesses the essence of being inherent in a 
number of other things, it necessarily must be present in the places 
occupied by them. Therefore the fact that a Universal is present in a 
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 place1 2 3 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.

(83.17) . (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.3 To contain something means (here) just 
to occupy that very place 4 which is (also occupied by this thing). This is 
Inherence.

(83.21) . 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).

(83.22) . The idea (of the author) is the following one. Comprehen/- 
sion 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 present 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 sannihita here clearly in the sense of «being present», not of being near, 
cp. this term in 1 .13, transi, and note.

8 Lit., p. 83 .19—20. «It introduces itself into the place the object inhered in».
* deéa-rüpa =  deSasvarüpa.
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comprehension, nor inherence which is equivalent to comprehension. 
But comprehension exists and consequently presence in the same place, 
(i. everywhere) exists as well.1 This is an analytical deduction.I 2

(84.3). The (contrary) syllogism advanced by P a i t h a r a  is now 
given.

121. T h e  s e c o n d ,  ( t h e  c o n t r a - )  d e d u c t i o n  r u n s  
t h u s .

( M a j o r  p r e m i s e ) .  I f  s o m e t h i n g  p e r c e p t i b l e  
i s  n o t  p e r c e i v e d  u p o n  a p l a c e ,  i t  i s  a b s e n t  
f r o m  i t .

( Exa mpl e ) .  As  e. g., a n  a b s e n t  j a r .
( M i n o r  p r e m i s e ) .  A U n i v e r s a l ,  a l t h o u g h  

( s u p p o s e d )  t o  be  p e r c e p t i b l e ,  i s  n o t  p e r c e i v e d  
i n  t h e  i n t e r v a l s  b e t w e e n  t h e  ( c o r r e s p o n d i n g )  
p a r t i c u l a r s .

( C o nc l u s i o n ) .  ( H e n c e  i t  i s  a b s e n t ) .
T h i s  n e g a t i v e  c o n c l u s i o n  a n d  t h e  f o r m e r  a n a l y 
t i c a l  d e d u c t i o n ,  s i n c e  t h e y  c o n t r a d i c t  o n e  a n 
o t h e r ,  p r o d u c e  t o g e t h e r  a n  u n c e r t a i n  ( c o n c l u s i o n ) .

(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 action3 without expecting to find it there— such is 
the predicate. I t  is thus stated that the first is subordinate to the se
cond. The example is an absent jar.

I  L i t ,  p. 83.22. a Pervasion of real things situated in this place is subordinate 
to existence in tha t place. Because if there is no existence in its place, there is no 
pervasion of it, there will be no inherence-connection whose essence is pervasion. 
B n t there is pervasion, therefore (there is) presence in its place. Therefore this is
an own-existence reasons.

3 Since D h a r m a k l r t i  admits only two varieties of deduction, deduction of 
necessary Succession or Causality and deduction of necessary Coexistence or ana
lytical deduction, he evidently could construct the conclusion about the real pre
sence of Universale in the individual things in which they inhere as an analytical 
judgm ent or judgment of necessary coexistence. The subject of the judgment—the 
fact 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 «what really inheres is really present, inherence is presence».

3 vyavahära.
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(84.10) . The words «a Universal etc.» point to the minor premised
(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 
conflict 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 contra
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.

§ 1 8 .  T h e  im p o r t  o f  E x a m p l e s .

(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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122. T h e  e x p o s i t i o n  of  t h e  t h r e e - a s p e c t e d  l o g i 
c a l  r e a s o n  is f i n i s h e d .  S u c h  a r e a s o n  i s  q u i t e  
c a p a b l e  a l o n e  t o  p r o d u c e  c o g n i t i o n  of  t h e  ( i n f e r 
r ed)  o b j e c t .  H e n c e  t h e  e x a m p l e  is no s e p a r a t e  
m e m b e r  o f  t h e  s y l l o g i s m .  I t s  d e f i n i t i o n  is n o t  
g i v e n  s e p a r a t e l y ,  b e c a u s e  i t  i s  i m p l i e d  (in t h e  
d e f i n i t i o n  of  t h e  r e a s o n ) .

(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 concomi
tance of the reason to be established, if there are no examples (to sup
port it)? (The author answers). We do not a t 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! I t 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).1 (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 so, tlie definition also of the subservient lo 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 (should 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. T h e  e s s e n c e  o f  a l o g i c a l  r e a s o n ,  in g e n e 
r a l ,  h a s  b e e n  d e f i n e d  by  us  a s  c o n s i s t i n g  i n  i t s  
p r e s e n c e  o n l y  i n  s i m i l a r  c a s e s ,  a n d  i t s  a b s e n c e  
f r o m  e v e r y  d i s s i m i l a r  c a se .  F u r t h e r ,  we h a v e  
s p e c i f i e d  t h a t  t h e  c a u s a l  a n d  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  r e a 
s o n s  m u s t  be  s h o w n  t o  r e p r e s e n t ,  ( t h e  f i r s t )  a n  
e f f e c t  ( f r o m  w h i c h  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  a c a u s e  i s  
i n f e r r e d ) ,  ( t h e  s e c o n d ,  a n e c e s s a r i l y  c o e x i s t i n g  
a t t r i b u t e )  w h i c h  a l o n e  is  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  d e d u c i n g  
( t he  c o n s e q u e n c e ) .  W h e n  t h e  r e a s o n s  a r e  so r e 
p r e s e n t e d ,  i t  i s  t h e n  s h o w n  t h a t  1) w h e r e v e r  
s m o k e  e x i s t s ,  f i r e  e x i s t s ,  l i k e  i n  a k i t c h e n ;  i f  
t h e r e  i s  no f i r e ,  n e i t h e r  i s  t h e r e  s m o k e ,  l i k e  i n  
c o n t r a r y  c a s e s ;  2) w h e r e v e r  t h e r e  i s  p r o d u c t i o n  
t h e r e  is  c h a n g e ,  l i k e  i n  a j a r ;  i f  s o m e t h i n g  i s  
c h a n g e l e s s ,  i t  i s  n o t  a p r o d u c t ,  l i k e  S p a c e .  I t  is,  
i n d e e d ,  i m p o s s i b l e  o t h e r w i s e  t o  s h o w  t h e  e x i s 
t e n c e  (of t h e  r e a s o n )  i n  s i m i l a r  a n d  i t s  a b s e n c e  
f r o m  (a ll)  c o n t r a r y  c a s e s  w i t h  t h e  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  
t h a t  we h a v e  i n t r o d u c e d ,  viz.  1) t h e  c a u s a l  d e 
d u c t i o n  (of t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  a r e a s o n )  n e c e s s a 
r i  ly f o l l o w s  f r o m  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  t h e  e f f e c t ,
2) t h e  ( a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e d u c e d )  p r o p e r t y  i s  n e c e s 
s a r i l y  i n h e r e n t  in t h e  f a c t  r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  a n a 
l y t i c a l  r e a s o n .  W h e n  t h i s  i s  s h o wn ,  i t  i s  l i k e 
w i s e  s h o w n  w h a t  an  e x a m p l e  is, s i n c e  i t s  e s s e n c e  
i n c l u d e s  n o t h i n g  e l se .

(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 realized1 (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,2 it  (eo ipso) becomes known that it is an 
analytical reason which is present in similar cases only and is absent 
from every contrary case. (86.7). I t  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 4

(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 factsi 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 smoke», this is the contraposi
tion of the major premise. It likewise must be proved (by examples), 
«as e. g., in the contrary cases», (namely in the pond etc.). Indeed, it

1 rij  nàte.
2 Lit., p. 86. 6. «When the essence of the probans becomes known.. .» , i. e.. 

when one fact representing the consequence 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 pram ana.
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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 judgment1 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 facts8 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 a 
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 in 
similar cases only, and absent in every dissimilar case. Indeed, when 
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 (pointing to the examples from which 
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,1 2 3 because the presence of 
smoke as an effect, is necessarily dependent upon the presence of fire 
(as its cause). This necessary dependence of an effect (upon some pre
vious cause),4 which is the essence (of one) of the varieties of logical 
dependence, cannot be shown otherwise (than by pointing to examples).5 *

1 svabhäva-hetor,
2 promana.
3 niyama.
4 tat-käryatä-niyama.
5 L it, p .8 6 .2 0 —22. «And the essence of the particular cannot be shown

otherwise. Of this probandum the eifect, its effect, smoke. Its relation (bhäva), its be-
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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,1 the presence of the one being the necessary mark of the pre
sence of the other.3

(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 facts3 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.5 The absence of the effect when the cause is absent (since

iug an effect. Just this is necessity (niyama), because smoke is necessarily depen
dent on fire as its cause. This, the necessity (consisting in) being its effect, as ha
ying the essence (rûpa =  svarüpa) of the definition of (one) variety, cannot be 
shown otherwise».

1 The Unga is svabhava and the sädhya is svabhava, or else the Unga is a Unga 
for its own svdbhUva, cp. above the sQtras III. 18—20 and the notes to the trans
lation.

3 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 pramäna. * vydpti.
5 According to the NaiySyiks a syllogism where the contrary example is not a 

reality is a syllogism without any contrary instance, a syllogism whose major pre
mise is a generalization from positive instances alone, it is kevala-anvayin, vipaksa,- 
htnah, just as the Buddhist deduction of the non-eternity of the sounds of speech 
from the fact that they are products, yathä sarvänityatva-vädinäm, anityah Sab- 
dah, krtakatväd iti, says U d d y o ta k a ra , p. 48.12. The counter-example of the 
Buddhists is Space or the Cosmical Ether which is eternal and unproduced, but, 
according to Mahäyäna-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 Naiyâyiks, cp. T âtp., p. 114.22 ff., P ari- 
su d d h i, p. 708—735 and the gloss of V a rd h a m ä u a -u p ä d h y ä y a  ibid. U day- 
ana quotes the opinions of the Buddhists J n a n a sr l (p. 713) and PrajiiTikara- 
g u p ta ’s V ä r tik ä la m k ä r a  (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.
(87.3). 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 ip s o 1 shown, 1) that a positive example being the fact1 2 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 ip so  indicated also. When it has been shown that such 
and such a fact3 is to be taken as a fact4 establishing concomitance from 
the positive side, and when (the other facts) have been shown where 
this concomitance is absent, the examples have been eo ip so  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?

§ 1 9 .  F a l l a c io u s  p o s it iv e  e x a m p l e s .

124. F a l l a c i o u s  e x a m p l e s  ar e  a l so  v i r t u a l l y  
r e j e c t e d  by t h i s  ( ac c o u n t  of  t h e  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 not fit to fulfill its own function, it will be a

1 akhyänäd eva.
2 promana.
3 so ’yam arthah.
4 pramäna.
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•wrong example. This is virtually implied (in our account of the logi
cai reason).

(87.16). Some instances of wrong examples are now given.

125. (Thes i s ) .  Th e  s o u n d s  o f  s p e e c h  ar e  e t e r n a l  
e n t i t i e s .

(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e y  ar e  n o t  i m p e n e 
t r a b l e  b o d i e s  o f  l i m i t e d  d i m e n s i o n s .

( Exampl es ) .  As, e. g., mot i on ,  a t o m s  or  
a jar.

T h e s e  e x a m p l e s  a r e  d e f i c i e n t  in r e g a r d  o f  t h e  
c o n s e q u e n c e  or of  t h e  r e a s o n  or o f  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 V a i s e § i k a  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. T h e s a m e  a p p l i e s  to  c a s e s  w h e r e  t h e  p r e 
s e n c e  o f  t h e  p r e d i c a t e d  a t t r i b u t e  and  (of t h e  
r e a s o n )  i s  u n c e r t a i n .

1. E. g., (Thesi s ) .  T h i s  man is s u b j e c t  to  p a s 
s ions .

(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  he  i s  e n d o w e d  w i t h  t h e  
f a c u l t y  o f  s pe e c h .

(Example) .  As  e. g., a man in t h e  s t r e e t .

2. (Thes i s ) .  T h i s  man i s  mort a l .
(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  he i s  s u b j e c t  to  p a s 

s i on s .
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(Example) .  As  e. g., a man in t h e  s t r e e t .

3. (Thesi s ) .  T h i s  man is n o n - o m n i s c i e n t .
(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  he  is s u b j e c t  to p a s 

s i ons .
(Example) .  As  e. g., a man in t h e  s t r e e t .

(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) «mortai» 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-omniscience; 
«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.1

127. ( Ne x t  c o m e  e x a m p l e s  w h e r e )  n e c e s s a r y  c o n 
c o m i t a n c e  i s  e i t h e r  a b s e n t  ( b e c a u s e  o f  i n c o m 
p l e t e  i n d u c t i o n )  o r  n o t  r i g h t l y  e x p r e s s e d  ( b e 
c a u s e  o f  t h e  c a r e l e s s n e s s  o f  t h e  s p e a k e r ) .

1. (Thesi s ) .  W h o s o e v e r  s p e a k s  i s  s u b j e c t  to  
p a s s i o n s .

(Example) .  Like ,  e. g., our  Mr. So and So.

2. (Thesi s ) .  Th e  s o u n d s  of  s p e e c h  ar e  i m p e r 
mane nt .

(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e y  are  p r o d u c t s ,
(Example) .  As e. g., a j a r.

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 concomitance1 is a case 
where the accidental coexistence1 2 3 4 of reason and consequence is alone 
indicated, hut it is not shown that the reason is logically subordinated 8 
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»5 6 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.*

(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 ajar». 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 conceived7 as similar in 
regard of the attribute of impermanence. (The example, as it is expes-

1 an-anvaya.
2 sambhava-mätram.
3 vyäpta.
4 niyama.
5 ista.
6 It is clear that D h a rm a k ir t i  treats here every case of incomplete, not suf

ficiently warranted, induction as a fallacy of example, but the term example beco
mes then partly a synonym of the major premise, not only of induction, as is cle
arly seen in the next sfitra.

7 pratyetum =  nücetum.
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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.1 (89.2). But if it were clearly re
alized that the e s s e n c e1 2 3 * * * * 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.8

(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 by 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 sense it becomes 
wrong nevertheless.

1 atiprasangät, «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. E a n ik S , p. 27.11 and 28 .5  niyamaka-nimittäbhävät sarva- 
eambhavah-atiprasangah =  earva tra-pravrtti-prasangah.

2 svabhava here in the sense of an essential attribute, implying svdbhäva-pra- 
tibanâha.

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 Buddhist 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 miÿor premise emphasizing that it is 
o f the essence of every thing produced according to causal laws to be imperma
nent, i. e., discontinuant or new in every moment.
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120. T h i s  a l s o  r e f e r s  (to a n  e x a m p l e  w h o s e  
m e a n i n g  h a s  b e e n  e x p r e s s e d  t h r o u g h )  a n  i n v e r 
t e d  c o n c o m i t a n c e ,  e. g.,

(Thesis ) .  (The s o u n d s  o f  s p e e c h  are  i m 
p e r ma n e n t ) .

(Reason) .  ( B e c a u s e  t h e y  are  p r o d u c e d  
f rom causes) .

(Example) .  ( Jus t  as  a j a r  etc.), w h a t s o e v e r  
i s  i m p e r m a n e n t  i s  a p r o duc t . 1

(89.11). The following is an example (which is in itself quite 
a right 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 (v ic e  v e r s a ) , impermanence as a consequence 
of production.

(89.13). 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»

I Lit., p. 89.10. «Thus (the example) with inverted concomitance, what is im
permanent is a product». — 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 
P ä r t h a s ä r a t h i  says that the Buddhist syllogism consists only of example and 
minor premise, cp. Sâs t r ad ïp i kâ ,  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, D h ar m ak lr t i  puts great emphasis on his 
principle that deduction implies logical necessity (niScaya, 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.1

(89.18) . Although, as things stand in reality, the fact of being 
produced (from causes) is necessarily subordinate to the feet 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 Mahäyäna Buddhism. Existence is defined by 
the Sauträntikas and Yogäcäras as causal efficiency (artka-kriyâ-kâritva). 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 become conterminous expressions predi
cable of every empirical fact. In Hinayäna existence, or element of existence (dha/r- 
ma), was split into permanent and impermanent (nit y a and cmitya), uncaused and 
caused (asamskrta and samskrta—krtaka), Nirvana and Samsara. In Mahäyäna 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 in a man 
profoundly versed in Buddhist philosophy, but for the sake of the listener it is 
more natural to start with the notiou of causal origin and to deduce impermanence 
from it.
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fore (the example «a jar etc.») 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  t h e  f a l l a c i o u s  e x a m p l e s  w h e n  
t h e  s y l l o g i s m  i s  e x p r e s s e d )  a c c o r d i n g  to  t h e  m e 
t h o d  o f  A g r e e m e n t .

(89.23). There are thus nine different species of wrong examples 
in the syllogism of agreement.

§ 20. F a l l a c io u s  n e g a t i v e  e x a m p l e s .

(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. T h e s a m e  ( a p p l i e s  to  d e d u c t i o n s  by t h e  
m e t h o d )  of  D i f f e r e n c e .  The  e x a m p l e s  in w h i c h  
e i t h e r  t h e  c o s e q u e n c e  (or t h e  r e a s o n ,  or bot h)  ar e  
n o t  a bs e n t , 1 (as t h e y  s h o u l d  be in  a s y l l o g i s m  
of  d i f f e r e n c e ) ,  ar e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  o n e s  — at oms ,  
m o t i o n  and S p a c e  ( r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .

(90.2) . When (the Mimämsaka 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 example1 2 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 Vaiüeçikas) to 
be eternal.3

1 avyatirekin.
2 vaidharmya-drstänta.
2 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 (anmrta).
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(90.3) . The example «motion» is deficient in regard of the reason, 
because motion is not a body of limited dimensions. Space (or Cosmica! 
Ether) is deficient in regard of both, it is eternal and illimited.

(90.4) . Thus either the predicate or the reason or both are not 
necessarily absent. Their ((non absence» means that they are not in
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. S i m i l a r  ar e  a l s o  t h e  c a s e s  w h e r e  t h e  ( ne 
c e s s a r y )  a b s e n c e 1 o f  t h e  p r e d i c a t e ,  (of t h e  r e a s o n  
a n d  of  bot h)  i s  u n c e r t a i n ,  e. g.,

( Thes i s ) .  K a p i l a  an d  o t h e r s  ar e  n o t  o m n i 
s c i e n t , 2 or are  n o t  ( a b s o l u t e l y )  t r u s t w o r t h y .

(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e i r  k n o w l e d g e  c a n n o t  
s t a n d  t h e  s p e c i a l  t e s t  of  o m n i s c i e n c e  and  
( a b s o l u t e )  t r u s t w o r t h i n e s s .

An e x a m p l e  by c o n t r a s t  i s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  one.
( C o n t r a p o s e d  m a j o r  premi s e ) .  O m n i s c i e n t  

or ( a b s o l u t e l y )  t r u s t w o r t h y  i s  a man who  
t e a c h e s  a s t r o n o m y .

(Example) .  As e. g., R i s a b h a ,  V a r d h a m ä n a  
an d  o t h e r s .

Th e  a b s e n c e  o f  t h e  p r e d i c a t e s  « n o t - o m n i s c i -  
-ence» a nd  «not  a b s o l u t e  t r u s t w o r t h i n e s s »  i n  t h e s e  
e x a m p l e s ,  i s  s u b j e c t  to doubt .

Miyor premise. Whatsoever is not an impenetrable body of limited di
mensions is eternal, as motion. (But motion is momentary although not a body).

Contraposition. Whatsoever is non-eternal is a body of limited 
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 speech 
from the fact that they are not bodies of limited dimensions.

1 vyatirèka.
2 Read yathäsarvajflah.
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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. «Kap il  a etc.» is the subject of the conclusion. 
The words «because of the absence (of the mark) of omniscience etc.» 
include the reason.1

(90.16). The mark of omniscience and trustworthiness, the exclu
sive proof (of absolute trustworthiness), is absent. This exclusive 
proof,1 2 3 constituting the mark of omniscience and trustworthiness, is a 
science which some possess. This circumstance is the cause why (Ra
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 Rapila 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 rôle 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., R i s a b h a ,  Y a r d h a m ä n a  and other teachers of the D i g a m 
ba r a s. They were omniscient and absolutely trustworthy.

(91.3). Now, it is here, on the face of these negative examples4 of 
Riçabha and Yardhamäna, uncertain, whether the predicates non-omnis
cience and possibility of mistakes are really contrasting, i. e., absent.5

Because well nigh might you teach astronomy, and nevertheless 
be neither omniscient 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 ityädi hetuh.
3 pramäna-atiSaya.
3 pramane.
* vaidharmya- udähara » a.
5 vyatireka =  vyävrtti.
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132. A n e g a t i v e  e x a m p l e  in c a s e s  w h e r e  t h e  
e x c l u s i o n  of  t h e  r e a s o n  is u n c e r t a i n  is as  f o l 
lows.

( The s i s ) .  A B r a h m i n  p o s s e s s i n g  t h e  k n o w 
l e d g e  of  t h e  t h r e e  V e d a s  s h o u l d  n o t  t r u s t  
M-r So a n d  So.1

(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  ( t he  man)  m i g h t  be  
s u b j e c t  t o  p a s s i o n s .

A c o n t r a s t i n g  e x a m p l e  ( m u s t  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  
r u l e  t h a t )  w h o s o e v e r  i s  t o  be  t r u s t e d  is  n o t  
s u b j e c t  t o  p a s s i o n s ,  e. g., G a u t a m a  a n d  o t h e r  p r o 
m o t o r s  of  l e g a l  codes .  T h e  r e a s o n ,  i. e., t h e  a b 
s e n c e  o f  p a s s i o n s  i n  G a u t a m a  a n d  c o n s o r t s ,  i s  
u n c e r t a i n .

(91.10). The predicate to be deduced is the fact that a B rahmin 
who knows the three Vedas, the Rig, Säma 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., Rapila. «Because he is subject to pas
sions» is the reason. Here we have in the rôle of a fact1 2 establishing 
the rule an example by contrast.

(91.13). An example by contrast (a negative example) is a 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 fixe 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 Rapila 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.

133. A c a s e  w h e r e  t he  e x c l u s i o n  of  b o t h  is 
u n c e r t a i n  i s  as  f o l l o w s .

1 Insert vivaksita before purusa, cp. Tib.
2 /tramane.
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(Thes i s ) .  K a p i l a  a nd  c o n s o r t s  ar e  n o t  f r e e  
f rom p a s s i o n s ,

( Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e y  a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  
a c q u i s i t i v e n e s s  a n d  a v a r i c e .

A c o n t r a s t i n g  e x a m p l e  s h o u l d  p r o v e  t h e  r u l e  
t h a t  a p e r s o n  w h o  i s  f r e e  f r o m  p a s s i o n s  n e i t h e r  
d o e s  a c q u i r e  n o r  i s  s u b j e c t  t o  a v a r i c e ,  e. g., R i 
s a  b h a a n d  c o n s o r t s .

T h e  a b s e n c e  in R i ç a b h a  and  c o n s o r t s  of  b o t h  
t h e  p r e d i c a t e s ,  i. e., f r e e d o m  f r om p a s s i o n s  and  
of  a c q u i s i t i v e n e s s  a nd  a v ar i c e ,  i s  u n c e r t a i n .

(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 rôle of a fact1 (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 Riçabha and consorts.

(92.6). Now, it is doubtful whether really in the case of this 
Riçabha both the predicate and the reason, both the fact of being 
subject to passions and of having the instinct of property are absent. 
Indeed, it is not certain whether Riçabha and consorts are really free 
from the instinct of property1 2 and from passions.

(92.8). Although in their own school they are declared to be such, 
but this is, nevertheless, very doubtful.3

1 atra pramâne.
2 parigraha-ägrdha-yoga
3 sandeha eva.
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(92.10). The last three fallacies are now exemplified.

134. An e x a m p l e  n o t  p r o v i n g  t h e  c o n t r a p o s e d  
g e n e r a l  p r o p o s i t i o n 1 i s  as  f o l l o w s ,

( Thes i s ) .  Hg i s  no t  f r e e  f rom p a s s i o n s .  
(Eeason) .  B e c a u s e  he  p o s s e s s e s  t h e  f a 

c u l t y  o f  s pe e c h .

An e x a m p l e  by c o n t r a s t  ( sh o u l d  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  
r u l e  t hat )  i f  s o m e t h i n g  h a s  no p a s s i o n s ,  i t  can
n o t  s p e a k , 1 2 as  e. g., a p i e c e  of  s t o n e . 3

A l t h o u g h  b o t h  t h e  a t t r i b u t e s  ar e  a b s e n t  in a 
p i e c e  o f  s t o n e ,  (it n e i t h e r  h a s  p a s s i o n s  nor  d o e s  
i t  speak) ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s  t h e  n e g a t i v e  p r o p o s i t i o n ,  
t h a t  « e v e r y  one  who  i s  f r e e  f r o m  p a s s i o n s  d o e s  
n o t  s pe ak» ,  in i t s  g e n e r a l i t y 4 * i s  n o t  pr oved.  The
r e f o r e  ( the  e x a m p l e  is n o t  a proof )  f o r  t h e  con 
t r a p o s e d  ( g e n e r a l  p r o p o s i t i o n ) . 6

(92.14) . Not including the contrast is an example (not proving) 
the contraposed general proposition. «Not free from passions», L 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 avyatiréka.
2 Read p. 92.11—12, yaträvitarägatvam nästi na sa vaktä.
3 Lit., p. 92.11— 12. An example by contrast is «in whom there is absence of

passions, be is not speaking, like a piece of stone». — Here again the rntyor pre
mise is regarded as inhering in the examples.

* vyäptyä.
s Lit., p. 92.13. «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 absence1 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, this is 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.1 2 (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
cious.

135. An e x a m p l e  in w h i c h  t h e  c o n t r a s t  i s  n o t  
p r o p e r l y  e x p r e s s e d  i s  as  f o l l o w s .

(Thes is ) .  The  s o u n d s  o f  s p e e c h  are  no t  
e t e r n a l .

(Reason) .  B e c a u s e  t h e y  are  p r o d u c e d  
( f r o m  c a u s e s ) .

(Example) .  (In c o n t r a s t  wi t h)  S p a c e  (whi ch  
i s  n o t  p r o d u c e d  and  e te r na l ) .

(93.2). 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.

(93.4). 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 vyatireka.
2 vyäptih.
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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.1 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.8

(93.8) . The rightly expressed concomitance m ast be shown to be 
established by examples. Thus an example really is the indication 
of the meaning of the general proposition, positive or contraposed.1 * 3

(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.4 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 e x a m p l e  a t t a c h e d  to an i n v e r t e d )  con
t r a p o s i t i o n  i s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  one.

( M a j o r  p r e m i s e ) .  W h a t  i s  n o t  s u b j e c t  to 
c a u s a l  l a w s  i s  e t e r n a l .

( Example) .  (As e. g., Space) .5 * *

1 sââkya-niyatââ âhetoh, lit. «from the reason which is necessarily dependent 
(niyata) on the consequence (sâdhya)».

s na gamaka.
s Thus it is here clearly said that the weight of the major pemise depends on 

the examples in which it is contained.
* vyatireka-visayatvena.
5 The fully expressed syllogism is here the same as in sütra HI. 128, but the 

positive major premise is replaced hy 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 etc.
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.

(93.17). 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).1

(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 laws2» 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 eternal», (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). Thus 
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 causal laws is eter
nal». Cp. notes on sutra HI. 128. Here as elsewher «eternai» means unchanging 
(nityatvam avasthäna-mätram), anon-eternal » means momentary.

1 na pratiyeta =  na niSnyeta.
2 akrtaka =  käranair 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. T h e s e  w r o n g  e x a m p l e s  a r e  n o t  c a p a b l e  
t o  d e m o n s t r a t e  n e i t h e r  t h e  g e n e r a l  c h a r a c t e r  of  
a v a l i d  l o g i c a l  r e a s o n ,  viz., i t s  p r e s e n c e  i n  t h e  
s i m i l a r  c a s e s  a l o n e  a n d  i t s  a b s e n c e  i n  e v e r y  
c o n t r a r y  c ase ,  n o r  a r e  t h e y  c a p a b l e  t o  d e m o n 
s t r a t e  t h e  s p e c i a l  c h a r a c t e r s  (of i t s  v a r i e t i e s ,  
t h e  u n i f o r m i t y  of  C o e x i s t e n c e  a n d  t h e  u n i f o r 
m i t y  o f  S u c c e s s i o n ) . 1 C o n s e q u e n t l y  i t  i s  i m p l i 
c i t l y  e v i d e n t  t h a t  t h e y  m u s t  be  r e j e c t e d .

(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,8 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.

§ 2 1 .  R e f u t a t i o n .

(94.13). So far (from the beginning of the chapter) we were dealing 
with demonstration. Next we will (shortly) deal with refutation. 1 2

1 i. e., the svabhäva-, the kärya• and anupalabdhi-hetu.
2 arthäpattyä =  sämarthyena, =  paramparayä.
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139. To r e f u t e  m e a n s  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  i n s u f f i 
c i e n c y  a n d  o t h e r  ( f a l l a c i e s  i n  a n  a r g u m e n t ) .

(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. R e f u t a t i o n  m e a n s  e x p o s i n g  t h e  f a l l a c i e s  
w h i c h  h a v e  b e e n  e x p l a i n e d  a b o v e ,  t h e  f a l l a c i e s  
c o n s i s t i n g  i n  f a i l u r e  t o  p r o v e  s o m e t h i n g .  R e f u 
t a t i o n  p r e v e n t s  t h e  t r i u m p h  of  t h e  d o c t r i n e s  ad
v a n c e d  by  t h e  o p p o n e n t .

(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) . I t  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. W r o n g  r e f u t a t i o n s  a r e  s o p h i s t r y ,  ( e v a 
s i v e  a n s w e r s ) .

(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



SYLLOGISM 2 5 3

141. S o p h i s t i c  a n s w e r s  a r e  d i s c o v e r i e s  of  n o n 
e x i s t i n g  f a l l a c i e s .

(95.10). Discovery of a non-existing, an untrue, fallacy (is sophi
stry). I t  is discovered by words, hence it is a disclosure. Such are 
sophistic answers. They are answers by generic resemblance with 
answers.

§  2 2 .  C o n c l u s io n .

If I 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 religion1 I  have reached,
I wish my work will serve alone 
The weal of all the living creatures.

Finished is this Comment on the « S h o r t  T r e a t i s e  o f  Logi c» .  
I t is the work of D h a r m o t t a r a  who has used all his skill for 
throwing it into the compass of one thousand four hundred and se
venty seven älokas (of 16 syllables each).

1 The fact (vastu) described in this stanza is the conclusion of the work, the 
emotion (rasa) echoed (anuranana-rüpa) in it is either a feeling of resignation 
((anta-rasa) or of sympathy (karunä-rasa). This expression of feeling is the prin
cipal aim (angin) of the author, the double meaning ot the word dharmottara is a 
subordinate (anga) embellishement (alankâra). We have here a case of dhvani, 
the ilesa is suggested (aksipta), but not developed (anirvyüÿha), cp. Dh van yäloka, 
p. II. 22 if. The Tib. translates jfläna by ye-ies, this would mean «transcendental 
knowledge».
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Vacaspatimisra on the Buddhist Theory 
of Perception.

( N y ä y a - v a r t i k a - t ä t p a r y a - t l k ä ,  Viziateci.,pp.87.24—95.10. 
Benares ed. 1925, pp. 133.9— 144.2).1

(87.24). (The definition8 of sense-perception in the A p h o r i s m s  
of  t h e  N y ä y a  s y s t e m  includes the characteristic that) « it contains 
a judgment8». These words point directly to a fully qualified4 (deter
mined and complex) perception. Indeed, the terms judgment, ascer-

1 Y S c a sp a tim iir a , a native of Northern India (D urbhanga), lived in the 
IXU> century A. D. at the court of the king of Nepal. He is posterior to D h ar- 
m o tta ra  whom he quotes several times (Tätp., pp. 109, 339 and N. K an ikä , 
p. 257). About him cp. R. G arbe, Der Mondschein der Sänkhya Wahrheit, Intro
duction, and my article in Prof. H. J a co b i’s Festschrift. He possessed an unrival
led mastery in the exposition of the most difficult 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 U d a y a n a -S cä ry a , living in the X<>> century, in 
a work entitled N y S y a -v ä r t ik a -tä tp a r y a - t lk S -p a r isu d d h i (quoted here as 
P). The latter text was again commented upon by Y ardham Sna-upadhySya, 
living in the XIII41* century, in a work entitled N y S y a -n ib a n d h a -p ra k S sa  
(quoted as Y.). 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 an external) object, a cognition, which is 
not an illusion, which is (either) an unutterable (sensation) or a perceptual judgment, 
this is sense-perception».

8 vyavasäya-ätmaka, lit. «contains a decision », it will be seen in the sequel 
that a perceptual judgment of the form «this is a cow» is meant.

* savikalpaka.
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tainment1 and conception1 2 3 do not mean different things. Sense per
ception whose essence and form consist (in a perceptual judgment) is 
qualified perception.

(87.26). This point, (vis., 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 
N y ä y a  A p h o r i s m s ) .  But we, wishing to follow the path opened 
by our teacher T r i l o c a n a , 8 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).

P A ß T  I.
The Buddhist makes a statement of his views. The Realist 

inserts suggestions.

§ 1 . T h e  p a e t s  p l a y e d  i n  p e e c e p t io n  b y  s e n s a t i o n  a n d  b y

IMAGINATION MUST BE DISTINGUISHED.

(88.1). (The  B u d d h i s t ) .  I t would be so, (vis., 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 Naiyàyikas is wrong), sense perception

1 nUcaya, a sc er ta in m en t o r  « n e c e s s ity »  in  th e  se n s e  in  w h ich  ev ery  a sser tio n  
w ish in g  to b e  o b je c tiv e ly  r e a l is  a n ece ssa ry  a sser tio n , a s  e s ta b lish e d  b y  S i g w a r t  
op. e it, I. 243 . T h e  sam e term  is  u sed  to  ex p r e ss  th e  n e c e s s ity  o f  lo g ic a l d e 
d u ctio n s , cp . N . b . t ., t e x t ,  p . 19  (sü tra  II . 7).

2 vikalpa, th is  te rm , w h ich  a lso  m ea n s  a ch o ice , is  a p p lied  to  th e  ju d g m en t o f  th e  
form  « th is  is  th a t» , cp . T ip p . ,  p . 23 . 4  —  sa eväyam iti vikalpasyävasthä ucyate. 
I t  th u s  p o in ts  to  « th e  fu n ctio n  b y  w h ich  w e id en tify  a n u m er ica lly  d istin c t and  
p erm an en t su b jec t  o f  d isco u rse  » and  w h ich  b y  W . J  a m e  s, P sy ch o lo g y , I. 461 (18 9 0 )  

i s  c a lle d  « c o n c e p t io n »  or « c o n c e iv in g  s ta te  o f  m in d » . T h is  sa m e fu n ctio n  i s  a lso  
c a lle d , in  E u ro p e  and  in  In d ia , sy n th e s is  (In e in sse tzu n g , abhedädhyavasäya, cp . 
N . b. t ., t e x t ,  p . 4 .1 1 ) .  T h u s  th e  fu n ctio n s o f  ju d g in g , a sc e r ta in in g , n ece ssa ry , a ffir 
m ation , co n ce iv in g  and  sy n th e s is  are h ere  d ec la red  to  b e so m a n y  n a m es fo r  one and  

th e  sa m e m en ta l op eration  w h ose  r e s u lt  is  th e  p er c e p tu a l ju d g m e n t  o f  th e  form  
« t h is  is  b lu e »  or « th is  is  a  c o w » . It  is  p a r tly  K a n t ’ s « V e r s ta n d » , « V erm ö g en  

d er  U r th e i le » .
3 Q u oted  in th e  A p o h a - s i d d h i ,  p . 13 (B . I.).
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cannot contain a decision1 (of that form), because such a decision 
would include a (distint) image,i 2 * 4 an image which (always) is utterable.8

(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 object5 
(alone), (the object) does not possess the power of amalgamating (a 
sensation) 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 6). Nor are the objects identical with their names. If it were so, 
we have had already an occasion to remark,7 the behaviour of a man 
who never has learned a (given) language would he just the same as 
the behaviour of a man who understands it, (he could get the names 
by looking at the object).

(88.4). (If the name of the object) is not to he found in the 
external world,8 (neither can it he found inside us), it is not an 
idea.9 I t is arbitrarily applied to an object,10 * (but this does not 
mean that it can he got out of the object). Indeed knowledge11

i  vyavataya, the decision or judgment, e. g., «this is a cow», cp. p. 89.5.
* pratibhasa, «image» (=  aniyata-pratibhäm).
8 Read abhilâpa-samsarga-yogya; this is right on the assumption that know

ledge contains images — säkära-pakse (V).
4 vijflänam refers here to sensation.
8 arthävabhäsa, viz. niyata-avabhasa.
6 na santi, samyogena, samamyena, käryatayä vä (P)-
7 T5tp., p. 82. 5 ff. There was a school of Grammarians who maintained that 

names were identical with things (nämadheya-tädätmyam arthändm), that even 
new-born children and deaf-dumb persons had their ideas from a congenital Name
forming Force (iabda-bhävanä — Sabda-väsanä), since naming is primary in our 
knowledge, ibid. p. 83.11 ff. To a certain extent they beld just as Dr. Jobn 
B. W atson , altbougb on other grounds, that «we do not think, but only talk». 
To this Force as manifested in the eternal words of the Scripture, the school of 
Mimlmsakas ascribed the origin of our religious and moral duties.

8 artha-asamsparèt; arthasamsparêaé ea atadvrttitväd a'adutpatteS ca (P.).
9 samvedana-dharmo jnatrtvädih (P), although there may be a Sabdakära as 

grahyäkära, it is arthäsamsparSi, i. e., arthäkäräsamsparSi.
10 niyojanät =  niyogato yoganät =  bähya-sämänädhikaranyena pratïtéh (P.); 

niyoga =  svecchayâ niyoga, cp. K a m a la sïla , p. 88.
u  jüânam here refers to the qualified pereept corresponding to the object as 

the real possessor of all its attributes, arfhät sarüpakäd upajäyamänam jilänam 
vikcUpa-rüpam (P.). D ig n ä g a  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 is a näma-kalpanä. The names are divided in class-names, adjectives,
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produced by an external object can point1 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 sense 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 individual8 (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 ken.4 
This mental construction5 converts8 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 pailcavidha-kaipana, cp. T Stp ., 
p. 82. 6 if. 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—y alo asya pratyaksasysa näbhiläpa-samsarga-yogyatä-
sambhavas tasmäd__  vikalpa-rüpam artham eva ädarSayed iti  prasangah, näbhi-
läpa-samsargitayä. If that structure were borrowed from external reality it ought 
to exist there. Just as in European philosophy there was a struggle between the 
advocates of an inteUedus archetypus and an intellectus ectypus, so in India the 
VaiySyikaranas and Mimaipsakas favoured, so to say, a vox arehdypa, the NaiyS- 
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 anädi-äabda-bhätanä of the Mimâmsakas by an anädi- 
vikalpa-väsanä conceived as a Biotic Force responsible for the logico-grammatical 
structure of the empirical world. Cp. B. R u sse l , O u tlin e , p. 254 and 174—5, on 
the connection between syntax and physics.

1 SdarSayet, na cârtham upadaréayti, abhiläpa-samsargitväd, arthasya ca 
tadabhävät (V).

8 Here ends the prasanga, follows the viparyaya.
8 pratipattärah.
* Construct vtkàlpa-vÿüânam. . .  vartamänam abhimanyante.
5 vikaipa-vijüänam.
8 ädarSayat.
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conceals,1 as it were, Ms imaginative faculty and puts to the front his 
perceptive faculty. This imaginative faculty* is the mind’s own charac
teristic,8 9 (its spontaneity), it has its source in a natural constructive 
capaci1 2 * ty 4 by which the general features5 of the object are apprehen
ded. Since the image is called forth by a reflex,6 (we naturally) think 
that we perceive the image as present in our ken,7 (but it is really 
constructed by productive imagination).8

(88.10) . Thus (there are two conflicting deductions that can) be 
established.

I. (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,10 11 * * * * 

the subject of discourse, are called forth by stimuli coming from 
(external) objects.11

(Conclusion). (Therefore they cannot be designated byaname).
(88.11) . This is a deductio ad absurdum.1* I t  is a negative argu

ment according to the sixth figure of Negation.18

1 tiraskurvat =  adhyavasyat (P).
2 utpreksä-vyäpära. Read utpreksa p. 88 .8  instead of upeksä.
2 mänasam âtmïyam.
i  vikalpa-väsanä, on väsanä cp. notes in the sequel.
8 aniyatärtha in the sense of aniyata-pratibhäsa, cp. N. b. p. 8 .8 ,8 .1 5 —16.
6 anubhava-präbhavatayä.
? vartamänam.
8 Lit., p. 88. 6 —10. «Therefore the cognizers falsely impute as a present expe

rience a constructed idea (vikalpa-vijüänam.. .  vartamänam) 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 
(väsanä) of differentiating arrangement (vikalpa), apprehending a non-limited (ani- 
yata) object, and putting in front sensation (darlana), which is a (passive) faculty of 
direct experience (anubhava-vyäpäram), 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.
vikalpah.

11 They are the constructions of productive imagination, but imagination is
stirred up by a simple reflex, therefore they are indirectly also products of external
reality.

1* prasanga-sädhana.
1® Cp. above, N. b. p. 33. 6 ff., transi, p. 91.
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(88.12). The denied fact is the possibility of verbal designation. 
I t  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).1 This fact is established1 2 * (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) images8 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).4

(88.15). Indeed, (we can also draw the following conclusion which 
destroys the foregoing one).

II. (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).5 6
(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 associate with a connotative 
names.

8 upalabdhih.
8 pratyaya.
* We would throw this counter-argument in the form of a Mixed Hypothetical 

syllogism thus,
Major premise. Whatsoever is produced hy an object (directly as a 

simple reflex) cannot receive a connotative name.
Minor premise. But our ideas have names.
Conclusion. Therefore they are not simple reflexes.

5 It 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 a contrast 
with non-blue and other colours.

6 Cp. above, N. b. t., p. 84.13 ff., transi, p. 96.
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not being susceptible to receive a name.1 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, vie., «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 content8 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,1 2 3 * 5 they then could reflect any
thing, and (we would arrive a the absurd conclusion) that everybody must 
be omniscient,6 (his ideas being capable of reflecting anything you like).

§ 2 .  T h e  c o n t e n t io n  o p  t h e  R e a l i s t  t h a t  n a m e s  c o r r e s p o n d

TO REALITIES REJECTED.

(88.21) . (The R e a l i s t ) .  Names are associated with things as a 
consequence of an arbitrary agreement.7 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  B u d d h i s t ) .  But then, let a name evoke the memory 
of just the thing about which8 the agreement has been concluded. (Hu
manity) have concluded an agreement exclusively concerning Univer- 
sals which pervade9 (an indefinite number of particulars). But a (Uni-

1 i. e., whatsoever is a sense datum is unutterable».
2 sandigdha-vyatirekita, means that the rule has exceptions, as assumed by the 

Naiyâyiks, since they maintain that the qualified percept is also produced by the 
sensory stimulus.

3 artha-rüpa -- artha-avarSpa.
* Cp. above, T ä tp . p. 88 .3  and 82.13. 83.13 ff.
» asambaddha.
3 Like the Mahäyänistic Buddha possessing «mirror*like» omniscience.
? sanketa. — The Buddhist admits only two relations, Identity and Causation 

(tädätmya, tadwtputti). 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.
* anugata — deëa-kâla-anugata (P).
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versai) has never been (really) perceived (by the senses). On the con
trary, the thing (really) perceived is the particular,1 the (extreme con
crete and) particular witch is alone the ultimate reality,8 (it is the 
thing in itself shorn of all its extensions). Therefore it (alone) is the 
efficient cause of sensation,8 but not the Universal.1 2 3 4 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 meaning5 of a name, and what is meant by6 a name is not 
what is really perceived (by the senses).

(88.26). Moreover,7 (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 sensation8 
were utterable 9 we would know what heat10 * 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).11

§ 3 . T h e  R e a l i s t  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  t h e  U n i v e r s a l s  a r e  i n h e 

r e n t  i n  P a r t i c u l a r s . T h e  a n s w e r  o f  t h e  B u d d h i s t .

(89.1). (The R e a l i s t ) .  (We agree) that names, just as logical 
marks, refer to Universals, but the Particular possesses the Universal

1 svalaksana.
2 R e a d  paramärtha-sad atah...
3 vijflanasya. T h e  vijUäna is  produced  b y  svalaksana w h ich  is  trailokya-vüa- 

ksana, b u t n e v e r th e le s s  darSana-goearah sarüpa-katvät (P), svasadrêa-âkdra- 
ddhäyakatvät (V), i t  is  n ot äJ:5ra-kadäeitkatm-anurneya (V).

4 sämänyam artha-kriyäyäm aSaktatvät tan na paramärtha-sat, asattvän na 
tad vijfläna-janakam, ajanakatvän na sarüpakam, asarüpakatvän na darlana-go- 
carah (P).

5 sambandha.
6 anugata — deia-käla-anugata (P).
7 T h is  a rg u m en t is  an sw ered  b e lo w  in  th e  I I d p art, te x t  p. 9 3 . 2 4 — 2 6 .
8 drsta — pratyaksa, cp . p. 9 3 . 24 .
9 fabda-väcya =  abhiläpya.

1° na hy ausnyäd atirikto vahnir näma asti bauddhamate (P).
H  T h e  u su a l ex a m p le  is  th e  im p o ss ib ility  to co n v ey  b y  w ord s th e  k n o w led g e  o f  

c o lo u rs  to th e  b lin d . Cp. B . R u s s e l ,  O u t l i n e ,  p. 12 , « in  each  ca se  w h at is  r e a l ly  
a  d atu m  is u n u tte r a b le » . P . rem a rk s th a t  h ea t , a lth o u g h  a d a tu m , is  n o t u n u tte 
r a b le , p eop le  u n d erstan d  w h at t h e  w ord m ea n s, sanketo' pi tatra (V ,-svalaksane) 
kenacid upäyena (V .-atad-vymrttyd) bhavisyati. B u t w h a t th e  w ord  e x p r e s s e s  is  

n ot « r e a l ly  a d a tu m » , na ca mhni-éabdât sarvathä rahner apratïtih, tasmäc 
ëabda-kalpana-uUikldtam arasti' cva rastvübhâsam (P).



(which is inherent in it), the Universal is also a reality1 and it is in this 
(united form, together with the Universal) that the Particular produces 
perception (of both).

(89.2). Thus a simple reflex8 (or pure sensation) is produced in 
the first (moment) of the sensory stimulus® coming from the object). 
But the real object4 which is apprehended8 by it, is endowed with 
dass character. When this (doable reality) is thus apprehended, its 
name, whose connotation8 has been previously established, is 
brought to memory and then a qualified perception,7 (or a perceptual 
judgment) of the form «this is a cow» arises. I t  is produced (initially) 
by a contact8 between the organ and the object, (but) it apprehends 9 
(ultimately) a thing which is endowed with class-characters and is de
signated by a (connotative) name.

(89.5). (K u m ä r  i 1 a )10 the author of the D i g e s t  puts it thus, 
The thing perceived is double,11 
Although18 evoked by a reflex.

And further,13
And then a judgment14 is produced.
In our mind18 the thing appears 
With Qualities and Universals.
This also is a sense percept.

VACASPATT&HSRA ON THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF PERCEPTION 2 6 5

1 vastu-bhüta.
2 nirvikalpakena.
8 äkm-sannipäta.
* vasta.
5 vedanät.
8 Read upalabdhacara-sambandhasya.
7 vikalpa-pratyayah.
8 sannikarsa.
9 avagahin =  visayx-karoti.

79 à lo k a -v ä r tik a , p r a ty a k g a -s ïïtra , 118. N ir u k ta  is here the name given 
to S lo k a v a r t ik a .

77 K um & rila, kär. 118—119, admits that what is perceived in the first mo
ment is the «pure» object (iuddham vasta =  das «reine» Object), the object shorn 
of all its extensions and distinctions (anuvrtti-vyävrtti-rahitam), but it nevertheless 
contains them.

79 Read bodhe’pi.
78 Ibid., 120.
14 avatdyaU.
is buddhi.
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(89.8) . ( The  B u d d h i s t ) .  Noi (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 bodies1 
(united with the particulars) and are not apprehended (separately) by 
pure sensation.8

(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 8 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.1 * 3 * 5

(89.11). Therefore we think that the right view is the following 
one. The particular6 is a unity and has no parts,7 but it is differen
tiated by class character and other properties superimposed upon it 
by our primeval faculty8 of productive imagination.9 (This undifferen
tiated transcendental unity) is thus differentiated and imagined as 
possessing such and such (qualities and actions).10

1 pinda.
3 avikalpakena.
3 cakäsati =  pratibhäsante.
i  apratibhäsamäna.
3 H ead  tad-vedina; i t  is  a midharmya-drstanta, m ilk  and  w ater  h a v e  b een  

p e r c e iv e d  se p a r a te ly  and  ca n  b e  m ix ed . P u r e  su b s ta n ce  is  su p p o sed  to b e  p erce iv ed  

in  a m o m en ta ry  sen sa tio n , b u t th e  C a teg o r ie s  h a v e  no re a lity  b e s id e s  a p p lic a tio n  
to  se n se  d a ta , th e re fo re  a  m ix tu r e  in  a  r e a l is t ic  se n s e  is  im p o ssib le . T h e  ex a m p le  
ca n  a lso  be u n d erstood  as a sädharmya-drstänta, m ilk  and  w a ter  a re  n o t m ix ed  
for the sw a n  w h o is  cred ited  w ith  th e  c a p a c ity  to d rin k  th e  m ilk  o u t  o f  th e  m ix tu re  
and  le a v e  th e  w ater b eh in d , j u s t  a s  th e  S ä n k h y a  S a in t  in tu its  th e  co n sc io u s Soul a s  
se p a r a ted  from  M a tter . T h e  irred u c ib le  ch a ra c ter  o f  p u re  sen sa tio n  and  p u re  th o u g h t  

a re  u s u a lly  i llu s tr a te d  b y  p o in tin g  to  th e  i ir e d u c ib le  In d ia n  so lid  and  liq u id  a tom s, 
w h ich  n e v e r th e le s s  de facto (pratipattitah) a re  m ix ed  in  th e  m ilk , cp . N . K a n i k ä ,  
p. 2 5 8 .1 — 2. ( tra n s la ted  b elow ).

6 i. e ., th e  ex trem e  c o n cre te  a n d  p a r t ic u la r , th e  « th in g  in  i t s e l f » .

7 avibhäga =  niravayava= niramla (vastu).
8 anädi-väsanä.
8 vikalpa.

10 tathä tatheti guna-karma-gatma sädhäranatvena vikalpyate (P), vyävrttyä 
bhäsate, na drèyate (V).
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§ 4 .  T h e  a b s u b d i t y  o f  p u t t i n g  U n i v e b s a l s  a n d  P a b t i c u l a e s

ON THE SAME LINE AS REALITIES.

(89.12). (The B u d d h i s t ) .  And further. Supposing we (really)appre
hend by sense-perception1 (at once) two1 2 kinds of ultimate realities3 
(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 as the active4 term of the relation and the 
characterized as its passive term. Otherwise they could not be what 
they are. But they are both contained5 in the same presentation,6 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.7

(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 
supports them,8 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 =  anubhara =  grab ana.
2 Benares ed. vastu-traya, viz. vyakti, Skrti and jati, P. and V. read dvaya.
3 paramärtha-sat.
4 upakärana.
5 samärüdha.
6 vijftäna.
7 Read paurvâparya-aniyam&t =  aniyanw-prasangät. Since they are simul

taneous and apprehended in the same cognition, there is between them neither real 
(svarüpatah) causality, nor logical (jüaptitah) connection.

8 The Buddhist begins by imputing a mechanical union (samyoga), and then 
deduces an absurdity by interpreting it as a natural relation (svabhäva-sambandha), 
cp. the refutation in the II4 part.
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ceiving one of them we ought to perceive them all.1 (89.19). The fact 
of <isupporting»1 2 something is, indeed, pregnant3 * * * 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 
so on ad infinitum,®

(89.23) . Therefore we must conclude that the relation of a sub
stance to its qualities is a natural one.7 Every substance, as soon as 
i t  springs up into being from the causes producing it, is such. I t 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[upMhi),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. t., text, p. 48. 8, transi, p. 184.

2 ädhära-ädheya-bhäva.
3 upakära-garbha.
* ädhära.
s According to the Buddhists the apple is a «string of events» (kçanika), the 

apple in the basket is an altogether different event (ksana) produced by different 
causes. The realist, although believing in the stability of the apple, admits causa
tion of the basket which stops its downward movenent and counteracts gravita
tion (gati-nivrttim gurutm-pratibandham ca . . .  vidadhat. P.).

« Lit., p. 89. 22—23. «And not does it help by other forces, because, if it would 
help by an other force, there would be also falling into infinity by imagining (ever) 
other forces». — This is exactly B r a d le y ’s (Logic, p. 96) argument againstthe 
reality of relations. The Realists assume here Inherence as an Ens (padartha).

7 svabhäva-sambandha is, e. g., the connection between fire and heat, for the 
Buddhists they are one, for the Naiyäyiks two unities connected by sväbhäva-tam- 
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 «Existence». 
But just the same essence of the object is supporting all the other 
Universals, Substantiality etc., (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 «Existence» 
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).1

(89.29). Accordingly it has been said (by, D h a r m a k l r t i ) ,  
«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».1 2 3

(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».8

«If an object with different (real) attributes is apprehended,4 5 «it 
is then split8 (in a number of realities). But if it is a unity6

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- 
tva-vikcdpena) which is merged in the absolutely existing thing».

2 Lit., p. 89. 28—90. 2. «For whom ( =  yasya daréane) the intellect — vikalpa- 
dhlr) apprehends an object possessing (bhedino =  viiistasya) different additions 
(upddhi), (for him), if the characterized thing (upakâryasya =  viëesyasya) being 
the same (ekätmanas) as the force serving to help (upakära-angam yä  ëaktïh) the 
different additions, is apprehended at once (earvätmanä — sarm tr upädhibhis eka- 
svabhäva), what differentiation there will be, is uncertain?» (P — apitu sarvo- 
pàdhibhir viëisto niëcita eoa spät). These stanzas are found in D h a r m a k ir t i’ s 
P r a m â ç a -v à r tik a  in the opofta-section, ch. I, kärikä 54 and first half of 55 
(fol. 12“. 2 of the S h o lu ta i monastery edition). (A. V o str ik o ff) .

3 Lit., p. 90. 2— 3. «If one helper has been apprehended, the others do not 
help (nopakäräs =  nopakärakäh svabliäväh), therefore (tato) the others are they 
not perceived while this one is perceived? (read adrstä ye, acc. to Tib. and Tät.p., 
389.5, P. adds kim navna?). If this one is perceived, all are perceived». Ibid., 
I. 579. It is interesting to compare what 'W. Jam es Psychology II. 8, says about 
the first sensation of an infant, «in a mere «this», or «something tb ere» .. .  it has 
Objectivity, Unity, Substantiality, Causality, in the full sense in which any later 
object. . .  has these things ». For the Buddhists the « this » is the ultimate element.

4 dhir.
5 bhedin.
6 abhitmaiman.
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which is not split in a number of partial forces,1 each supporting a 
different attribute, how can there be any clear cut difference1 2 among 
the «supported» (attributes), if they are supported all at once.3 If the 
apprehended object4 is the supporter of one attribute, it (eo ipso 
supports all the others), the others are not supported5 (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».

(90.3). Now, according to our oppinion, the distinct perceptions6 
(or perceived images) are produced7 (by our Reason’s spontaneity), by 
an innate8 natural constructive capacity.9 What they apprehend and 
what they affirm10 11 (in a perceptual judgment) are both mere relations,11 
not (independent) reality.12 * * They do not in the least touch18 the ulti
mate reality. But indirectly they are however connected with real 
things, (the efficient point-instants). They therefore guide the purposive u  
(efficient actions) of men, they help them to reach15 their aims, 
they lead to successful16 activity, and this is the reason why, although 
they do not penetrate to reality itself,17 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-éakti.
2 bhedo nücitah.
3 sarvätmanä, lit. «by one essence», =  ekena svabhävena.
4 grähya.
5 nopakäräh =  nopakâràkâh.
6 vikalpäh.
7 -upädätiäh.
8 anodi.
® mkalpa-väsanä.

10 grhnanti sämänya-mätram, adhyavasyantisantänam(P). Cp. T ätp., p. 342. 3.
11 anya-vyävrtti-rüpa.
12 avastu aUkatrat (P).
1* gähate.
l i  pravartayanti.
15 yrapayanti.
i® avisamvädayanti.
17 vastu-svabhäva.



reality? Noi If it be maintained that) the object and the senses (after 
having been stimulated and) after having produced a simple reflex,1 
subsequently produce, in collaboration with memory, also the distinct 
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, vis., the recollection of the name of the object® (90.9). This 
has been put (by D h a r m a k i r t i )  thus,

«If a (reflex) of the object has been produced4 and afterwards the 
recollection of the name appended,5 and if we consider (the resulting 
distinct image) as a sense-perception,6 (it is clear that) this object 
(the object corresponding to the image) will be separated (from the 
first)».7

(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.8 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,9 (nothing can be regarded as separated by 
its own self). (90.12). (It has been said by D h a r m a k i r t i ) , 10

VACASPATIMISRA ON THE BUDDHIST THEORY OP PERCEPTION 271

7 alocita. 8 gavikalpikam api dhiyam.
9 Lit., p. 90. 7—9. «And further. When the real object has been indistinctly 

felt (alocita) by the senses, then the senses (indriyam), possessing a function 
separated by the immediately produced recollection of the name and the object, 
cannot produce (together) also the distinct thought (savifcalpüâm api ahiyamja. 
Read tadanantarotpannaiabda. . .

1° arthopayogah =  sannikarsah (P).
u  anu-yojanam.
I* aksa-dhtr.
13 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 D h a r m a k ir t i’ s P ra- 
m an a-v i iii&cay a, fol. 154b. 6, B sta n -h g y u r , v. 95, Choni ed. — The problem 
whether sensation (nirvikalpaka), being quite heterogeneous from conception 
{vOcalpa), can nevertheless produce the latter, has raised a long controversy. San- 
t ir a k g ita , K a m a la s ila  and others answer in the affirmative, cp. T a ttv s ., 1806, 
they admit heterogeneous causation, ibid. 1310, hut B h â v iv ik ta (î) 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- 
tyaya and manasa-pratydksa.

1 vikalpa-praiyaya.
® 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 cognition1 a t first, because they 
do not possess the special faculty2 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 not their field of action,8 and 
you may employ thousands of devices, you will never induce them to 
do what is not their own special job.4 (90.14). Nor can memory 
whose domain is the past ever cognize5 the present which, has not 
been apprehended before.6 If that were possible, the blind would 
be able to perceive colours by memory. This has been said by (D h a r- 
m a k i r t i ) ,  —

(90.16) . «Then a visual sense perception7 would be possible even 
when the faculty of vision would be lost».8

§ 5 .  T h e  B u d d h i s t  c o n c l u d e s .

(90.17) . Thus it is that the judgments9 (which apply to existence 
the Categories of) Names, of Class, of Quality, of Motion (or 
Causation) are excluded (from having their origin) in sensuous10'

1 buddher.
2 upayoga-aviSesatdh — viéista-upayoga-abhâvât.
3 Cp. N. K an ik a , p. 258.1—2 — anubhava - samäropayor vikalpa - avikaXpa- 

rüpatayä drara-kathinatd tädätmya-anupapatteh, i. e., perception and imagina
tion (or experience and imputation), being by their essence non-constructiye and 
constructive (or passivity and activity) are as opposed as the hard and the liquid 
stuffs are, they cannot be the same thing». — The Indian atoms are physical, the 
solid and the liquid are ultimate elements.

* 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.
6 an-anubhüta-pürvam.
7 netra-dhïr.
8 This is the continuation of the stanza whose first part is quoted above, p. 

90.9. It is found in D h a r m a k ïr t i’s P ra m â n a v in isca y a , fol. 155a. 1, 
B sta n -h g y u r , Mdo, voi. 95. Choni ed. It is there separated into two halves 
with the authors own comment between them, just as it is done by V ä ca sp a ti. 
The Tib. has arthäpäye.

9 kalpanä. This refers to the five Categories established by D ig n a g a  (paflca- 
vidha-kalpana) as exemplified in the judgments, «this 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. T ätp ., p. 82 .6  and 102.2 ff.

10 pratyaksaivena.



(experience). And also, (first of all), the judgments (applying the Cate
gory) of Substance1 of the form («this is a brahmin) carrying a stick», 
(i. e., «this is a sticky thing»). ( D h a r m a k i r t i  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)».1 2

(90.19). Indeed this complicated function3 (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 D h a r m a k i r t i  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,4 (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.5 * * 8

(90.22) . I t  follows that the qualified percept is not a sense per
ception.

P A ß T  II.
The Bealist takes up every Buddhist argument and 

answers. The Buddhist passes remarks.
(90.23) . (The  R e a l i s t ) .  We answer as follows.

§ 1 .  T h e  s im p l e  r e f l e x  a n d  t h e  q u a l if ie d  r e f l e x  a r e  b o t h

PRODUCED BY A SENSORY STIMULUS.

(90.23) . ( The  R e a l i s t ) .  First of all (we must consider the Bud
dhist) view that there is an incompatibility between (a simple reflex)

1 dravya-lcalpana.
3 L it, 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
patting them together, not otherwise».—This stanza also is found in the P ram ap a-
v in isca y a , ibid., fol. 155*. 3.—U sually the words of D i g n 5 g a »arvo'yam anumäna- 
anumeya-bhavo etc. are quoted on this occasion, cp. TStp., p. 39 .13 ,127 .2  etc.

8 vyäpära-kaläpa.
* T Stp ., p. 89.10.
8 viveka-sambandhayor. .. On the analogy of 89.10 we would expect nipa-vive- 

kena apratibhäsane.
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produced by a stimulus (coming directly) from the object1 and a (com
posite) reflex2 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,8 (the thing in itself). 
But that is not so! (90.25). (The author) will establish in the sequel4 
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 reflex5 and the conditioned reflex® 
as well. Consequently there is between them no incompatibility.

(90.27). I t  follows also that the above7 deductio ad absurdum 
(which was founded on the supposition that a reflex is always unutte
rable) is wrong, since there are reflexes8 which are utterable.®

1 artha-sämarthya.
2 pratibhäsa — pratibimba âdaréavat.
8 sualaksana =  Jcsana — artha-Jcriyä-Jcärin =  paramärthasat =  vastu.
* Cp. comments on N. S., II, 2 .58  ff.
5 artha-sämarthyajah (pratibhäsaft =  niyata-pratibhäsah).
6 abhüäpa-samsarga-yogyah pratibhäsah =  aniyata-pratibhäsah. as in N. 

b. f., p. 8.
1 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
notation 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 (sa«p- 
digdha) by facts, according to the Realist, since according to him, the distinct per
ception is also produced by the senses.

8 abhüäpa-samsarga-yogya-pratibhäsah=niyatä buddhih, cp. T ätp., 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 upapädayisyati) an ultimately real object possessing class-characteri
stics etc., possessing stability, fit to coalesce with a name. Therefore cognition pro
duced by it is produced by the efficiency of the object and contains a reflex (pra- 
tibhäsa) capable of coalescing with a word. Thus no contradiction. And thus a 
doubtful contraposition (cyatirekitS) of the deductio ad absurdum». —  It is clear 
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 .  T h e  a t t r i b u t e s  o p  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s , b u t  n o t  t h e i r

NAMES, ARE EXTERNAL REALITIES.

(90.28). (The B u d d h i s t ’s view is that) the attributes1 are not 
something apart from the substance of the thing,* but productive imagi
nation8 constructs1 2 3 4 * them as something different. Thus (the synthetic 
images6) are not due to a stimulus6 coming from the object, (but to 
imagination).7

(91.1). (The  R e a l i s t ) .  (This view) is not to the point We shall 
prove in the sequel8 that (the attributes and the Universal) are se
parate 9 (realities connected with the substance of a thing by Inhe
rence10 *). (91.2). As to the names of the things we admit that they do 
not inhere11 in them. This does not prevent the names and the attri
butes (to refer to the same things 12j, there is a conformity of external 
reality (with the structure of language). This we have explained 
above.13

(91.3). (The  B u d d h i s t’s view, indeed, is that if) we have (a 
judgment of naming of the form) «this is M-r So and So», the name,

1 jätyädi.
2 dravyädi, the «real» thing has no parts (niramSa).
3 vikalpäh.
4 kalpayantah.
3 vikalpäh, this term here refers to both the act and the content of productive 

imagination.
6 artha-sämarthya.
1 Lit., p. 90.28—91. 2. «And it is not to the point, that the synthetic images 

(vikalpäh), which arrange (kalpayantah) as different the class-characteristics etc. 
which are not different from the things etc., are not born from the efficiency of the 
object».

8 Cp. comments upon N. S., II. 2. 58 ff.
® bhedah.

io Inherence (samavâya) is imagined in the kindred Vaisesika system as a kind 
of omnipresent Universal (padartha), a kind of semisuhstantial 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 (ärabdha), 
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.

H bhede 'pi,
1* sämänädhikaranyam.
is Lit., p. 91. 2—8. «And how, although there is difference of them, their 

designations possess co-substrateness, that has been taught below ». Cp. T ä tp ., 
p. 8 4 .8  ff.
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although designating the person, does not inhere1 in it, and the per
sonal identity 3 indicated by the name is but a logical construction8 
(covering a series of events). This construction * is not (a simple reflex, 
it is not due entirely to the stimulus) coming5 from the object,6 (but 
to a mental synthesis).

(91.4). (The  R e a l i s t ) .  However,this again is wrong 1 We have 
already had occasion7 to discuss this point when commenting upon 
the term «Unutterable»8 (introduced by the Naiyäyiks into their de
finition of sense perception as against a school of Grammarians9 which 
pretended that the names were inherent in the things10). (We have 
maintained there11) that our conceptive thinking does not 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 corresponding 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,12

1 bhinnena Sabdena,
2 abheda.
8 kalpanam, cp. B. B u s s e i , O u tlin e , p. 56. «Peter really covers a number 

of different occurrences and is in a sense generals, cp. T ätp . p. 84. 8, ÿitthonânâ- 
deia-kala-avasthä-samsrstah pinda-bhedah.

6 vikalpânam.
5 anarthajatvam.
•  Lit., p. 91. 3—4. «And it is not right that by arranging non-difference 

àbheda-kalpanât) of the object through a separate name a this is Dittha», the arran
gements (or synthetic images-vikalpänäm) are not born from the object, (vie., are 
not reflexes)».

7 Cp. T ätp ., p. 84.8 ff.
8 avyapadeSya.
8 The school of V a iy ä k a r a n a ’s, cp. above p. 259.

1° Bead with the Benares ed., . .  .yathä no iabhabdedena artho vikalpair upa- 
darSyate, kimtu tatastha eva iabdah svavâcyatayâ samsargena saoyüinam upalak- 
sayati, na ca iabdârthayor. . .  Lit., (it has been said) that non-sensuous tbonghts 
(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 (tädätmya), nor Causality (tadutpatti), nor attribution (vièena-viSesya- 
bhäva), but a special relation (väcya-väcaka-samsarga) arbitrarily established (by 
sanketa). The name is not a viseiana, but an upalaksana (P).

i l  Cp. T ätp ., p. 85.9 ff.
1* alocite, cp. Tätp., 84.16, prathamam indriyärtha-sannikarsäd älocite. . .  

artha-matr* («das reine Object»).



(it is but very imperfectly discerned). Its name is then remembered. 
The name 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.1 Orelse new-born children and 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 unity1 2 comprising both its present condition and 
(all its) former conditions, they are united in a synthesis produced 
by the senses.3 But the name is something accidental, it does not 
penetrate, (so to say, into the interior) of the sense produced image.4 5

(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.3

(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 .6—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.
8 indriyajena vikalpena.
t  indriycya-vikalpa-utpädam prati (nästi upoyogah smaranasya), vyavahäram 

prati tu asyaiva upayogàh (P).
5 indriyaja-vikalpa.
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This means that (the recollection of the name of the object) does not 
llroduce a break in the operation 1 of the senses and of the external 
object,2 (they create both the primitive sensation and the subsequent 
synthetic conception).s 

§ 3. ANSWER TO lEE BUDDHIST THEORY THAT EVERY MOMENT IS 

.AN OBJECT .A1' ART. 

(91. 16). (T h e Bud d his t). The sensible stimulus 4 calls forth (the 
simple sensation, but) not the complex percept,5 because the latter de
pends upon a recollection of former experiences.6 

(T heR e a Ii s t). 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 ariRe. 

(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 not 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 arthendr;ya = artha-sahitendriya (P). 
2 As assumed by the Buddhist, cpo above, p. 271, text, p. 90. 7 ff. 
S This only means that the sensory stimulus is «lodged in the centre of all the 

factors» (madhyam adhyasinam indriyam) which participate in the production of !I. 

full percept, memory plays an important part among them (P). This the Buddhist 
also a.dmits, because he admits that the synthetic image is indirectly (piirampa
ryeT}a) 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). 

'" indriyiirtha-sannikarsah. 
5 t!ikalpasya = sa'lJikalpaka.pratyak~a8ya. 
6 prag-avasthli, cpo 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 1)1 But this is wrong! We will establish that in the chapter 
devoted to the repudiation of the Buddhist theory of a UniversalFlux.:i 

(91. 23). (T h e Bud d his t). 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.s .A re
collection is produced when the former impresions 4 (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). (T heR e ali s t). 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 6 perceives only colours, it cannot cooperate with a 
perception 7 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 Cpo Tatp., p. 379.25 ft. 
3 purviinubhava. 
4 sarrsklira. 
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 (samanantara-pratyaya). The visual sensation is produced by the sense of vi
sion (adhipati.pratyaya), the object (lilambana-pratyaya), light (sahakiiri-pratyaya) 
andaroused consciousness, i. e., the preceding moment of consciousness which may 
be an olfactory sensation. Cpo however Tattvas., p. 13.10 and Ka.malasIla.'8 
comment. 

6 Read calc§ii riipa-vi~ayam. 
7jtlanam. 
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proved by the joint Method of Agreement and Difference,1 not by the 
homogeneousnessa of the objects, (we will not object), it is also our 
opinion.1 2 3

(92.3) . ( The  B u d d h i s t ) .  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 stimulus4 on our sen
sitivity, how then could it be a sense perception?

(92.4) . ( The  R e a l i s t ) .  The Cosmic Aether, the atoms etc. 
are in a (perpetual) contact with the senses, does it follow that they 
are perceived? Do you (really think5) that whatsoever is in a contact 
with the senses ought to produce sense-perception?

(92.6) . N ot6 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,7 (and the 
qualified object belongs to this domain of perception).

(92.7) . (T h e B u d d h i s t ) .  But really, how can the senses without 
being stimulated by a contact8 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 sense-perception, in the strict meaning of the term, is only pure 
sensation).

1 amaya-vyatireka.
2 samäna-visayatä.
8 U day ana 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 hy a visual one. This fact is known from experience, 
phala-darëanât (V). But the function (vyäpära) is determined by induction (karyena 
anuvidhïyamânatâ-mdtra-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 although the sense of vision by itself (kevaila) 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 y a d . . .
® Drop one na.
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). (T h e  R e a l i s t ) .  We concede the point I1 The previous 
condition of the object is not amenable to the senses, (it is the domain 
of memory)! It is nevertheless apprehended1 by that our cognition 
which is the outcome of our sensitivity with the collaboration of me
mory, or with the collaboration of learned reflexes.I * 3 (92.11). You can
not indeed maintain that what is produced by our sensitivity4 * * 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).8

§ 4. The p e r c e p t io n  o p  s t a b il it y  n o t  a n  il l u s io n .

(92.13). (The  B u d d h i s t ) .  However, how can a gliding cogni
tion,8 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.7 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.

I m ö bhüt,
8 cisayï-kriyate.
8 tamskära =  pürm-samtkära-pätava, trace* of former experiences.
* indriyärtha-eannikarsena.
8 The real intention (diaya) which the Realist has here at heart is the follo

wing one. The past condition of the object is not totally absent, it is also 
present, since it resides in the object as its characteristic (viSesanatayä). 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 NaiySyiks 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 coqjunct inherence 
(tamyakta-samaväya). The N yäy  a k an ik ä , p. 266, records the Buddhist argument 
against the reality of relations which is very similar to the one used by B ra d ley  
and repudiated by B. R u ss  se i, O u tlin e , p.263. Whether M-r R u sse l would 
endorse the NaiySyika view I do not venture to decide. In any case it would be 
wrong to maintain that the NaiySyiks <r conceive a relation as something just as 
substantial as its terms». They establish very subtle differences between various 
kinds of relations.

8 par amar sa, U dayana, p. 687, accuses the Buddhist of atiparamaria- 
kuialatä deiya-atitucchatä ea.

7 Lit., p. 92.14. a 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.1 When incompatible, 
mutually exclusive, attributes are assigned2 (to things) they cannot 
represent a unity, otherwise (there would be a unity of contradictories 
and) the whole universe would be a Unity.3

(92.16). And the objects are different,4 because it would be a con
tradiction to admit that the same single object resides in a former 
and in a following space-time.5 (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. R u sse l, 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 » (bhräntam anumänam), since 
they lack the immediate evidence of a datum. As to the element «that» which is 
utterable and corresponds to a Universal, U d ayana 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 a 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 «that»). This is 
the idea (expressed in this passage)».

2 viruddha-dharma-sym sarge.
3 L it , «because of the deduction (prasangät) of the Unity of the three worlds». 

Thus V ä c a sp a ti anticipates the path of those European philosophers who estab
lished their Monism upon a imity between contradictories.

4 U d ayan a  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 Naiylyika), 
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 ( — vUayatvam 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)».

5 Lit., p. 92.16— 17. «And a break in the object, because of the contradiction, 
of two conjunctions with a former space-time and a following space-time».



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 presence1 (of the ruby) be determined, 
because the one term is the complete negative of the other.8 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 
way8 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.1 2 3 4 * * *

(92.27) . ( The  R e a l i s t ) .  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. I t is also partly absent and partly 
present, partly a construction and partly a non-constructed (datum)

VACASPATIMISRA ON THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF PERCEPTION 283

1 Read bhävo.
2 Lit., «because its esseuse (rüpa) 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. R u s
se l, O u tlin e , 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 D h a rm a k irti. The Buddhists began by denying
the Ego at a very early date, they then denied every essence (svabhäva), 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 (Tcsana).
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As regards its location in the external world it  is (an inference1 and) 
a construction, as regards its subjective side, the sensation, it is present 
and it is a datum.*

(93.2) . 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 a t the previous 
space-time and does not transcend the ken regarding just the same 
object at the following space-time?1 2 * 4 5 * *

(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) . Bight it is that when we perceive the real8 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?

(Bealist). 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 SautrSntikas.

2 Lit., p. 92.27—93.2. «It also, indeed, transcends the ken and does not 
transcend, it is an arrangement (vikalpa =  kalpana) and a non-arrangement. 
Begarding the object it is transcending and it is an arrangement, regarding the 
self it is non-transcending and a non-arrangement (avtkalpah)».

8 Lit., p .9 3 .2 . «Therefore through a break in the object no contradiction, 
i f  so?».

4 Bead with the Benares ed. «nanv ihäpi tad evatkam vÿHânam tasyaivai- 
kasya vastunah pürva-deia-käla-tambandhe paroksam aparoksam cdpara-deia- 
käla-sambandha iti ko virodhah».

5 svampa refers to the realist view that the ruby is a positive thing and its 
negation a real absence, while for the Buddhist the ruby is what A. B a in  calls a
positive-and-negative name, since «the negative of a real quality is as much real as
the positive». According to Buddhists all names are in this sense relative (apoha).

8 Bead with the Benares ed., kadäcid api tädätmyen-änupalambhäd iti cet, 
y  atra tarhi tädätmyam upalabhyate na taira . . .



(Realist). Well then, (it will follow that), if identity is apprehended, 
there will be no necessary exclusion. (93. 8). And thus the ruby which 
is apprehended as identical through different space-times in a synthetic 
presentation called forth by a sensation,1 (such a ruby) cannot be 
divided (in itself in a string of events). (93.9). Therefore let there be 
two different space-times, or two different locations2 (of the object in 
them), they are (really) mutually exclusive of one another, never have 
they been reflected8 (in our knowledge) as being one and the same. 
But not so the ruby, the precious stone whose substance is embraced 
by these (different situations). The ruby is a thing apart from the 
two (points in time-space in which it alternately is located). (93.12). 
If  one thing is different, this does not mean that the other thing is 
different too. This would lead to the over-absurdity4 that there would 
be altogether nothing identical (or similar in the Universe).

(93.13). ( The  B u d d h i s t ) .  A constructed image which embra
ces different conditions of the object (sometimes) arises independently 
from any stimulus exercised by the object upon our sensitivity. 
Therefore (it is clear that the images in general) do not originate in 
our sensitivity.

(T h e R e a 1 i s t). This is not to the point 51 Because, (it is true), we 
know from experence6 that a man fallen desperately in love can evoke 
the image of his beloved and his perception will be as direct7 (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 feeling of awareness of a pattern of colour, blue 
or other, will also be independent from our sensitivity.8

1 indriyajena vikalpena. 3 sambandhau. 3 apratibhäsanät.
* ati-prasangät. 5 na sämpratam. ® drstam. 7 avïkalpakam.
® L it, p. 93.13— 16. «And not correct is it that algo in the abgence of a  con

tact between the sense organ and the object, because a concept (mkalpasya) exists 
consisting in touching (pardmarsa) 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 
(avïkalpàkam) regarding this object, of the love-sick man imagining his belo
ved, therefore it would follow that also direct perceptions (awkdlpakah) consisting 
in experiencing (anubham) blue etc. will be not sense-originated». — It must 
be remembered' that according to Buddhist philosophers even the image of a 
blue patch is already a construction 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 our faculty of imagination, (the 
former) by the faculty of perception.1

(93.19) . ( The  B u d d h i s t ) .  (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.3

(93.20) . ( The  R e a l i s t ) .  The right view,4 (on the contrary, is 
the following one). All the functions5 (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.8 They all rush upon the same object in an uninterrupted 
stream, every one concerned only with itself9 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. Therefore10 those our images (or 
concepts) which have their origin in sensation (are percepts), produced 
by our faculty of sense perception, they are nothing else.11

§  5 .  A n s w e r  to  t h e  B u d d h i s t  a r g u m e n t  o f  t h e  u n u t t e 

r a b l e  CHARACTER OF SENSATION.

(93.24). ( The  R e a l i s t ) .  (The Buddhist argues12 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 sensation13

1 Cp. the same phrasing in the closing word of the first chapter of N. b. t ,
text p. 16. 2 upädhi. 1 2 sati tambhave.

4 yuiktam utpaéyamah, p. 93.23—24. 2 vrttayah. « sarvä eva.
7 avikalpakäh. 8 vikalpakäh =  anuvrtti-vyävrtti-kalpakäh.
2 aham-ahamikayä. io Read tasmät. l i  Read nänye.

1* The argument is found in the first part, text p. 88 .26—28.
is  pratyalua.



of heat and its name refer to the same real fact, however the reaction1 
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 sé)?

§ 6 .  A n s w e r  t o  t h e  a r g u m e n t  o p  t h e  u n r e a l i t y  o p  

U n i v e r s a l s .

(93.26). ( The  R e a l i s t 3). (We will now examine the Buddhist
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1 pratyaya, here a term embracing both sensation and conception.
3 Lit., p .9 3 .2 4 —26. «And although word and sensation are intent upon 

reality (vasta), there is not non-difference of cognition, because 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 Naiyayiks we must keep 
in mind that they admitted the reality of relations, viz., 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» [svabhäva-sambandha =  viüesana-viiesya- 
bhäva), 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 B ra d ley  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 (samavâya) between substance and attribute — these both 
relations real unities — and simple relation (svabhäva-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 (viiesana-vtiesya-bhäva or 
svabhäva - sambandha) and was perceived by the senses. The subject • object 
relation (visaya-visayi-bhava) was also a simple relation. The reality of relations 
required as a corollary the stability (sthäyitva) of enduring objects. The Bnddhist 
who denied this stability and converted the existence of every object into a stream 
of momentary events (ksantkatva) divided all relations into real (vistava) — that 
was the relation of Causality between the consecutive moments (cp. above, S h ort  
T r e a tis e , p. 69), and logical Qcalpita) — these were the relations of the thing 
with its attributes and motions superimposed (Sropita) upon it by productive imagi
nation (kalpanä — vtkalpa-väsanä). The first relations can also be called external 
or causal (ladutpatti), the second internal or relations of existential Identity (tS- 
dâtmya). The subject-object relation was thus a simple relation for the Realist,
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argument1 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 supporting2 the Universal5 ((Existence»,4 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 nor their relation5 to the sub
stance are identical with the substance itself,6 (all are different 
unities).7

(93.28). 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 self8!

and a causal relation for the Buddhist. It is clear that the Buddhist never could 
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. 89.17—90. 7. P. says that this is an 
answer to D h a r m a k lr t i’s värtika yasyäpi etc., cp. p. 89.28 ff.

2 viéiste — upakärye, cp. p. 89. 24.
* upädhi =  jä ti  (P).
* 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.

5 viiistatvam =  sambandha (P)=samaväya.
ft 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 (avaccheda =  upakära) are supported by the substance in its one supporting 
essence (upakäraka-ekasvabhävatayä), 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 (upagama-vädo ’yam tauga- 
tasya). The Buddhist is therefore accused of great skill in extraordinary combina
tions (ati-paramaria) with litter inaneness of real argument 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 
so, no conjointness at all, indeed just this does not join with this». —  Cp. B rad
le y , 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 would vanish».
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§ 6 .  T h e  s u b s t a n c e - a t t r ib u t e  r e l a t io n  is  a s  r e a l  a s  t h e

SUBJECT-OBJECT RELATION.

(94.1). Moreover, (if you contend that the substance-attribute rela
tion is contained in a single entity, you may extend1 the argument 
to the subject-object relation.* Supposing) we perceive a coloured sur
face. I t  is a subject-object relation.8 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).1 * 3 4 If they did, (this would 
involve you in a series of absurdities,5 * * 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 noi (the thing cannot be related 
as an object, if the relation does not exist), or else, if a thing could

1 na kevalam kalpamke vyamhâre tavaivam samarthanam, apt tu pära- 
Inärihüte? pi (P). According to the S a n tr S n tik a s  the relation between svalaksana 
and jtlSnSkära is päratmrthika. — Cp. with this B r a d le y ’s difficulties in con
sidering the suhject-predicate relation, when a character is assigned to Reality,
Logic, p. 484.

3 visaya-visayinoh parasparam viêesana-vüesya-bhâvah (V).
3 visaya-grahana-dharmam; acc. to V. we must read — dharnta, cp. S id- 

d h S n ta-kaflm ud i, § 868.
* Lit., p. 94 .1—2. «Moreover the cognition 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 paramäifu-svdbhämh is 
a aaethi-tatpurusa, but he admits also the interprefation paramànavo jUSnasya 
tväbhäväh. V. explains this remark by the fact that on the analogy of visaya- 
grahana-dharma which is a bahuvrihi, we would expect — avdbhavam.

5 Other 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 he 
known only to one person, a second person would never know them, since his 
cognition would not be included, or else 2) there would he as many cognitions as 
there are atoms, 8) if the cognition were one, the atoms would be one atom and the
thing would be invisible; the Buddhist would he 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 ho immaterial. Since these absurdities are too obvious, the
author has neglected them (P).



2 9 0 APPENDIX I

remain an object of cognition (naturally), without entering into a spe
cial relation to an observer, every one would be omniscient,1 (since 
every thing would be his object).

(94.5) . ( The  B u d d h i s t  remarks), — « Is not the subject-object 
relation1 2 3 and ultimate fact8? 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 R e a l i s t ) .  Well then, (let us admit for the sake of 
argument) that the relation of substance and quality4 is also, just as 
the subject-object relation, quite an ultimate fact; it will then be 
nothing over and above the terms related.5 However, in the chapter 
devoted to the repudiation of the Buddhist theoiy of a Universal 
Flux,6 we will prove (the contrary, i. e., we will prove) that the rela
tions are (something real, something) over and above the things related.7

(94.8) . Thus, (the above Buddhist argument against the reality of 
the Universals, vie.), if one 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.8

§  7 .  I s  IT POSSIBLE THAT TWO SEPARATE REALITIES SHOULD 

BE COGNIZED IN ONE PRESENTATION?

(94.9) . (The  R e a l i s t ) .  (As to the other Buddhist argument* 
against the reliability of our qualified percepts and the reality of the

1 This over-absurdity (atiprasanga) is already mentioned above, text p. 88.20. 
The Yogäcäras, 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-jnânayoh.
3 stabhäva em, i. e., svabhäva-sambandha, cp. p. 287 n. 3.
* upädhi-upädhimator api.
5 svarüpa-abhedah =  svabhara-anatirikta =  svabhäva-sambandha.
$ ksanikatva, this theory transforms the world-process into strings of events 

developing in a staccato movement, cp. Tätp., p. 379. 27 ff.
1 In the N y à y a -k a n ik a , p'. 256.3, V â c a sp a ti also records a Buddhist 

argument against the reality of relations which is just the one used by B ra d ley  
(Logic, p. 96, Appearance, p. 32).

8 For the Buddhist jnänärthaycr sambandha is kärya-kärana-bhära and sra- 
bhäva-sambandha; for the Realist there is svabhäva-sambandha in the cases of bhäta- 
abhärayoh, samaväya-tadvatoh, visaya-visayinoh, hut a real link (anubhüyamäna- 
sambandha—vigrahavän sambandhah) in dravya-guna-karma-jäti-tadvatäm (P).

3 This argument appears in the first part, text p. 89.12—17.



Universals which are reflected in them, the argument, namely that, if 
substance and attribute are two realities), the one characterized by the 
other,1 they cannot be included into the compass of one presenta
tion,1 2 3 (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, because (ex hypothesi) they know 
nothing about one another.4 (Consequently there must be one quali
fied percept corresponding to a characterized substance).

( B u d d h i s t .  The substance and quality relation is logical, it is 
not ultimately real, the ultimate reality is something unique, undivided, 
but) a congenital capacity5 (of constructive imagination, our Reason, 
imputes upon it a double aspect as substance and quality. I t  is to this

VACASPATIMIKRA ON THE BUDDHIST THEORY OE PEBCEPTION 2 9 1

1 mêesana-viSesya-bhâva.
2 elca-vijiläna-gocaratvepi (read thus with the Benares ed).
3 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 bona fide positive argument, but a dialectical retort called 

pratibanda =  pratibandi-karana =  desya-(or codya-)-abhäsa — tulyatä =  tulyatä- 
äpädana.

5 o We do not deny the empirical usage of those Categories, but we explain it, 
to a certain extent (yaihä-kaihamcit), by assuming a special creative Force (väsanä) 
of our reason. Those for whom their empirical use is founded on objective reality 
must explain it by its correspondence to that reality (artha-dvärena)» (P). — ta
bby am väsana =  visesya-visesanäbhyäm väsanä, the same idea as in the textp. 89. 
I I— 12 is here laconically expressed. Thus the difference between the realistic and 
nominalistic view-points reduces to a shade — viiista-vyavahäram upapädayan 
saugato naiyäyikam eva âérayate. (Y). The Realist finds the origin of our knowledge 
in the objective world (artha) and passed experience (s arrisicar a =  väsanä), the 
Buddhist finds it also in the same two places, but the objective world for him are 
only the momentary things, the point-instants of efficiency (sva-laksana =  ksana), 
and past experience (väsanä), replacing the Soul, assumes the role of a transcen
dental Force of Illusion (avidyä-räsanä — mäyä) creating the categories as «fic
tions of the m ind ... which a common delusion erroneously takes for independent 
facts» (B rad ley , Logic, p. 96)
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capacity of our Reason) that the logical relation of substance and
quality is due.

§  8 .  T h e  R e a l i s t  c o n c l u d e s .

(94.14). ( The  R e a l i s t ) .  Let us for the present leave off consi
dering the reality and the ideality1 (of the Universals and their 
relation8 * to particulars)! We will take up this subject later on.8 
However, (let me tell you) that it would be better for you if all the 
efforts you are making to prove the1 * 3 i 5 *r 4 ideality8 were bestowed on 
the proof of their (reality and) amenability to the senses.8 If you 
would have done it, you would have (certainly) succeeded in establi
shing with clear evidence7 that (substances and their qualities really 
exist and are picked up) by our faculty of perception,8 (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 
imagine10 * 12 an under-stratum11 of pure sensation18 (corresponding to a 
thing in itself13 upon which these categories have been erected by our 
Reason).

(94.16). (The  B u d d h i s t ) .  (You maintain that these catego
ries are produced from sensation). However, the senses do not think,14 
(they only react)! How could they put together15 16 all (the complicated
edifice of the categories), Substance, Quality and others?18

1 avastava =  mânasatva.
3 viz., viëesana-vUesya-bhâva.
3 N. S., II. 2. 58 ff.‘
* asya =  viëesana-viëesya-bhâvasya.
5 mânasatva.
8 indriya-jatva.
1 sâksât, but P. has — asya indriyârthasannikarsajatve stäbhävikam saksât- 

käritvam eva pramänam ity arthah.
8 darsana-vyäpäratva (from darèana-vyâpâra as bakuvr.) — indriyajatva.
s darëana-vyâpâra is here evidently contrasted with utpreksâ-vyâpâra, cp. 

above text p. 88- 8—9 and the concluding passage of the first chapter of N. b. t.
io kalpyeta (sc. bhavatä), i. e., vinä pramänena (P).
n  upadhänam.
12 nirvikalpaka.
13 svcdaksana =  paramärthasat is evidently understood, cp. N. b. 1 .14.
14 avicäraka.
is samakalayet -  vikalpayet =  utprekseta etc.
16 viëesana-viêesya-âdi.



(94.18) . (The  R e a l i s t ) .  Well then! do you really think that 
your Reason1 can construct them?

(94.19) . (The  B u d d h i s t ) .  Yes, it does! because the Reason (is 
not limited in its objects as the senses are), it apprehends every 
object.

(94.19) . (The  R e a l i s t ) .  (If you confine the function) of the 
Intellect to (the cognition) of the past,2 how can you tell that) it can

1 mänasam jflänam =  vicärakam, samkalanakam jftänam, i. e. Reason as con
structive, logical, even mathematical (samkalana= ganana-rüpa) 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.

* Manas as vtkalpa-väsanä may be assimilated to K ant’s Reason (sarvärthän 
kalpayisyati). Here perhaps the rôle assigned to the Intellect (manas) in early 
Buddhism, which is quite different, is alluded to. There it is a synonym of wgfläna 
and citta, they all mean pure sensation (vijüänam prativijUaptih). It is classified 
as the sixth sense, the inner sense (äyatana Ns 6). The qualified percept, termed 
sanÿflâ, is a special faculty (one of the samskäras) which is classified under Syatana 
v\s 12, (not among the indriya’s, but among the msaya’s), and under samskära- 
skandha. As to the combining, creative force of the Reason it is rather to be found 
in the element (dharrna) called cetanä «W ill» which, besides its function as the 
personal will of individuals, has a cosmical function and is a synonym of karma. 
This meaning the term cetanä has only in Buddhism. When all the elements 
(dharmas) are classified in 18 dhätus, the intellect (manas), for the sake of sym
metry, as is expressly stated, occupies two items, the dhätu JV° 6 (mano-dhätu) 
and the dhätu JV» 18 (mano-vijüäna-dhätu), they represent the same element of 
pure sensation (the same dharma), but they are distinguished in that the first is the 
preceding moment of consciousness, the moment preceding actual sensation 
(sparêa), after sensation comes feeling (vedano) and after feeling the image or 
qualified percept (samjftâ), All these three mental phenomena are again classified 
under äyatana JVs 12. 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 S a u trâ n tik a -Y o g ü cS ra  school has brushed 
this whole construction of the Y a ib h ä s ik a s  aside, and replaced it by two facul
ties, sensation and conception, also called direct and indirect cognition, or sense-per
ception and inference (pratyaksa-anumäna). The älaya-vijftäna of the old Yogäcä- 
ras has been rejected. The functions of our Reason belong to indirect cognition; it 
is variously determined as arrangement (kalpana), imagination (utpreksä= äropa), 
dialectical arrangement (vikalpa=atad-tyävrtti), judgment (adhyavasäya) etc. Ima
gination is helped by memory and memory is founded on impressions (samskära) left 
by past experience. For the Realist who admits a Soul, these impressions are resi
ding in the Soul as qualities 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 väsanä (probably borrowed from the Sânkhyas) 
which is sometimes explained as pürram jflänam, sometime« as sämarthyam, i.e., a
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apprehend every object, (since it does not apprehend the present)? Ac
cording to our system the Intellect1 (or inner sense), although not 
limited in its objects (like the other senses), is nevertheless by itself 
just as unconscious (as all senses are). I t  does not think.8 Conscious is 
the S o u l  alone. The Soul is the receptacle of all cognitions and of 
all the traces8 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) . ( K u m a r  i l  a 4) has expressed this idea in the following 
words,

The Soul alone contains all knowledge,5 
The Soul is known as the cognizing Ego,
It has indeed6 the force of recollection,
It has the force of combination.

(94.23) . I t is, indeed, the Soul that (at first) in a sensation7 
throws a glance8 at an indistinct® object, the (actual) possessor (of 
those general attributes which are not noticed in the first moment). 
It then awakens the dormant traces10 (of former experience and) cre-

force, or the Force, the For e par excellence, which creates the world as it appears to 
naïve realism; vikalpa-väsanä can thus be compared with Beason when it is charged 
with the task of an autonomous creation of the Categories of our Understanding. It is 
clear from the context that much of the business which in realistic systems devolves 
upon the Soul, is in Buddhism entrusted to väsanä or vikalpa-väsanä. We may accor
dingly translate it in this context as Beason. On the theory of cognition in Early 
Buddhism, cp. my C en tra l C on cep tion , p. 54. P. and V. explain — yadijwrva- 
kam vijüänam manali pratipatty-anubandhitayä na sarva-visayam, and the fol
lowing acetanatayS as sakala-samskära-anädhäratayä, i. e., na älaya- vijüänatayä.

1 manas. In the Nyay a-Vaisegika realistic systems all consciousness is an 
appurtenance of an omnipresent substantial and eternal individual Soul. The sen
ses are physical (bhatitika). 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 vicärakam.
3 samskära.
4 Ö lokavärt., p ra ty a k g a , 122.
5 sthitam jilänam =jHäna-väsanä (P).
0 co hetau (P).
7 indriya-arthasannikarsät.
8 ähcya.
9 sammugdha.

79 samskära, in Buddhism replaced by väsanä which discharges the same func
tion without a Soul.



ates a recollection of formerly experienced things.1 Armed with this 
recollection, it creates, but again necessarily2 through the medium of 
the senses, the judgment8 «this is a cow!».

(94.25). This idea has been expressed in the following (stanza4), 
The senses are the instrument of knowledge,
The conscious Agent is the Soul alone,
And since it has the faculty of recollection 
I t will arrange8 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,6 nevertheless (a single cognition of a substance with its 
attributes is possible). There is in every percept an element of sen
sation 7 and an element of former experience.8 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 pürva-pinda-anusmrti.
2 präg etia, P. refers präg to älocya.
3 vikalpayati; vikcüpa =  adhyavasäya =  nié cay a. Thus, in order to save the 

qualified percept (savtkalpaka), the senses activated by the Soul are credited not 
only with the faculty passively to react (grahana), but also actively to construct 
(kalpana) the object as substance and qualities. The senses think and judge, 
because the Soul thinks and judges through the senses (!).

* The first part of it is found in S lo k a v S r t , p ra ty a k sa , 121.
3 kalpayisyati, the same function which p. 94.23 is called samdhäna « syn

thesis».
® upakärya-upakäraka-bhäta is a term which embraces both logical sugge

stion (jüäpya-jüäpaka-bhäva) and real causation (kärya-kärana-bhäva). Here only 
the first is mentioned, but it is an upalalsana, both are meant (P). noeti is explai
ned as na earmtra atti, kvacit tu dranya-guna-karmanam asti, because according 
to the Naiyäyiks there is a special quality or force (sambandha) uniting the sub
stance with its qualities. P. remarks that there is no upakära in the viiesana- 
viéesya-bhàva, since it is sväbhävika, i. e., svabhäva-sanibandha, cp. above notes 
on text p. 98. 26 and 89.22. The upakära is therefore limited to atad-adhikarana- 
vyavaccheda-pratiti-jananam eva, what seems to be nothing but our old friend 
apoha. U d ayana adds that since no upakära is needed in a sväbhävika relation, 
we must understand the term to be used according to the majority of cases (sambh- 
ava-präcuryena), i. e., according to the substance-quality relation where a sam
bandha — upakära is needed. Evidently the problem of the relation of sensation to 
a perceptual concept is insoluble on realistic lines and U dayana rightly points to 
the contradictions in V S c a sp a ti’s expressions.

1 arthälocana.
8 anugata-smarana.
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which we here admit, (but not the causation between two parts of an 
indivisible presentation).1

(95.1). Indeed, (in the external world) we see colours and things 
which possess them. Both these parts are real separate entities. Beality 
as it stands consists always of these two things.1 2 3 I t is wrong to main
ta in 8 9 that reality only appears in our knowledge in this (double as
pect of Substance and Attribute), and that our Reason is autono
mou 5 6s 4 in creating them. On the contrary, they are reality itself,8 
(they appear as they exist).

(95.3). (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 8 is produced by (two) causes,7 (sensation and memory), as has 
been stated. It may very well be a constructed image8 in which the 
colour will be assigned the rôle of an attribute, and the possessor of 
the colour the rôle of a substance. I t will be a sense-perception® 
nevertheless, since, although representing a later stage, it is also pro
duced by a sensory stimulus.10 (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, althongh there is no relation (bhäva) of 
prodncing and being produced as a relation of intimating and being intimated, 
when something is apprehended in a single presentation, nevertheless efficient pro
duction (upäkärdkatvam) consists in being the efficient cause (utpädakatvam) in 
regard of a cognition which apprehends (avagähi) the relation of characterizing 
attribute to characterized substance (viSesana-viSesya-bhäva), between a glance at 
the object (arthälocana) and a recollection of its extensions (anugata-smarana)».

2 arthau.
3 as the Buddhist have done in India and K a n t in Europe.
4 äpäta-janman «born nobody knows where»; since in this context this charac

teristic is understood as the opposite of artha-srarüpa-janman, it is clear that an 
autonomous intellect is meant, an intettectus archetypus as contrasted with an 
empirical knowledge, an intettectus ectypus.

5 svarüpa-mätrena.
6 savikalpakam.
7 sâmagrï, «totality of causes and conditions» =  hetu-kârana-sâmagrî; here 

two causes are meant.
3 kalpayet.
9 pratyaksa.

10 indriya-artha-sannikarsa-prabhavataya.
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Things possess duration,1 and (during the time their existence lasts) 
they gradually produce their results, by successively combining with 
the totality of causes and conditions s which create together a (stable) 
result. This our Theory of Causation will be established later on8 (as 
against the Buddhists who admit causation only between moments 
and no duration at all).1 * * 4

(95.7). Thus (we can throw our conclusion in the form of the fol
lowing syllogism5 * 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 domain7 (of perception).

2. (Reason). Because they are produced by a sensory sti
mulus 8 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.9

4. (Minor premise). The (qualified percepts) are such, vie., 
(invariably concomitant with a sensory stimulus).

5. (Conclusion). Therefore they are such (sense-percep
tions).

1 akramasya.
8 sahakäri-bheda =  hetu-kärana-sämagri.
8 In the chapter on the theory of Universal Flux (Jcsantkatva), T atp., 

p .8 7 9 .27 ff.
1 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 
bom adventitiously, (L e., nobody knows wherefrom), but (they are both so appre
hended) in their bare essence. Indeed, not is it that whatsoever exists, so much 
mnst be apprehended, therefore if one part is apprehended there is no want of 
reliability (apramänatä). But qualified (complex) perception bom 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».

8 The syllogism is here inductive-deductive, 5 membered, the form admitted 
in the Nyäya-Yaiiesika tchool.

8 vikalpäh =  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 indriyartha-eannikarsa-ja.
8 Slocanam.
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(95.9). Thus it is established that the words « containing a per
ceptual judgment1» (have been inserted into the definition of sense 
perception in the aphorisms of the Nyäya 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 vyavasayätmalca.
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Väcaspatimisra on the Buddhist theory of a radi
cal distinction between sensation and conception, 
(pramäna-yyayasthä versus pramäna-samplava).

§ 1 . P b e l im u t a b y .

The Indian realists, Naiyâyikas, Mïmâipsakas etc., admitted two kinds of sense- 
perception, a primitive, simple sensation without participation of conception (n in i- 
kalpaka), and a more determinate, complex perception with participation of concep
tion or construction (tavikalpaka). The difference between the two kinds of percep
tion was for them one of degree, of distinctness and clearness. D ig n ä g a  starts, 
P ram än a-sam u coaya , 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 D ig n ä g a  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 distinctions 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-jäti-äkrti). They are apprehended by 
different sense faculties and by ratiocination. The same thing may be cognized in 
many ways. There are no strict distinct limits for each source of knowledge. 
D ig n ä g a  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 (sämvyavahärika) conceived by the realists, transcen- 
dentally (paranmrthatdh) understood by D ign äga . 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 (svabhäva-viSesa), being a meeting point of several Universals, is nevertheless 
treated as a particular in European logic, for the Bnddhists it is a construction 
and therefore treated as a Universal cognized by inference. The presence of fire 
is perceived, according to the Bealists, 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 concrete, 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 is a construction of productive imagination (kaJpana), 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 essence



302 APPENDIX II

of Indirect, conceptual or in ferentia l know ledge. It w ill be seen from the exam ples  
given  b y  V S c a s p a t i  th a t even th e  perceptual cognitions of th e  form  a th is  is 
b lu e » , « th is  is  a ja r » , « th is  is a cow » are treated as perceptual judgm ents, as 
conceptions, i. e ., conceiving states o f mind and, therefore, in feren ces, cp . T ä tp .,  
p. 888.0, sa ea vikalpänäm gocaro yo vikalpyate, deéa-kâla-avasthâ-bhcdena cka- 
tvena anusandhlyate and U  d a y  a n a  adds anumänätmakatväd vikalpasya.— A ccor
ding to S ig w a r t ,  L ogik , II p. 395, the perceptual ju d gm en t a th is  is  go ld »  is an 
inference, —  «sobald  ich sage  « e s  is t  G old » , interpretire ich das Phäm onen durch  
einen  a llgem einen  B egriff, und vo llz ieh e einen  Subsum tions-sch luss» . B y  a  broader 
definition o f in ference a ll conceiv ing activ ity , a ll com paring know ledge (särüpya- 
promana) is called  indirect, i. e., non-sensuous cognition or in ference. T h e  B u d 
dhist view  receives the name of a «rad ica l d istinction» betw een  the sources o f  
our know ledge (pramäna-vyavasthä), the R ea list m aintains th e  view  w hich is 
called their « co a lescen ce»  (pramäna-samplava).

§ 2. A PASSAGE OF UDDYOTAk I r A ’S N Y AY A-VÂRTIKA, 

ed. C alcutta, 1897 (B . I), pp. 5 . 5— 5 .1 2 ,

(5.5). (The B u d d h i s t )  objects and maintains that the coopera
tion1 (of the different sources of our knowledge in the cognition of 
one and the same object) is impossible, since each of them has its own 
special field of action. This we (N a i y ä y i k s) 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. Sensation1 2 * apprehends particulars (only),inference8 apprehends 
universals (exclusively). That alone is an object of our knowledge 
which is either a universal or a particular. Sensation is not intent 
upon a universal, and never is inference4 intent upon a particular.5 *
(5.9). This we, (N a i y a y i k s), deny, because we do not agree (with 
the reason). We neither admit that there are only two sources of 
knowledge, (sensation and conception9), nor that there are only two 
(quite distinct) objects of knowledge, (the particular7 and the univer-

1 Or m ixture —  samplava =  sankara =  ekasmin visaye sarvesätn pramänä- 
näm pravrttih.

2 pratyaksa, sense-perception  according to the realists.
8 ammana, according to the B uddhists it  includes conception.
4 T he B uddhist understands «conception».
5 The Buddhist understands « th e  u ltim ate particular, the p o in t-in stan t» , the 

N aiySyik understands the em pirical concrete thing.
8 T he N a iy S y ik  understands «sense-perception  and in ference».
7 i. e ., the ultim ate p articu lar . T h is fundam ental feature o f the B uddhist sy s

tem  h as been noticed and very w ell expressed  by the learned  editor o f t h e T a t t v a -
s a n g r a h a ,  Introduction p. 48, —  svalaksanasya aväcyatvam.. 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 possessor1 of Universals, (concrete universals).

§  3 .  T h e  C o m m e n t  o p  V a c a s p a t i m i s r a .

N yâya-vS rtik a-tïtp arya-tik â , V izia li, ed. pp . 1 2 .1 6  ff., B enares ed. (1925),
pp. 1 7 .1 6  f f

(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 independent8 (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 produced8 by i t  But moreover) only that 
thing is an object of perception whose presence invariably calls forth 
its image.4 (12.18). A Universal cannot produce the same (results, it 
neither can exercise a stimulus, nor can it call forth an image of the

vibhedai cej jäter istah svalaksanät, the particu lar is  conceived as som ething  
unique and inexp ressib le , because possessing no connotation.

I tadm t =  gämänyavad-viSesah, it  is  rea lly  a « particular universal », a  eontra- 
dietio in adjecto, ju s t  as sensation-im agination.

* It is  not enough to state th a t perception and inference have sp ecia l (mii- 
gta) objects o f  cognition, these objects rep resen t orig inally  independent (bhitma) 
elem ents, since em pirically  there is an elem ent o f  sense perception w hen w e infer  
the p resence o f  fire on th e  h ill, and there is  an elem ent o f  constructive thought in  
every percept, thus pratyaksayor ammänayor vä samplave na bädhakam uktam 
(viiista-Sabdena), tathäpi vigättya -pramäna - samplava - nirakarana -parc? yam 
granthafr (V).

3 I t  is  not enough to m ention that cognition is in ten t on  the ob ject (artha- 
gocaras) in  order to im ply th at it  is  produced (artha-sämarthya-samuHha) b y it .  
T h is w ould  be the standpoint o f  the N aiyS yik s and th e  U niversals w ould be in
c luded  am ong the causes of perception. T herefore em phasis is  put upon artha- 
sämarthya. Only an  effic ien t object, on ly  a particu lar is  a cause (hetu) producing  
perception. T h is again  is  not enough, b ecause there is alw ays a p lu ra lity  o f  causes. 
T herefore that cause a lone is  the object w hich ca lls  forth in our cognition  its  own 
im age (akära-ädhäyaha) (V).

4 L it., p. 1 2 .1 7 — 18. «T hat object a lone is the field  o f  perception w hich  obli
g e s  its own know ledge-reflex to conform w ith a positive concom itance and its  con
traposition ». —  jriana-pratibhaaa =  jüäna-älcära (V); aniyata-pratibhäaa is  m eant 
in the sense o f  N . b. p. 8 .8 .



304 APPENDIX II

object), since it is altogether devoid of any kind of (direct) causal 
efficiency.1 (12.19). (Nor can the empirical2 Particular, which is the 
meeting point of several Universal^ 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 time3), it is just the thing in itself shorn of all its exten
sions.4 It is not an extended body.5 The ultimate reality is not a thing 
which is one and the same in different points of space.6 Nor has it 
duration through different instants of time. Therefore sense cogni
tion,7 (sensation) apprehends the point-instant of reality,8 (the effi
ciency moment, the thing in itself, which alone9 possesses the faculty 
of affecting our sensitivity).10

(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,11 and relations are of two 
kinds only, (either logical or real), either Identity or Causation.12 In 
an absolute particular no relation can be found. (Uniformally) related13

1 T his is against th e  N aiyäyiks who adm it th a t sen se  perception  apprehends 
the particu lar and th e  U niversals inhering in i t  as w ell, th u s adm itting a  com plex  
(»amplam), qualified perception w hich the B nddhist denies a s  sense-perception;
viêista-visayatvam nbhipretya sämänyasya pratyakça-avisayatvam uktam (Y).

2 sämvyavahärikam svalnksanam (P), =  vyavahära-mätra-visayah=avästaram 
(V). sämvyavahärikah =  anädi-väsanä-väsitah (N . K a n  d a l l ,  p. 2 7 9 .1 5 ).

3 artha-kriyä-säniarthycna eva vastutva-vyävasthäpanät, kimartham tasya de- 
Sädy-ananugamah? (Y). — deSa-kala-ananugatam vicära-saham ity  arthah (P).

4 asädhärana.
5 adeSätmaka.
6 deSato ’nanugamem.
7 pratyaksam.
8 »valaksana =  ksana.
8 artha-kriyä-siddhy-artham tad-abhidhänam (V).

10 L it., p. 12. 20— 22. « T h is  a lone is  its  own non-shared (read asädhäranam) 
essen ce , that there is  u ltim ate rea lity  o f th e  one w hich possesses an on-spatia l 
E go by not being extended (ananugama) in space (or by not being repeated in  space), 
and th ere  is m om entariness by not roun ing through (ananugama) tim e ».

11 grhïta-pratibandha-hetukam.
42 Causation betw een «str in gs o f  even ts»  (santäna) is  a lso  constructed , cp. 

N . b. t., p. 69.
13 pratibandhah sämänya-dharmäv âêrayate.
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are always two Universals. (12.24). (But a real Universal is an impos
sibility).1 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 Universals are indeed (not realities *), they 
are logical constructions produced by a congenital capacity (of our Rea
son4); 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.5

(12.26). Their essence,6 indeed, (is not positive, but relative, since 
they always contain) a correlative negation.7 (This is proved by 
three8 facts), 1) (reality is not their essential attribute), they are 
positive and negative,9 2) (although internal mental constructions 
they have) resemblance with external reality, and 3) they are d istin ct10

1 paramärthasat sämänyam vicära-asaham (P), kärtsnya-eikadeSa-vrtti-niräsät 
(T); th e  Buddhist« adm it a vyävrtti-rüpam, àRkam, anädi-vikalpa-väsanä-väsitam 
sämänyam.

8 tat him, sämänyasya asattvät, smiaksane ca pratibandha-graha-asambhaväd 
anumänam nirvifayam eva? (P).

8 vikalpädhifthänam =  (vikalpa)-visayo ’ß harn iti yävat (V).
4 .............adhisthänam vikalpäkärasya vä aRkasya bähyatvam anumäna-go-

caro.. . V . th inks th at alîkabâhyatvam and vikedpakäratvam refer to  two different 
ideas (matäntaram), th e  first refers to  an objectivized im age, th e  second, a s i s  seen  
from th e  sequel, —  to  a  d ia lectica l superstructure, h avin g  indirect rea lity .

8 L it ., p . 1 2 .2 3 — 2 6 . « T h a t indeed is  caused  by th e  apprehended m ark o f  a  
(uniform) tie . A nd th e  t ie  consisting in  id en tity -w ith -th at and origination-from -that 
cannot b e  grasped  in  a  particular as it s  object, i t  th u s reposes on  tw o U niversals. 
A nd th e  one U niversal cannot reside in  different p laces, tim es and conditions. 
T herefore i t  is  th e  p lace  o f  construction orig inating from  a  b eg inn ingless F orce, i t  
m u st b e  assum ed th a t th e  sphere o f in ference is  th e  extern ality  o f  a  (dialectically) 
constructed form  or an objectivized im age (altkasya)». 6 ntsthä =  svarüpam.

i  anya-vyävrtti=apoha, anya-vyäortti-nistham=pratiyogi-nisedha-svarvpam.
8 Cp. th e  som ew hat different form ulation o f  th e  three points T â tp . ,  p . 3 4 0 .6  ff., 

tra n sla ted  in  A ppendix  V .
* Cp. B a in ,  L ogic, I . 5 4  ff. —  E x isten ce , is  not th eir  essen ce , th eir  asädhä• 

rana-dharma, in  contradistinction from  an  ultim ate particu lar (stxdaksana) in  
w hich ex isten ce  is  inherent, w hich is  on ly  positive, since we cannot say  « som ething  
is  n o t> , because th is  « som eth in g»  is  n oth ing b u t m ere ex isten ce , pure rea lity . 
Cp. T S tp .,  p . 3 3 8 .1  and F . B r e n t a n o ,  P sychologie, U , p. 49  ff.

18 niyata-pratibhäsa — niyata-akära as in  N . b . t,, p. 7 0 .6 , ~  anya-vyävrttyä ; 
i t  is  ex a c tly  th e  opposite o f  niyata-pratibhäsa in N . b. p. 8— 9 , w here it  is  =  
arthena, mdriycna vä, 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.1 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 construc
tion,I 2 * can be alternately affirmed and denied, «there is a jar», 
«there is no jar».

(Conclusion). («Jar» is not existence «in itself», it exists 
relatively to other things).

(Verification). If «jar» were existence in itself,8 the words 
«it is» would never be used, being superfluous; nor would the 
words «it is not» be 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.4 * 6

(13.4) . (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 (represented by the element «this», so as to produce the 
perceptual judgment « this is a cow»), except the fact that both exclude8 
the negation («non-cow»).8

(13.5) . (As to the third point, it must be noticed that) the distinct 
image of «a cow», and the definite connotative designation «a cow», 
would never be possible without (having present in the mind its) 
distinctions7 from horses or other (animals).8

I amürta. 2 vikalpa-goearo. 8 agädhärano-bhävo.
4 Cp. B r a d le y ,  L ogic , p. 121, « I t  m ay b e, a fter  a ll , th a t everyth ing « is »  ju st

so far as « it  is  n o t» , and again  a is  n o t»  ju st so far as it  « is » .
5 Instead  o f manyate’ nya-vyävfttth  read  anyato’ nya-vyävfiteh or anyatra

vyavrtiefy.
6 Cp. B r a d le y ,  ibid. « I f  everyth ing thus has its  d iscrepant in  itse lf , then  

every th in g  in  a sen se  m ust be it s  own d iscrepancy».
7 Cp. B r a d l e y ,  ibid. «E veryth in g  is  determ ined by a ll negation».
8 L it., p. 13.5. «A n d  th e  definite idea and designation « cow »  not w ithout th e  

exclu sion  o f  horse e tc .» . —  W h a t is  h ere ca lled  niyatä buddhih refers to  th e  sam e
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(13.6). Therefore the Universal is nothing but the Negation of 
the Correlative,1 it is (therefore) an internal8 (mental construction, 
but related to external reality, since in our behaviour) we do not 
notice the difference,8 it is quasi-included in external reality4 and 
thus gives reality5 to our (conceptual, or) inferential knowledge. (13.7). 
Being thus indirectly connected with external reality, it has efficacy,® 
it becomes consistent experience.7 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.8

(13.9). 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, 
(viz. the ultimately particular) and the Universal, (there is no mixed 
entity in the cognition of which) both sources of our knowledge could 
participate.

th in g  w hich above p. 12. 27 was designated as niyata-pratibhasa. I t  is  ev ident that 
niyata is  here used in th e  sen se  o f «d istin ct» , myata-pratibhäsa =  niyatä bud- 
dhih =  niyata-âkâra, not in the sense o f « lim ited»  niyata =  arthena indriytna vä 
niyamita as in N . b. t., p. 8. 9 and 8 .2 0 , cp. above, p. 805 n. 10.

1 anya-vyävrtti-rüpam.
2 abahyam.
8 bähya-bheda-agrahät, i. e , w e do not th ink  that « a  cow » is  not an ex te r 

n al object.

* bahyattena avasïyamânam.
8 pravartayati.
® präpayat.
7 samvädakam sat.
8 Our conceptual know ledge is th u s a dream accom panying real facts. T his 

theory w ill be expounded w ith more detail in  A ppendix V. —  L it., p. 1 3 .6 — 8. 
«T herefore th e  U niversal whose essence is d istinction from th e different (anya• 
vydvrtti), being non-external, being plunged in the external through non-percep
tion  o f the difference from the external, directs iuference towards the extern al; 
and by being indirectly tied  up to the extern al, it m akes us reach  the external; 
being consistent, although w rong, it  is , by being located in  th e  cognizer, a m eans 
o f  right know ledge ».
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§ 4. The answer of Uddyotakaba.
Nyäya-värt., pp. 6 .9 — 14.

(5.9). This is wrong! We do not admit i t  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 .  C o m m e n t  o f  V ä c a s p a t im i s r a .
T ä tp .,  p . 1 3 .1 2 — 13.

(13.12). In saying «this is wrong!» (the author of the V ä r t i k a )  
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 Ud a y a n a ,  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 o f V a r d h a m ä n a ,  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 (readingx)! 1

1 T h is is  th e  Erst short statem ent o f B uddhist Idealism  in  th e  T S t p a r y a -  
t i k a .  I t s  different p h ases w ill be repeatedly  expounded and refuted  in detail in  
the course o f the work w heresoever the opportunity o f  doing it w ill present itse lf, 
cp. pp. 8 8  ff., 100 ff., 127 ff., 144 ff., 182 ff., 2 6 8  ff., 338  ff., 3 7 9 .2 5  ff., 463  ff. 
etc. e tc . T h ese  su b tlest N aiyäyiks, U d a y a n a  and V a r d h a m ä n a , deem ed B uddhist 
philosophy an « im pervious path  », gahanah panthäh.
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The Theory of Mental Sensation 
(mänasa-pratyaksa).



The theory of Mental Sensation.

I.

P r e l i m i n a r y .

T he gen esis o f sensation according to the Abhidharm a can be represented thus 
(cp. m y C e n tr a ]  C o n c e p t io n ,  p. 54 ff.), —

1-t current 
the object 

(visaya)
’ \

\

2-d  current 
th e  organ o f sense or 

nervous m atter  
(indriya)

3-d current 
the Mind

(vijUäna =  manas)
/

\  I /\  I /
\  ! /

0  —  —  m eeting point (trayänäm sannipä-
1 tah), sensation (sparka).

O —  —  fee lin g  (vedano).

O —  —  im age (samjila).

T he moment o f  sensation  (sparSa) h as 1) a hom ogeneous cause (causa materi
alis - samanawtara-pratyaya) in  th e  preceding m om ent o f  th e  M ind, or o f  conscious
ness in  general, including la ten t consciousness, 2) a  predom inant cau se  (causa 
effieiens =  adhipati-pratyaya), in  th e  specia l sense-organ (indriya), and 3) an object- 
cause (alambana-pratyaya), say , in a  patch o f  colour for th e  sense of vision. T he  
interconnection o f  th ese  cooperating elem ents is  im agined in  early  Buddhism  
according to th e  prevailing view o f causa lity  (pratilya-samutpada) as functions o f  
on e another, as cooperators or cooperating forces (samskära =  sambhüya kärinah), 
b ecause a  cause never works a lone (na kimeid ekam ekasmät). T h e e lem en ts are 
not pu llin g  one another, but appearing contiguously  (nirantara-utpanna) as fu n c
tion s o f  one another. In  M ahSyäna th e  conception is  radically  changed. A ll e le 
m ents o f ex isten ce  have on ly  relative (éünya) rea lity , a s « th e  lon g  and th e  short»  
(dirgha-hrasva-raf), cp. m y N ir v a n a ,  p. 30 ff. T h e separation o f  th e  unique
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current of consciousness into subject and object is already an imputation (äropa =  
kalpanä =  grähya-grähaka-kalpanä). Instead of the three real currents produ
cing together sensation in early Buddhism, we now have in the SautrSntika-YogS- 
cara school only two constructed ones. Their cooperation can be represented in the 
following table, —

Moments of Moments of
the object consciousness

1. O r.:

2. O A.

3. Or.: B.

C.

pure sensation 

mental sensation

[ both as yet in
cluding no 
synth esis, 

nirvikalpaka.

cognition including synthesis with 
the following moments, saviktd- 

paka, i. e., image.

1 is the object (älambana-pratyaya) of A; it is also the substrate (upädana) 
of 2; it precedes A in time.

2 is the object (alambana =  visaya =  gocara) of B, but it is contemporaneous 
with A; it is also the substrate of 3, it precedes B in time.

3 and its continuation are the object of the constructed image (samkalpaka), 
they represent the duration (santäna) of the object 1—2—3 etc.

A is produced by 1 ; it is contemporaneous with 2 ; it is the substrate-cause 
(samanantara-pratyaya) of B, it follows in time upon 1.

B is produced by 2 in collaboration (sahakärin) with A which is its substrate; 
it is also a dash containing no synthetic imagination and therefore not capable of 
illusion or mistake; it is contemporaneous with 3 and follows upon 2 in time.

3 and the following moments, as well as C and its following moments, represent 
the parallel duration (santäna) of the object and of its qualified cognition.

1 =  svalaksanam —prathama-ksanah=rüpa-ksanäntarasya upädanam= in -  
driya-vÿftâna-visayah — tasya ca älambanam =  nirvUcalpaka-janakam.

2 -=irüpa-ksanäntaram— prathama-ksanasya upädeyam =  uttara-ksanah =  
nirvilcalpaka -jftäna - samäna - kälah =  nirvikalpaka - indriya-mjüäsyasya sahakäri 
(manosa pratyaksa-utpäda-kriyäm prati) =  mänasa-pratyaksa-visayah =  tasya ca 
älambanam — mänasa-pratyaksa-janakam.

3 etc. =  santäna.
A =  indriyaja-vijnänam =  svalaksana-älambitam =  samanantara-pratyayah 

(mänasa-pratyaksam prati) =  rüpa-ksanäntarasya sahakäri =  viiadäbham =  nvr- 
vikalpaka-pratyaksam.

B =  mano-vijnänam - manasi-kärah — rupa-ksanäntara-älanibitam =  rüpa- 
ksanäntara-sahakärinä indriya-vijftänena janitam =  nirvikalpakam =  viSadä- 
bham — mänasa-pratyaksam.
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C =  savikalpakam jüänam =  santänSlambitam =  adhyavasäyätmakam =  «ä- 
rüpyätmakam =  any a-vyävrtti-rüpam =  anumänätmakam — : nirvikalpaka-jAana- 
utpannatvät pratyaksam api.

In the now following translations from th eT ip p a p î, from V ä c a sp a tim isr a ’s 
N y S y a -k a n ik a , and from J a m y a n -sh a d b a ’s B lo -r ig s  a vivid pincture can be 
gathered of the controversies 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.

II.

T h e  N y ä y a - b i n d u - t i k ä - t i p p a p i  on t h e  T h e o r y  o f  
M e n t a l  S e n s a t i o n .

(N. b. t .-tip p an ï, ed. B. B., pp. 29.16—31.11).

(29.15). Further, is it sure that as long as the outer sense faculty1 
is engaged, the existence of a mental feeling (concerning the same 
object) is excluded? Answering this question ( D h a r m o t t a r a )  
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)«.1 2

(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 sense3 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?4 To this (D h ar m ot-  
t a r  a ’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»,5 (i. e., there will be no pure sensation, no 
simple reflex althogether, there will always be a germ of mental 
synthesis present).

(30.3). 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 sarvendriyäSritam in 29.16 is meant for sarvam indryäSritam jflänam.
3 indriya-vijüänam.
4 vyäpäravati caksusi.
5 Cp. N. b. t., 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)?1

(30.5). Another question is then asked. If mental sensation1 2 is 
really something different from pure sensation,3 this must be estab
lished by positive facts, by observation, (experiment4 or other proofs). 
(If that cannot be done), then its definition, so far it is not at all 
founded on facts,5 will be (useless, it will be as though) non existent. 
( D h a r m o t t a r a )  answers,6 «the existence of such mental sensation 
is a postulate of our system, there are no facts to prove its existence».7 
In describing the character of this (mental sensation) as something 
similar to sensation in general8 and in stating that its existence is 
assumed as a postulate of the (whole) Systeme, D h a r m o t t a r a  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 yogyt-karane instead oiyogya- 
karane — säksät-kärini, cp. above p. 8 .10. D h a rm o tta ra  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 T ipp , explains 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 assume 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 J n ä n a g a rb h a  and others D h arm ot
ta r a  does not admit as valid, cp. below.

2 mänasam pratyaksam.
3 indriya-jfiänät.
4 As has been pointed out in the Introduction D h a rm a k lr ti establishes the 

existence of pure sensation by what may be called a real experiment (pratyaksa) 
in introspection, pratyaksam kalpanapoÿham pratyaksenaiva sidhyati.

5 yavatä pramänäsiddham eva.
6 N. b. !•, p. 11.1.
7 M allavad I, f. 81, introduces this passage thus, nani» indriya-njüäna-vya- 

tirikta-laksanakasya adarSanät laksanam ayuktam evety äSankyaha etac cetyädi 
(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 (Sin-tu Ikog- 
pa =  atyanta-paroksa).

8 indriya-vijUana-sadrSa.
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pudiates the argument adduced by J n ä n a g a r b h a 1 and others for 
the sake of establishing its existence, (viz., the argument that) mental 
constructions spring up2 (from mental sensation which is something 
intermediate between pure sensation and conception). (He repudiates 
this argument) indirectly,3 (without mentioning it), simply by emphasi
zing 4 (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.5 Therefore (there is no impossibility that) two sen-

1 Ä cärya  J n ä n a g a rb h a  is the author of a short treatise S a ty a -d v a y a -  
▼ ib h a n g a -k ä r ik ä  and its v y tt i. A block print of its Tibetan translation, prin
ted at the monastery of B d e -c h e n - lh u n -g r u b -g lin  (Aga in Transbaikalia) is in 
my posession. There is in the Bstan-hgyur, Mdo v. 28, only a commentary on it, the 
S a tya -d vaya -v ib h an ga-p an jik a , by ä ä n tir a k g ita . Whether it is the same 
person as the celebrated ä cä ry a  B o d h isa ttv a  is doubted by T arän äth a , cp. his 
text p. 163. T so n -k h a -p a  denies it, cp. L e g s -b sa d -sn in b o , f.70b.2 .  Kärikä 14 
(mula f. 2, vytti f. 7) deals with causality in the usual Mädhyamika style—« a manifold 
Ens is neither produced from a manifold, nor from a unity, nothiug is produced from 
a unity, nor a unity from a manifold». The vrtti explains, that if many causes did 
not produce 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
nag), the result is also double, as containing a sensation and a conception. On the 
other hand, the percept of a colour is a unity (ékam vÿüânam). As a Mädhyamika 
the author evidently rejects the momentarines of being (ksanikatva and svalaksana), 
he conditionally may admit the parallel run of sensation and thought. It seems that 
some of those logicians who were Mâdhyamikas at heart admitted the possibility 
of a parallel similtaneous run of sensation and thought, but not H arib h ad ra , 
cp. below, p. 339 n., and this has given rise to much controversy in India and Tibet, 
as will be seen from the B lo -r ig s  of J a m y a n -sh a d b a , translated below. In the 
T a ttv a s ., p. 391, S â n tira k ? ita a n d K a m a la sïla a d m it heterogeneous causation, 
cp. also Parisuddhi, p. 609 ff.

2 vikalpodayät are evidently the first words of a kärikä by Jh ä n a g a rb h a  or 
some of his followers, it is repeated below, p. 30.17, in the words samâna-jatîya- 
vikalpodayät.

3 bhangyä. * avadhäranäd eva.
•r> According A bh. K o ia -b h ., I. 28, a great number of mental dharmas can 

arise simultaneously. The idea of the S än k h yas is also that different sensations o 
different senses may be present to the mind simultaneously, the idea of the 
N a iy ä y ik s  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, v ie ., the image of the blue patch of colour,1 2 * is present 
to the mind. If there were (nothing intermediate), no mental sentation, 
then the constructed image of the blue1 patch, which immediately follows 
in its track,2 could not arise. A mental construction can arise out of 
something homogeneous with it, out of something mental,8 * not out 
of a quite heterogeneous simple reflex 5.4 (30.15). Just as when a patch 
of blue is apprehended8 (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 Yajnadatta. The 
difference between mental sensation7 and the enduring phenomenon 
of a mental image8 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 m en ta l.

(30.17). Our reply to the upholders of this theory is as follows. 
You maintain that a mental construction10 * 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 proves11 that things can (also) originate 
out of elements heterogeneous from them. This can be established by

1 ntla-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 blue».

a tat-prstha-bhàvi.
8 mänasätmano.
4 indriya-vijfiänät.
5 grhite.
8 niécayo.
I manosa- vie. pratyakm-
8 mano-vikalpasantäna.
® mano-vijüäna-santäna, in the opinion of J n ä n a g a rb h a  it is a Santana, in

the opinion of D h a rm o tta ra  it is a ksana. Instead of tathendriyä...... bhinnatvàt
read yathendriya.. .  bhinnatvam na tathä.. .

to vOcalpa.
i t  darianät.
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positive and negative examples.1 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 
appearance of two simple reflexes,* 2 two bare sensations, of the same 
patch of blue colour at once. This has never been witnessed.

(31.1). Therefore a constructed image3 can be called forth by a 
simple reflex4 (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).
(31.2). Nor is it right to maintain that a simple reflex and a mental 
image5 * belong to two different streams of existence,® just as the two 
(personal) streams called Devadatta and Yajnadatta are. (If that were 
the case), it would make7 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-  
k I r t i), the author of the V ä r t i k a,8 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),9 and by the force of memory which has ist own 
function to achieve».

Here in the words «a conscious (germ)» just a simple reflex10 11 is 
referred to, not something mental.11 (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

IN . K an ikä , 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-vijMnäd eva. 5 scmkalpaka-nirvikalpakayor.
6 bhimia-santäna-vartitvam.
7 The cheda before yena must be dropped, and one after na syät inserted.
8 Not found in P r .-v ä r t , but P r .-v in isc a y a  (Co-ni, f. 158a.3 )h a s  — don

mthon-ba~ilidmthon-ba-la,myon-bai-mthu-las byun-ba-yi,dran-pasmthon-barhdod-
pa-yis, iha-sHad rab-tu iyug-pa-yin. (A. V o str ik o ff) .

* samvit-sämarthya.
10 indriya-vijüänam evo.
11 mänasam.
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would it be right to assume that the mentioning of consciousness1 
(in the above aphorism of D h a r m a k i r t i )  refers to something 
mental,1 2 * (not to pure sensitivity), since the point at issue8 (in this 
passage) is whether pure passive sensitivity4 (without any mental 
spontaneity) can guide our puiposive actions,5 and whether it can 
be reckoned as a source of right knowledge. (31.10). Indeed, how is 
it possible to consider a simple passive reflex6 to be a source of right 
cognition? (0, yesl). 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.7

Consequently this (argument of J n ä n a g a r b h a  and consorts) is 
negligible,8 because a mental construction can be evoked from a hetero
geneous source, (from a simple reflex).

III.

T h e  N y ä y a - k a n i k ä  of  V â c a s p a t i m i ê r a  on t h e  
t h e o r y  o f  M e n t a l  S e n s a t i o n .
(Reprint from the Pandit, p. 120. 7— 120.17).

(120. 7). We (Buddhists9) do not favour (the theory according to 
which) the Mind is a special organ10 11 (of sense), an organ to be put on 
the same line as the organ of vision etc.11 But we maintain (that the 
Mind is a stream of thought, and in that stream) every preceding mo-

1 samvit.
2 mänasam.
2 cintyatvät.
4 indriya-vÿflânatya.
5 Vyavahärena.
• indriya-vijflânasya.
7 tvavisaye vikalpa-janakatvam.
8 yat kimcü.
9 I. e., the YogScara-Sauträntika school, cp. T ätp ., p. 97 .1 . The other Hina- 

ySnists reckon 6 organs of sense, 5 of the outer senses and one of the inner sense. 
They also have a series of 22 indriyat, but then these organs have quite a diffe
rent function, cp. Abh. K osa, L 48. The realists, Nyäya, Vaisegika, Mlmäqisaka, 
and the Sankhyas characterize manat, the Mind, as a sixth organ. The Mädhya- 
mika-Buddhists and the Vedântins, very characteristically, fall in line with the 
realists. According to W. R uben , Die N yay a sU tra s, An. 55, 56, the author of 
these sOtras did not regard manat as an indriya, but according to the Bhägya, he 
admitted 5 outer and one inner sense, jus as the other realists.

Mmcid indriyäntaram cp. T âtp ., p. 97. 28 ff.
11 caksuradivat.
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ment is (the cause, viz.), the substrate-cause,1 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,8 in collaboration * with the Mind, 
(i. e., according to our theory) with the preceding moment of consci
ousness, the moment of pure sensation.6 This second moment of the 
object is contemporaneous6 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)7 of the second moment of the same object8 (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.9 I t is (not an abstract mental cognition, it is) 
vivid10 (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. I t  is not pure sensation11 
(which is a simple reflex upon the outer sense), because it springs up 
when the simple reflex18 is over.

(120.14). Neither (can it be characterized) as an intention upon 
something internal,13 because the object upon which it is intent is the

1 upärlänena.
2 janitam, p. 120.12.
2 rüpa-ksana-antarena, p. 120.11 to be corrected from rüpeksana-.
* sahakârinâ, p. 120.11.
6 indriyaja-vijrläna (p. 120.10) =  nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa.
6 samâna-kâlena, p. 120. 12.
7 It is clear that the samanantara-pratyaya, also called upasarpana-pratyaya 

is the counterpart of the samaväyi-kärana of the Naiyäyiks.
8 indriyaja-(vijfiänasya)-visaya-ksana-upädänena =  prathama-visaya-ksana- 

upädänena, viz., rüpa-ksana-antarena, i. e., dvitïyena ksanena prathama-ksana- 
upädänavatä.

9 uparata-indriya-vyäpärasya (sc. purusasya), cp. lit. transi, below.
19 vüadäbha =  viëadâbbâsa.
i l  indriyajam.
1* tad-(-indriya-)-vyäpära-.
18 antera.
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second moment of the external object, this second moment of the 
object being a product of its preceding, first, moment and the first 
moment, (as has been just mentioned), i's the object grasped by pure 
sensation, (the object which has produced the simple reflex).1

(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).* 2 * 4 5 6 The sense faculty,8 (the organs of the outer 
sense), are absent with them, hence they have no pure sensation* (no 
simple reflex) produced upon the senses.8 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 abstract 
thought).7

1 The compound indriyaja-visaya.. . .  must be analysed thus — indriya- 
jasya(— nirvikalpakasya) yovisayah (—svaiaksanam), tasyayad vijAänam (nirvi- 
kalpakam), tasya (nirvikalpakasya) yo visaya-ksanah ( =  svaiaksanam =  prathamo 
visaya-ksanah), ten a ya j ianitam ksanäntaram (— rüpa-ksanäntaram =  dvitïyo 
visaya-ksanah), tasya goearatvam, tasmät. 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. t., p. 10. 20.

4 -vijfläna.
5 taj-ja-.
6 Lit. «because there i3 no substrate».
7 Lit., p. 120. 7— 17. «W e 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) conscious
ness, the substrate of the following one. Just this, indeed, is similar as sensation 
and immediate as non-separated, it is called a homogeneously immediate cause. 
Here it is created (janita) by another moment of colour (rSpa) having as its sub
strate (upädänena) the object-moment of that-sense-produced (tad-indrya-ja), with 
whose sense-produced consciousness (vijfläna) as a homogeneous precedent it is 
working together, having as object the moment which is its own producer, 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, because
of the circumstance (•tayä) that they have no organs, (and) because through not 
having consciousness by it produced, a substrate is lacking. Nor is it non-sense-per- 
ceptiou, since it shines vividly».
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In the sequel, pp. 120. 21— 124.6, V a c a s p a t i m i ê r a ,  commen
ting upon the corresponding passage of M a p d a n a m i â r  a ’s V i d h i -  
v i v e k a ,  ibid, pp. 120.3— 1 2 2 . 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 V ä c a s  p a t i  puts it, «is consecrated by Recognition»,1 in the 
perceptual judgment «this is the same crystal (which 1 have seen be
fore)». M a p d a n a m i s r a  says,8 «the object 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)» .8 And V ä c a s p a t i  winds up 1 2 * 4 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,5 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 (pramäna- 
samplava).6 7 The same object is apprehended twice, a t first by the 
senses dimly, and then a second time, by the intellect with more clarity 
and distinction.

IV

T h e  G r a n d  L a m a  J a m - y a n - s h a d p a  on t h e  t h e o r y  
o f  M e n t a l  S e n s a t i o n .

B lo -r ig s ,7  f. 28*. 3—81b. 4 (T su-gol).

The second (variety of direct cognition) is mental sensation (or 88*. 
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, pratyàbhijflà bhagavatt sthapayisyati (abhedam).
2 Ibid., p. 1 2 2 .5 -6 .
8 hsanikatva-pratikfepät.
* Ibid., p. 126.4—6.
8 Bead him ca instead of kimcid.
B Cp. above, Appendix II.
7 Tbe Grand Lama J a m -y a S -sh a d -p a  (H jam -dbyan-bsad-pa N a g -

d b a n -b r tso n -g ru s) lived in the XVH«> century (1648-1722). He is the founder
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§ 1 . D e f in i t i o n .

28*. 5 By a 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 definition1 is, (e. g.), the mental 
feeling2 of something blue evoked by the outer sense (of vision) when 
the latter contains the reflex8 of a patch of blue colour. Incidentally 
the words of the definition »it 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 ,4 or whether it  is not

28*.G (already) a clear and distinct cognition.5 Indeed, «The  L a n g u a g e  
o f D i a 1 e c t  i c s 6 » 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 L a-b ran g , a very celebrated seat of learning in Amdo (Eastern 
Tibet), and the author of an enormous amount of scholastic literature very much 
studied in Mongolia and Tibet.

1 mtshan-gzhi.
2 snon-hdzin yid-mnon.
3 snor-snan dban-mnon.
4 it really apprehends the moment of the object which immediately precedes 

in time the moment of mental sensation, cp. above table on p. 312.
5 bcad-ées =  paricehinnam jnänam; the definition of clear and distinct cogni

tion is given in the B lo -r ig s , 10*. 2. On f. 6b. 1 This kind of cognition is mentioned 
as one of the seven different kinds of mental processes (blo-rigs).

6 B to g -g e - s k a d  =  T a r k a -b b ä sä , a work by M a h â p a çd ita  B h ik çu  
M ok çâk aragu p ta  (C ordier has Ghäbriyäkaragupta du grand Vihära de Jagat- 
ta la )= T h a r -p a i-h b y u n -g n a s -k y i-s p a s -p a ;  it is incorporated into the Bstan- 
hgyur, Mdo, voi. 112 (ze), the passage quoted is found f. 380b. 6 (Narthang).
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deaf persons, if they could perceive external objects by a mental sensa
tion.1 The (same) «Language of Dialectics» has it, «since it is said that 28b. 
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 excluded8». 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 sense8».

§ 2 . T h e  y a e i e t i e s  o f  m e n t a l  s e n s a t i o n .

There are five varieties of mental sensation, viz., mental sensation 28b. 
grasping colour (and lines), mental sensation grasping sounds, olfactory 
mental sensation, flavorous mental sensation and tactile mental sen
sation.

§ 3 .  T h e  p e c u l ia r it y  o f  t h e  g e n e sis  o f  m e n t a l  s e n s a t i o n .

T h r e e  t h e o r ie s .

The (author) of the «Mine o f  L o g i c » 1 2 * 4 * * * ( Sas k y a - p a u d i t a )  28b. 
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

1 Cp. N. b. t., p. 10.20.
2 Ibid., f. 380b. 6 — 381“. 1.
■< This quotation is probably an abridgement of the passage — raii-gi yul-gyis 

de-ma-thag lhan.-dg-byed~pa-ean.-gyi dban-poi Ses-pa mtshans-pa-de-ma-thag-pai 
rlcyen-gyis bskyed-pa yid-gyi mam par-Ses-pai zhes pao, ibid.

4 R ig s - g te r  =  N y a y a -n id h i, a concise treatise in mnemonic verses by Sa
sk y a -p a n d ita  K u n -d g a li-r g y a l-m tsh a n , held in high esteem by the Tibe
tans as their oldest original exposition of Buddhist Epistemology. Copies of the Lhasa 
block print are very rare, no one is available at Leningrad, but a commentary by
R g y a l-t sh a b  is found in the Mus. As. Petr. The author lived in the XIIU> cen
tury (1182— 1251) A. D. in the celebrated S a -sk y  a 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 G e - lu g s -p a  sect. According to
tradition his work was originally written in sanscrit.
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pure sensation (again) arises, and so on, pure sensation and mental 
sensation (of the object) are alternately1 produced. This is, (they main
tain), the opinion of the author of the A 1 a m k â r a, (i. e., of P r a j n ä- 
k a r a g u p t a ) .

28b, 5 2. (Second theory). At first one moment of pure sensation arises.
In the next moment there 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 c a u sa  m a te r ia lis , and the sense-faculty, playing the part of a c a u sa  

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-consciousness. This three-partite sense-perception is 
advocated, (they maintain), by the brahmin S a n k a r a n a n d a . 8

29*.2 3. (Third theory). Finally, Master D h a r m o t t a r a  maintains that
(a mental sensation) necessarily arises just when pure sensation is at 
an end.1 2 * 4

From among these three theories the first and the last, (says the 
author of the «Mine of  Logic») ,  are wrong. That one in the mid
dle is alone the right one. It is there stated,5 *

1 spd-mar, lit. «mixed up».
2 P ram S ça-vârtik a-a la ip k & ra , a work by P r a jn ä k a r a g u p ta  usually 

quoted as R g y a n -k h a n -p o  =  A la m k ä ro p a d h y ä y  a. The work contains a 
commentary on books II—lVof D h a r m a k ir t i’s P ra m ä n a -v ä r tik a  and fills 
up the vols 99 and 100 of the B sta n -h g y u r  Mdo. The author lived presumably 
in the IXth century and initiated a new school in the interpretation of D harm a
k ir t i ’s philosophy.

8 B ram -ze B d e -b y ed -d g a h -p a , author of an independent commentary on 
the P r a m â ç a -v â r t ik a  of D h a r m a k ir t i called P r a m â p a -v S r t ik a -t lk a . The 
work was planned on a very large scale and has been left unfinished. The extant 
part covers only the first book of D h a rm a k ir ti and fills up vols 103 and 104 of 
the B sta n -h g y u r , Mdo. The author was a Kashmir brahmin, he is usually 
quoted as the Great Brahmin, B ram -ze ch en-po .

* dban-mnon-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 B ig s - g te r  is available, this quotation could be
identified only in E g y a l- t s h a b ’s commentary, where it is found f. 91*. 1. The
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«Both the alternation (theory of P r a j n ä k a r a g u p t a ) ,  and the 
substitution (theory o f D h a r m o t t a r a )  contain contradictions».

(Such is the view o f S a s k y a - p a n d i t a  and his followers)

§ 4 .  E x a m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  t h e o r y  a s c r ib e d  to

P r a j n ä k a r a g u p t a  .

Now, i t  is wrong to impute to (the author) of the A l a m k ä r a ,  29“. 4 
(P r a j fi ä k a r a g u p t a), the alternation theory. Not in a single Tibe
tan translation of the commentary and sub-commentary on this work 
can it be found.

( K h a i - d u b ) 1 in his « E l u c i d a t i o n  o f  t h e  s e v e n  T r e a 
t i s e s »  says, « That the author of the A l . a m k ä r a  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 A l a m k ä r a  itself nor in the literature following it».

And ( R g y a l - t s h a b )  in his Comment upon the «Mine of 29“.5 
Logic» * 1 2 3 says, «the alternation theory is not to be found in the trans
lations of the A l a m k ä r a  existing at present». I t  seems that the 
alternation theory is a great mystification,8 because it is pregnant of

full title of this commentary is T s h a d -m a -r ig s -g te r -g y i rn am -b sad  le g s -  
p a r -b sa d -p a i sn in -p o , but it is also known under the abridged title of R ig s -  
g te r -d a r - ( ik ;  we read there — Ugyan-gyi bzhed-pai spel-ma-dan-ni Chos-o o o o
mehog-gis bzhed-pai rgyun-gyi mthah-mar gcig-kho-nar skye-ba gHis-ha-la-yan

o o o *  O o O O
gnod-byed yod-par thaï, etc. The words marked by o will make up together the o o o  
verse quoted.

1 M k h as-gru b , a pupil of T so n -k h a -p a ; the work quoted is a commentary 
upon the seven logical treatises of D h a rm a k irti, its full title is T sh a d -m a -  
sd e -b d u n -g y i rgyan  y id -k y i m u n -sel, the passage is found on f. 117a.4  of 
the block print made in the Aga monastery, B d e -c h e n -lh u n -g r u b -g lin .  
T so n -k h a -p a  (1357—1419), the founder of the now dominant sect, had three 
celebrated pupils, G y a l-tsh a b  (Rgyal-tsbab, 1364—1462), K h a i-d u b  (Mkbas- 
grub, 1385—1438) and G endundub  (Dge-hdun-grub, 1391— 1474). The latter 
was the first D a la i Lam a. All have written logical works. The Commentaries 
of Rgyal-tshab are renouned for original and deep thought, they are usually 
called d a r - t 'k = v is ta r a -J ika’s, those of Khai-dub are distinguished by detailed 
discussion, they are called ( ik -c h e n  =  m a h ä tik ä ’s.

2 R ig s -g te r -d a r - f ik , f. 91b. 6 (Aga).
3 tha-chad.
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many mistakes and it contradicts the standpoint of P r a m ä n a -  
29b. 1 v ä r  t i k a ,  (although everyone pretends) to speak from this very stand

point. (If it be objected that) this is not clear,1 (that the P r a m ä i j a -  
v ä r t i k a  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 P r a 
m a l a - v ä r  t i k a ,1 2 3 4 «if a thing would be apprehended in turns, we 
would not have the experience of its continuous contemplation».

(Moreover the contention) that the A l a m k ä r a  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- 

29b. 2 rallel run). That this is really so,8 (follows out of the circumstance that) 
this Master did admit in mental sensation a germ of constructive 
thought,* and he did not deem it a contradiction to admit the simul
taneous existence of pure sensation5 * with constructive thought. Indeed, 

29b. 8 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 7 in it (an habitual object), we 
reckon as a mental sensation, since its (function) is to make the thing 
present to our senses8». It is also true that D h a r m o t t a r a  has 
a quarrel9 with him (on this point), as will be detailed later on.

29k. 4 If we compute the elements present in such sense-perception (as 
ascribed to the author of the A 1 a m k ä r a), 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. vârt., ch. I l l (on sense-perception), Jeärikä 256, f. 183b. 2 in the Aga 

block-print.
3 der-thal.
4 rtog-pa geig — kcdpanä Meid.
3 dban-miion dtts-su, lit., « that at the time of sensation of the (outer) sense 

construction is produced ».
8 Ses-pa =jüänam  in the sense of idamtä-jflänam.
7 goms-las mdun-na gnas-pa-las — abhyäsät präg aiasthänät, this evidently 

refers to anabhyâsa-daêâ-âpannam jnämm, cp. Tätp., p. 8— 9.
8 This quotation could not yet be identified.
9 Cp. N. b. p. 11.1 and the T ip p , translated here.
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of self-consciousness). (However) this theory (of the author) of the 
A 1 a m k à r a cannot be accepted (as a correct account of the part) of 
the senses (in perception), because, as a consequence1 of it, we will be 
obliged to admit the presence of (a germ) of constructive imagination 
in direct cognition,1 2 (i. e., in a simple reflex), whereas (our best autho
rities), the Sütra3 and the Vartika, 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 E x t r e m e  
R e l a t i v i s t s ,  (the P r ä s a n g i k a - M f i d h y a m i k a s ) ,  it will be 
quite acceptable.4

§ 5 . E x a m in a t io n  oe t h e  t h e o r y  a s c r ib e d  to  

S a n k a r â n a n d a .

Further, it is not true that the (Great )  B r a h m i n  favoured the 29b. 5 
theory imputed to him (by Sa s ky a - pa nc l i t a ) ,  because neither the 
translation of his works nor the authorities of the Holy Land5 6 point 
to it as favoured by him. It is a bare affirmation (on his part). (K h a i- 
dub) in his « E l u c i d a t i o n  of  t h e  S e v e n  T r e a t i s e s »  says,®
«It is a mere tradition among the ancient (teachers) that the G r e a t  
B r a h m i n  favoured such a view. Not in any of the Tibetan translations 
of his works is the source (of this mistake) to be found». Moreover, you 29l>. e 
(S a s k y a-p a n d i t a) assume that this (sensuous part of cognition 
which you imagine as having been analyzed by S a n k a r ä n a n d a )  
necessarily always contains three elements.7 W e object that the precision

1 thal-ba dan.
2 sgrub-hjug-pai rtog-pa;the realistic Vaibhâçikas admit a germ of imagination, 

called by them svabhäva-vitarka in every sense-cognition, cp. Abb. K osa, I. 33. 
The Mlidhyamikas would probably fall in line with the realists.

3 Sutra, in this contest, refers to D ig n iig a ’s Pramäna-samuccaya.
4 The M adhy am ik as cannot admit the absolute reality of the «thing in itself» 

(svalaksam), because this would 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 (pramäna-vyavasthä), 
uor self-perception (smsamvedana) ect., cp. my N irvan a , p. 135 if. They are obli
ged to accept the realistic logic of the Naiyayikas with a proviso concerning its 
relativity and worthlessness for the cognition of the Absolute.

s hphags-yul =  ârya-deêa, India, Srya means here a Buddhist Saint.
6 Op. eit., f. 123b. 6.
• viz., sensation of the outer sense, mental sensation and self-consciousness.
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of these mathematics1 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,1 2 3 

30a. 2 this will really make seven elements. (R g y a 1 - 1 s h a b) in his Com
mentary upon the «Mine o f  Log i c »  says,4 * «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 seven». And (K h a i -dub)  
in his « E l u c i d a t i o n  o f  t h e  S e v e n  T r e a t i s e s »  also says,8 
«there is no great utility 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 them».

80». 4 And further. It is a very great mistake to imagine that in the 
stream of thought which constitutes the ordinary man,6 at the time 
when his sensitivity is engaged in apprehending an external patch of 
colour, there is (simultaneously with it) an intelligible feeling clearly 
apprehending this same patch. This is in glaring contradiction with 
all the passages of the S e v e n  T r e a t i s e s  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,

30». 5 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».7

1 rtsi-dgos-pa.
2 der thaï.
8 yid-byed =  manasikära, here mental sensation (mänasa-pratyaksa) is simply 

called attention, which is one of the citta-mahä-bhümika-dharmas.
4 R ig s -g te r -d a r - f ïk , f. 91b. 5.
8 Op. cit., f. 124». 2.
8 prthag-jana. The holy man (ärya) is credited with exceptional intuition.
7 Pr. v a r t ,  I l l  ch., Jcärihä 521, f. 230». 5 of the A ga  block-print. Only the 

first part of the kärücä is quoted by Jam -yan , the second part is, 
nus-pa ilams-par byas-pai-phyir, 
kun-gzhi-las g than hbyun-ba min.

The term kun-gzhi — älaya in this place has given rise to a great deal o f con
troversy among Tibetan commentators. The majority are not inclined to interpret it 
as meaning alaya-vijilana in the sense in which that term is used by A sa n g a  and 
Y asu b an d h u , i. e., as implying the doctrine of a «store-house-consciousness» 
where all the traces of former impressions and all the germs of the future ones are 
stored up. They therefore interpret here älaya as meaning only mano-vijüâna, and
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2. «When consciousness is engaged in cognizing one object, it is 
incapable of cognizing (at the same time) another one », etc. etc.1

The first2 (circumstance, vis., the circumstance that the theory of 80*. 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 älaya here the meaning 
of consciousness in general without referring it to a special theory. As a matter of 
fact the P r a m â ç a -v à r t ik a  never mentions the âtaya-vÿHâna doctrine and there 
is evidence enough to maintain that D h a rm a k tr ti rejected it as a Soul in disguise. 
J a m -y a n -sh a d p a  says, P h a r -p h y in -m th a h -d p y o d , voi. Ha. (rnam-rdzogs), 
f. 61 '3—62 *® (Aga) — yan kha-cig, kun-gzhii sten-du tshogs-drug hkhor-bcas-pa 
gag-pa-la hdod-pa mi-hthad-par-thal, skabs-hdir kun-zhi mi hdod-pai-phyir. 
hgrel-chen-du, lan-güegs-kyi hin, mam-par- thar-pa (read Ses-pa) bryad-Hid dan 
zhes drans tsam ma-gtogs kun-zhi dan Hon-yid-kyi bSad-pa med-pai-phyir. khyab- 
ste, H p h a g s-S efi dan sde-bdun skabs-su kun-zhi hdod-pa mun-mdah yin-pai- 
phyir. Z h i-h tsh o s  kyan, dbu-ma-rgyan dan ran-hgrel las, de dag-gis ni gan 
sna-phyi med-par sems-gHis hbyuH-ba hdi-ni gnas ■ med-do nas, lun dan hgcd-ba 
bzlog dkao, zhes dan. rnam-hgrel-las, rtog-gHis cig-ear mthon-ba med, ces g suns-pai 
phyir. sde-bdun-rgyan-las, sde-bdun-gyi skabs-su kun-gzhi khas-len-par hdod-pa 
de-dag-ni ran-Hid ma-rig-pai dmus Ion 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 phenomena (citta-caitta) are locked up in a store-house-conscious
ness, because in this case, (i. e. from the standpoint of the S v a ta n tr ik a s) the 
«store-house» doctrine is not accepted. With the exception of the L an k ävatära -  
sü tr a  and some purely metaphorical (drans =  neyya) expressions neither the 
«store house» nor the Idista-manas are ever mentioned. This is right, because 
both A rya  (V im u k tasen a) and H arib h ad ra , and also (D h arm ak irti) in his 
S ev en  T r e a t is e s  hold that the theory of a «stored consciousness» is an arrow 
shot into darkness. Moreover, § ä n tir a k $ ita  in his M âd h yam ik â la ip k âra  with 
his own comment, says, «a double sensation (sems-gHis) which appears (at once) 
without succession from two (different sources de-dag-gis) cannot exist», and he 
continues up to the passage «it is difficult to deny that this runs against Scrip
ture». And again P ram & na-vSrtika  says «two ideas (kalpanä-dvayam =  rtog- 
gflis) cannot exist simultaneously». «T he orn am en t o f  th e  S even  T r e a t is e s »
(by 6endun<jub) says, «those who maintain that in the system of the Seven  T rea 
t i s e s  the «store-consciousness » doctrine is admitted are blind men (living) in the 
darkess of their own ignorance!». — The passage quoted from S S n tir a k s ita ’s 
M ad b yam ik a lam k ara  is found f. 15*. 1— 16*. 2 of the blockprint (Aga), and the 
passage from Genduncjub (the real title of the w o rk isT sh a d -m a -r ig s-rg y a n )  
is found f. 96*. 8—97*. 2 of the block-print (Aga). (A. V o str ik o ff) .

1 Ibid., II ch., kärikä 118, f. 98*. 5 of the A ga  block-print; the second quar
ter of this kärikä is,

nus-med don-can mi-hdzin-phyir.
The block-print of the S h o lu ta i monastery reads don-gzhan.

2 The words dan-po grub-ste usually point to a dilemma mentioned precedently, 
viz. to the first part of the dilemma with the closing words gan-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, etc. With all these 
characteristics the theory of the simultaneous presence of two different 
(currents of) sensation is in contradiction. This is quite clear.

301’. l And further. You, (S a s k y a - p a n d i t a) maintain that from the 
standpoint of the Brahmin ( S a n k a r ä n a n d a )  there is at first a 
moment of sensation by the outer sense and, after it, a double sensa
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. This is not right, because (the supposed theory of 
the G r e a t  B r a h m i n )  requires us to admit that there is a double 
kind of sensation, the one consists of two elements, the other includes

3o!’, 2 three. It is really so,1 because the one kind of sensation, (the first moment) 
which1 2 must be characterized as consisting (only) of two elements, 
is endowed by you with three parts. That the first circumstance is 
right,3 (viz. that the first) moment (is dipartite), must be admitted, 
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,4 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,5 (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 ensue, 
(you will be obliged to admit the collapse of the whole theory).

§ 6 .  V i n d i c a t i o n  o p  D h a r m o t t a r a 's  t h e o r y .

sob. 4 Therefore, in our opinion, the view of the great scholar D h a r - 
m o t t a r a  is the only right one. He has the proper view of the genesis 
of intelligible sensation as established (by D h a r m a k i r t i )  in his

1 der thaï.
" gan-zMg here also points to the first part of a dilemma which in the 

sequel will be alluded to by the words dan-po grub-ste.
3 dan-po grub-ste.
4 der thaï.
•' ma grub na.
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S e v e n  T r e a t i s e s ,  (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,1 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,1 2 2) the alternation theory, 3) the theory that pure sensation con
sists of three elements, 4) the theory of the A l a mk ä r a ,  that (every) 
sensation includes (a germ) of constructive imagination. These last, 
four theories evidently have (no great importance), authoritative3 
is only the first one, (that one of D h a r m o t t a r a ) ,  because that 
cognition of an external object, where the predominant part4 is played 
by the intellect, is not reckoned as sense-perception, (i. e., it is not a 
sensation). Indeed, the ( A b h i d h a r m a ) - s ü t r a  says, « the appre- 30b. e- 
hension of colour (and lines) is double, as conditioned by the sense (of 
sight), and as conditioned by the intellect5», and the P r a m ä n a -  
s a m u c c a y a 6 (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 causes 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-zhig bere also 
points to the first part of a dilemma of five parts, it will be in tbe sequel indicated 
by the words dan-po grubste. Lit. « . . .because just such is its genesis on the one 
hand (dt skye-ba gan zhig) and because (on the other hand) the existence of men
tal sensation after the second moment of (outer) sensation, and tbe alternate origin,
and.............are proved to be wrong. Tbe last arguments are easy (to understand as
wrong). The first is right».

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 grubste.
* dban-rkyen =  adhipati-pratyaya.
5 According to the A bh idharm a sensation (sparëa) arises at the meeting 

point of three things, the object, tbe sense-organ and consciousness (sc. bare con- 
sciousness-v^'üSna). Tbe next step is a feeling and a distinct cognition (vedano- 
samjfiâ).

* Cp. Pr. saniucc., 1 .6.
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81*2 or absent. We read1 in the « E l u c i d a t i o n  of  t h e  S e v e n  
T r e a t i s e s »  (by Khai - <j ub) , —

«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».

81*. 3 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.1 2 3 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,8 (the existence of 
this moment of mental sensation) is assumed (more or less) dogmati
cally.4 We read in the «Commentary upon the Short Treatise5 6 *» (by 
D h a r m o t t a r a ) ,  «This mental sensation is merely a postulate of 
our system. There are no facts which could establish its existence 

31*.6 (directly)». And ( R g y a l - t s h a b )  in his «Commentary upon the 
Short Treatise of Logic8» delivers himself as follows, «Now, this

1 Op. cit., f. 121». 3.
2 Lit., « Mental sensation does not appear after one moment, because, if  a dura

tion (rgyun =  santäna) did appear, certainty (nes-pa =  niicaya) would appear by 
the force of a simple reflex (myon-ba = anubhava =  pratibhäaa) and the imputa
tion (sgro-hdogs =  àtropa) «this is not right» would not be produced». Cp. D h a r-  
m a k ir t i’s words quoted A n ek ä n ta ja y a -p a tä k a , p. 177, — na pratyoiksam 
kasyaeid niScäyakam, tad yad api grhnäti tan na niScaytna, him tarhi tat-prati- 
bhäsena.

3 £in-tu-lkog -hgyur.
4 The N y 5 y a -b in d u -$ îk â  is evidently quoted under the name of Hth ad - 

ld a n -c h u n -n u  «The Small Commentary», since the passage is found on p. 25 .9— 
’l l  of our edition of its Tib. translation (B. B. T ill). The «Great Commentary» 
would then be the same author’s comment, R am anl, on P r a m ä n a -v in isc a y a .

* lun-gi tshad-mas =  ägama-pramänena.
6 R ig s - th ig s -d a r -$ ik . The full title of this work is — T sh a d -m a -r ig s -

th ig s -k y i  h g r e l-b a  le g s -b s a d - s n i5 -p o i  g ter , the passage is found f. 14* 6
of the block-print o fth e L a -b r a n g  monastery.
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(theory) of mental sensation must be accepted as founded on dogmatic 
assertions, although subjected to a threefold critical1 purification; 
there is no other (direct) evidence (establishing it empirically)».

To this (contention, that mental sensation is something transenden- 3ia. 6 
tal), some (philosophers take exception). They maintain, that mental 
sensation is present in every ordinary1 2 * man. It cannot be transcen
dental8 (or occult) in these ordinary men, because its existence is 
proved by their own direct perception.4 * And the fact that it really is 
so8 is established by introspection which exists in their personality 
and which apprehends this (their own mental sensation). This (again) 
is really so,® (simply) because they are conscious beings.7

This is not right!8 3ib. l
It really is right,9 because every consciousness is self-consciousness.10 11 *
Nevertheless (your argument) is not right,11 because, although 3ib.2 

we really can by introspection establish (as a rule) that knowledge 
having duration and (every case) of right cognition13 (in general) is

1 The threefold scrutiny (dpyod — vieara =  mtmämsä) which every sacred 
text or trustworthy testimony must undergo is 1) the test of experience (pratyaksa),
2) of inference (anumäna) and 3) of non-contradiction (avirodha). Accodiugly the 
objects are divided into 1) evident facts (pratyaksa), 2) inferred facts (paroksa) of 
whom we have formerly had some experience, 3) very much concealed facts (atyanta- 
paroksa =  Sin-tu-Xkog-pa) which are either transcendental, unimaginbble entities, 
orelse facts never experienced, but nevertheless not unimaginable.

2 so-so-sky e-bo =  prthag-jana, i. e., not a Saint, not the man who possesses 
direct intuition of the Absolute, something like K a n t’s «intelligible Anshauung» 
as contrasted with «sinnliche Anshaung» of ordinary men.

8 Hn-tu-lkog-gyur =  atyanta-paroksa.
4 This argument is here thrown in the usual Tibetan form, viz.,

Minor term — mental sensation in the run of consciousness of every 
ordinary man.

Major term and Example— it is not at all quite so transcendental in 
an ordinary man.

Middle term — because its presence is established by your direct 
perception, (i. e., introspection).

* der that. 6 der thaï.
7 Lit., «because there is knowledge in his continuity, (stream of thought—son- 

tana)».
8 ma-khyab, lit. there is no invariable concomitance (between the middle and 

the major terms).
8 khyab-par-thal.

10 Lit. « if it is knowledge it is pervaded by self-grasping self-knowledge»,
11 yaft ma-khyab-ste, «no concomitance again».
72 i. e., every santäna and every pramäna.
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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.1 And even that is a concession made 2 (by us 
to the advocates of introspection).

8 ib. 2 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 unreality3; (we then must take as predicate, or) major term, 
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 (between introspection and cogni
tion of external objects).4 It is really so, because this feeling is nothing

i j a m - y a n  establishes in the B r o -r ig s  seven varieties of meaning for the 
term «thought» (blo-rigs-bdun). Prof. B. E rdm ann, in the Ch. S ig w a r t memo
rial P h ilo s . A b h a n d lu n g en  (Tübingen, 1900), has endeavoured to determine 
the various meanings of the German term «das Denken». The historian of philo
sophy will perhaps be tempted to make a curious comparison.

2 The comment adds that the if  introspection were not fallible, the C ärvaka  
would know that he makes inferences; he nevertheless denies it, hence his intro
spection is not sufficient to establish even the presence of a promana.

3 In the A b h isa m a y â la in k â ra  I, this germ of the idea of Sûnyatâ is called 
prahii-stham, yotram. J o -n a li-p a , the predecessor of T so n -k h a -p a , went all 
the length of maintaining, in his R i-c h o s -n e s -d o ii- r g y a -m ts h o , that every 
man is a real Buddha, and therefore the teaching of the Patii is useless.

4 Lit. (the text p. 339. 5: de-la kho £f.). «Ou this they say, mental sensation in 
the consciousness (ryyvd) of an ordinary man being the subject (chos-can), it will 
follow (yin-par-thal) that it ( =  thy od) is not very occult in the ordinary man, be
cause it (=hhyod) is established by a perception in his consciousness. (31b. 1). 
(Again) this follows (der thaï), because this is established by introspection grasping 
it in his consciousness. This (again) follows, because in his consciousness there is 
knowledge. No concomitance! Concomitance follows, because wheresoever there is 
knowledge, it is invariably concomitant with the presence of self-grasping intro
spection (31b. 2); if (this is maintained), again no concomitance because, albeit in 
tbe (cases) of continuous knowledge and of l ight cognition (»antäna and pramiina) 
there is concomitance with (the fact) of being established by introspection, but there 
is no (sucb) concomitance with being cognized by introspection in every case of 
knowledge. And even this is a concession {yo-thob) made. Moreover, for them 
(31b. 3) the subject being the knowledge characterized by personal unreality in the 
consciousness of an ordinary man (thsur-mthon-gi rgyud), it will follow that it 
( =  l;hyod) is cognized by the perception of the ordinary man, because 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* 1 that si*. 3 
every cognition is also self-cognition (of whatsoever may be found in it).
If (the argument) is admitted,3 we will have the absurd consequence3 
that (every ordinary man) must be a Saint! 4 They have accepted it!

All other points are easy to understand. 8ib. 4

V

T h e  t e x t  o f  t h e  t r a n s l a t e d  p a r t  of  t h e  B l o - r i g s
T su -g o l block-print, Blo-rigs, f. 28a. 3—31b. 5.

gfiis-pa, yid-(kyi) mnon-(sum) la mtshan-fiid, dbye-ba, skye-tshul- 
gsum. dan-po ni. ran-hdren-byed-kyi dban-mnon-las byun zhin, dei 
bzun-don skad-cig gnis-pa hdzin-paì, ran-fiid rtog-bral ma hkhrul-bai 
cha-nas bzhag-pai gzhan-rig mnon-sum-de (28a. 5 ) dei mtshan-fiid. 
sfior snafi dban-mnon-gyis drans-pai snon-hdzin yid-mnon lta-bu dei 
mtshan gzhi. dei mtshan-fiid-kyi zur-du ran-hdren-byed-kyi dbafi-mnon- 
gyi bzun-yul skad-cig gfiis-pa hdzin zhes smos-pas (28a. 6 ) ran yul da- 
ltar-ba hdzin nam sfiam-pa dan, de bcad-ses yin nam sfiam-pai log-rtog 
sel-te, R t o g - g e - s k a d - l a s ,  skad-cig gfiis-pa hdzin-pai-phyir bzufi- 
zin-pa hdzin-pa-fiid bsal-lo, zhes gsuns-pai-phyir. (28b. 1) mtshuns-pa 
de-ma-thag smos-pas mal-hbyor mnon-sum bsal-zhin; dban-poi mnon- 
sum-las byun zhes-pas phyi-rol-pas lon-ba dan hon-pa-sogs med-par 
thal-bai log-rtog bsal te. R t o g - g e i - s k a d  -las, dban-(28b.2)-pai 
ses-pa-las skyes-pai yid yin-pas, zhes-pa-nas, mtshuns-pa-de-ma-thag- 
-pai rkyen-gyi khyad-par-gyis kyan rnal-hbyor-pai ses-pa yid-kyi mnon- 
sum-fiid-du thal-ba bsal-te zhes-pai bar gsuns-pai-phyir. des-(28b. 3)- 
-na yid-mnon yin-na dban-mnon-gyi ijes-su byun-bas khyab-ste, R 1 0 g - 
g e i - s k a d - l a s ,  dban-mnon hdas-ma-thag-tu yid mnon skye-bao, zhes 
gsuns-pai-phyir.

that), because it is (nothing but) his knowledge of the external world. (31b. 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 easy to 
understand».

1 khyab-pa-khas. 2 hdod-na. 3 thed =  prasanga.
* 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 undergone 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 (5rya), cp. my N irv a n a , p. 16 if.
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gnis-pa. de-la dbye-ba-na. gzugs-hdzin yid-mnon, sgra-(28b.4j 
hdzin yid-mnon, dri-hdzin yid-mnon, ro-hdzin yid-mnon, reg-bya-hdzin- 
pai yid-mnon dan Ina yod.

gsum-pa. skye-tshul-la. R i g s - g t e r  rjes-hbrans-dan-bcas-pana re, 
dan-por dban-mnon skad-cig-ma (28b. 5 ) gdg skye, de ijes-su yid-mnon 
skad-cig-ma gcig skye, de rjes dban-mnon skad-cig ma gcig skye-ba- 
-sogs dban-yid spel-mar-skye-ba R g y a n - m k h a n - p o i  lugs-su byas- 
pa dan. yan dan-por dban-mnon skad-cig-ma (28b. 6) gcig skye, dei 
rjes des de-ma-thag-rkyen dan dban-pos bdag-rkyen byas-nas, dbaii- 
-mnon skad-cig-ma gnis-pa dan yid-mnon skad-cig dan-po gfiis, rkyen, 
mtshuns-pas skyed la, dban mnon skad-cig gfiis-pa-(29». l)-nas mthar 
ligags-pai-bar dus-mfiam yin-pa, hdi-la phyir-ltai mnon-sum gfiis dan, 
nan-ltai ran-rig-gi hgros-gcig dan gsum ste. nmon-sum hgros gsum-po 
hdi bram-ze (29».2) B d e - b y  e d - d g a h - b a - a m  ê a m - a k a r a - n a n -  
d a i lugs-su byas-pa. yan dban-mnon-gyi rgyun mthah kho-nar skye- 
ba slob-dpon C h o s - m c h o g - g i  lugs, gsum gyi sna-phyi gfiis mi- 
hthad-la, bar-ma hthad zer-te. R i g s - g t e r - l a s  (29a.3),

spel-ma dan ni rgyun-gyi mthah 
gfils-ka-la yan gnod-byed-yod,

ces-so.

R g y a n - gyi lugs spel-mar hdod-pa mi-hthad-par-thal, de R g y a n- 
gyi hgrel-pa hgrel-bsad bod-du hgyur-ba gcig-las-kyan mi hbyun- 
(2 9 a. 4)-pai-phyir-te. S d e - b d u n-y i d-k  y i - m u n - s e 1 - las, dban-yid 
spel-nas skye-bar R g y a n - m k h a n - p o s  bzhed-do, zhes mkhas-pa- 
rnams la grags-pa tsam-du zad-kyi, bod-du hgyur-bai R g y  an  rjes- 
hbrans-dan-bcas-pai gzhun-(29a. 5)-lugs gan-na-an mi gsal-lo, zhes dan; 
R i g s - g t e r - d a r - t i k - l a s  kyan, spel-mar skye-ba da-Ita hgyur-bai 
R g y  an -gy i  hgrel-pa-na mi snan-no, zhes gsuns-pai-phyir. spel-mar 
skye-ba tha-chad yin-par-thal, gnod-byed man-(29a.6)-la, R n a m -  
h g r e 1 lugs-las phyir hgyur kyan, de lugs-su smra-bai-phyir; ma 
grub-na, dban-mnon rim-gyis skye thse-bar-marchad-par yul mi hdzin- 
par thal, dban-yid skad-cig-ma spel-ma dei phyir. hdod-mi-nus-te 
R n a m - h g r e  l-(29b. l)-las,

rim-gyis hdzin-na de myon-ba, 
rnam-chad med-par snan mi-hgyur,

zhes gsuns-pai-phyir. des-na R g y a n - g y i  lugs-la dban-yid spel-mar 
hdod-pa mi-hthad-par-thal, R g y a n - g y i  lugs-la dban-mnon yid-mnon 
dus-(29b. 2)-mnam-pa bzhed-pai-phyir. der thal, slob-dpon des yid-
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müon-la rtog-pa geig hdod-pas, dban-mnon dus-su yan rtog-pa skyed- 
pa mi-hgal-pai-phyir-te; R g y a n - l a s ,

goms-las mdun-na gnas-pa-la 
«hdio», zhes-(29b. 3)-iii ies-pa-gan, 
mnon-sum byed-phyir de-la ni 
yid-kyi mnon-sum yin-par-hdod,

ces gsuns-pai-phyir dan, C h o s - m c h o g  danrtsod-tshul-yan yod-mod- 
kyan, gzhan-du spro-o. hdir hgros brtsi-na hgros gsum-par (29b. 4) 
bya-o. R g y a n - g y i  lugs de mnon-sum-du mi run-bar-thal, de-la 
sgrub-hjug-gi rtog-pa yod-par thal-ba-dan, mnon-sum rtog-bral-du 
M do dan S d e - b d u n -  gyis bgad-pa mi hthad-par thal-ba sogs-kyi 
skyon yod—pai-phyir. thal-(29b. 5)-hgyur-bai phyogs yin-na run-bar- 
-hgyur-ro.

yan B r a m - z e i  bzhed-par hdod-tshul de yan mi hthad-par- 
thaL de B r a m - z e i  gzhun-hgyur-ba-dan, hphags-yul-gyi mkhas-pas 
dei bzbed-par ston-byed med-pas, dam-bcah (29b. 6) tsam-du hgyur- 
-bai-phyir-te. S d e - b d u n  - y i d  - k y i  - m u n - s e l - l a s ,  B r a m - z e -  
- c h e n - p o i  bzhed-pa-yin zhes sna-ma-dag-la grags-pa tsam ma-togs, 
B r a m - z e i  bod-du hgyur-bai gzhun-lugs gan-na-an khuns-med-cin, 
zhes gsuns-(30a. l)-pai-phyir.

gzhan-yan. khyod-kyis de la bgros-gsum nes-can byas-nas, rtsi- 
-dgos-par hdod-pa mi-hthad-par-thal, hgros-bdun-kyan rtsi-hdod-na, 
brtsis chog-pai-phyir. der thal, yul-gyi sgo-(30a. 2)-nas hgros Ina dan 
dban-po dan yid-byed-kyi hgros gfiis dan bdun yod-pai-phyir-te. 
R i g s - g t e r - d a r - t x k - l a s ,  yul-gyi hgros sbyar-na lnar hgyur-la, 
dban-po dan yid-kyi hgros bsnan-na, bdun-du-hgyur-ro, zhes (30a. 3) 
dan, S d e - b d u n - y i d - k y i - m u n - s e l  -las, skye-tshul hdi-la 
hgros-du yod brtsis-pa-la dgos-parchen-po yod-par ma-go-bas, hgros- 
du-rtsi-dgos-pai nes-pa-med-la, zhes gsuns-pai phyir.

gzhan yan. mig-gi (30a. 4) dban-mnon yul-gzugs-la hjug-bzhin-pai 
dus-su so-skye-dei rgyud-Ia gzugs gsal-bar mthon-bai yid-mnon hdod- 
pa iin-tu tha-chad yin-par-thal. de-ni S d e - b d u n  rtsa-hgrel-gyi yid- 
mnon-gyi mtshan-nid ston-(30a. 5)-pai gzhun thams-cad dan hgul-ha 
gan-zhig dermazad;  R n a m - h g r e l  -las,

cig-car rigs-mi-mthun skye yan, 
sin-tu gsal-bai sems geig gis,

zhes sogs dan,
rnam-Ses dan gzhan zhugs-pa-yi,
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zhes-(30a. 6)-sogs du-ma dan dnos-su hgal-bai-phyir. dan-po grub-ste, 
dban-poi rgyu byas-pa-dan, dban-mnon-gyi bzun don skad ci g gnis-pa 
bzun-bar bsad-pai rgyu-mtshan tbams-cad dan ljgal-bai-phyir sin-tu 
rtogs sia.

(30b. 1) gzhan-yan. B r a m - z e i  lugs-la khyod-kyis dan-por dban- 
mnon skad-cig-ma gcig kho-na dan, de rjes dban-mnon dan yid-mnon 
gnis skye-bar hdod-pa dan, dei lugs-la mnon-sum hgros gsum-pa-kho- 
nar byed-pa mi-(30b. 2)-hthad-par-thal, de-ltar-na mnon-sum hgros- 
gnis-pa dan hgros-gsum-pa gnis-kar hdod dgos-.pai-phyir. der thaï, 
mnon-sum hgros gnis-pa gcig dgos-pa gan zhig-hgros gsum-pa khyod- 
kyis khas-blans-(30i>. 3)-zin-pai-phyir. dan-po grub-ste, dan-por dban- 
mnon skad-cig-ma gcig kho-na skye-dus mnon-sum hgros gnis-pa yin- 
pai-phyir; der thaï, de dus dban-mnon dan ran-rig gnis-las mnon-sum 
gzhan med-pai-phyir. (30b. 4 ). ma grub na, mnon-sum hgros gnis-par 
dei-tshe hgyur-ro sogs skyon-du-ma hphen ses-par bya.

des-na raïi-lugs-la S d e - b d u n - g y i  yid-mnon skye-tshul paç-chen 
C h o s - m c h o g - l t a r  dban-mnon-gyi rgyun-mthar skye-ba yin-te; de 
skye-(30b. 5)-pa gan-zhig, dban-mnon skad-cig gnis-pa phan-chad 
yid-mnon yin-pa-dan, spel-mar skye-ba dan, rtog-bral-gyi mnon-sum 
hgros-gsum-du skye-ba-dan, mnon-sum rtog-bcas R g y a n  lta-bu- 
-rnams mi-hthad-par bsgrubs z in -p a i- (3 0 b . 6 )-phyir. rtags-phyi-ma-rnams 
sla, dah-po grub-ste, yid-dban-gis bdag-rkyen byas-pai gzhan-rig 
mnon-sum mi bzhed-pai-phyir-te; M d o-las,

gzugs ses-pa-ni mam-gfiis te, 
mig dan yid-la brten-pa-o,

zhes dan. T s h a d - m a-(3 la. 1) - k u n - b t u s -1 a s, yid kyaïi don dan, 
zhes gsuns-pai-phyir, dban-mnon dus-su yid-mnon mi-skye-la, de rdzogs 
rjes de-ma-thag-tu skye-ste, de-dag-gi dus-su dban-mnon skye-bai rgyu- 
tshogs tshan-ma-(3 la. 2 )-tshan mtshuns kyan hgal-rkyen yod-meddbaïï- 
-gisyin-pai-phyir-te. S d e - b d u n - y i d - k y i - m u n - s e  1-las,hdirgyun 
dan rgyun ma rdzogs gon la rgyu-tshogs thsan-ma-thsaii mtshuns-kyaii, 
hgal rkyen yod med mi-mtshuns te, rgyun ma-(3 la. 3)-rdzogs gon-du 
dban-âes bar-ma-chad-par hbyun-bas, yid-mnon skye-bai sgo bkag- 
pai-phyir-ro, zhes gsuns-pai-phyir. yid-mnon skad-cig-ma gcig-las mi- 
skye-ste, rgyun skye-na myon-stobs-kyis nes-par hgyur-bas, mi-hthad- 
(31a. 4)-do, zhes sgro-hdogs mi-byed-pai-phyir. khyab-ste, des-na de 
sin-tu lkog-gyur yin-pas luïï-gi tshad-mas grub-pai-phyir-te. H t h a d -  
l d a n - c h u n - n u - l a s ,  yid-kyi mnon-sum de-ni 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-ma-yin-no, zhes dan. K i g s - t h i g s - d a r - t i k - l e g s - b S a d - r i n -  
p o - c h e i - g t e r  -las, yid-kyi mnon-sum de-yafi bdag-cag-rnams-kyis 
dpyad-pa-gsum-gyis dag-pai lun-la brten-nas rtogs-par-bya-(3 la. 6)-ba- 
yin-gyi, tshad-ma gzhan-gyis rtogs-par mi-nus-so, zhes gsuns-pai-phyir.

de-la kho na re. so-skyei rgyud-kyi yid-mnon chos-can, khyod so- 
-skye-la §in-tu lkog-gyur ma-yin-par-thal, khyod dei rgyud-kyi mnon- 
sum-gyis grub-(3 1b. i)-pai-phyir. der thaï, dei rgyud-kyi de-hdzin-pai 
ran-rig-mnon-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 ran-hdzin- 
pai ran-rig yod-pas khyab-pai-phyir-(31b. 2)-na, yan ma-khyab- 
-ste, rgyun-ldan-gyi ses-pa dan tshad-ma-la ran-rig mnon-sum-gyis grub- 
pas khyab-kyan, èes-pa-tsam-la ran-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 mnon-sum-gyis rtogs-par-thal, dei rgyud-kyi ran- 
rig-mnon-sum-gyis rtogs-pai-phyir. khyab-pa-khas. der-thal, dei rgyud- 
kyi gzhan-(31b. 4)-rig-gi §es-pa yin-pai-phyir. khyahpa khas. hdod-na, 
hphags-par-thal, hdod-pai-phyir. des lhag-ma-rnams rtogs sla-o.
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Vasubandhu, Vinitadeva, Vacaspatimisra, U dayana, 
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 (sarupya) between 
images and their objects. 

Abhidharma-Kosa, book IX, Bstan-lJ.gyur, Mdo, vol. 6S, fl. lOSb. 7-105b. 1, 
transl. by L. de la Vallee-Potlsllin, Abh. kosa, IV, p. 273 ff., and by me in the 

Bulletin de l'Academie des sciences de RU8sie, 1919, p. 852 ff. 

(VatS"iputriya). Now, if there absolutely is no (permanent) Soul, how 
is it then, that the detached moments of consciousness can remember 
or recognize things which have been experienced a long time ago? 

(Smdrantilca). Consciousness, being in a special condition and con-
nected with a (previous) knowledge of the remembered object, produ
ces its recollection. 

(Vatsiptdfiya). 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 etc., impai
ring its capacity. But supposing all these conditions are realized, con
sciousness nevertheless is not 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 - (9. previous cognition and a suitable state of mind). Then 
only memory appears. Experience shows that no other forces are ca
pable (of evoking it). 

(Vatsiputriya). 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 Yajnadatta.

(Sautrantika). 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 
occasion1 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).

(Vatsïputrïya). If there is no Soul, who is it that remembers?
(Sautrantika). What is the meaning of the word ((to remember»?
(Vatsïputrïya). It means to grasp an object by memory.
(Sautmntika). Is this ((grasping by memory» something different 

from memory?
(Vatsïputrïya). I t  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)!

(Vatsïputrïya). But when (in comomn life) we are using the expres
sion « Caitra remembers» what does it mean?

(Sautrantika). 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!

(Vatsïputrïya). But if there is no Soul, whose is the recollection, 
(whom does it belong to)?

(Sautrantika). What is here the meaning of the Genitive ((whose»?
(Vatsïputrïya). It denotes proprietorship.
(Sautrantika). Is it the same as when somebody enquires, of what 

objects who is the proprietor?
(Vatsïputrïya). I t  is just as when we say « Caitra is the owner 

of a cow».
(Sautrantika). What does it mean to be the owner of a cow?

1 Abh. K ola , II. 86. c.
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(Vatsïputrïya). I t  means that it depends on him to employ her 
for milking or driving purposes etc.

(Sautrantïka). 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.

(Vatsiputriya). You must direct it towards the remembered object.
(Sautrantïka). What for shall I direct my memory?
(Vatsiputriya). In order to remember.
(Sautmntilca). 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 its 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, wlio 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.1

1 Y asom itra  supposes that the view of the grammarians is here alluded to: 
bhävasya bhavitr-apeksatvàd iti vaiyalcaranäh. But H iu en  T h sa n g  thinks that
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(Sauträntika). It must be explained what this Devadatta is.
( Vatsîputrïya). It is an Ego.
(Sauträntika). That is begging the question!
(Vatsîputrïya). I t is what in common life we call a man.
(Sauträntika). 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.

(Vatsîputrïya). And what is the meaning of the expression ((Deva
datta walks», (if there is no individuality whatsoever)?

(Sauträntika). 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.

(Vatsîputrïya). But we read in Scripture: ((consciousness appre
hends». What is consciousness here meant to do?

(Sauträntika). Nothing at alii (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 against a Saqikhya 
philosopher. The aim of Vasubandhu is to establish that there are cognitions, but 
no real cognizer. This may he directed against the Sämkhya system where Stman 
is the cognizing principle, hut it does not agree with it inasmuch as the Stman is 
passive, not an agent. We retain the designation of Vatsîputrïya as adversary, be
cause, as usual, he may start questions not only in accordance with his own views 
(.svernatemi), but also from the stadpoint of an other system (paramatam âéritya).
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elements. I t  is (properly speaking) doing nothing. Nevertheless we 
say that consciousness does cognize its object.

(Vatslputrlya). What is meant by c o o r d i n a t i o n 1 (between 
consciousness and its objective element)?

(Sautrântïka). 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. I t 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 apprehends» 
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 o i n g  nothing, hut 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.

(Vatslputrlya). And how does a light move?
(Sautrântïka). 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 d o e s

1 SädrSya(= särüpya =  tad-äkäratä =  visayata) is 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 no «grasping» or «apprehending» of the object by knowledge according to V a- 
subandhu . The objective element is appearing simultaneously with the flashing of 
consciousness, both are independent, hut there is a mutual correspondence between 
them; cp. my C en tra l C on cep tion , pp. 55—56, and P r a sa sta p a d a , p. 112.20. 
The latter explains särüpyät by viëesana-sambandham ( =  samaväyam) antarena 
and contrasts V a is . S. VIII. 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 särüpya implies an indealistic view of attributes, or of Universals, and iscontra- 
sted with the term samaväya which implies a realistic one, Cp. below, p. 855 n. 2.
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exist. The same applies to consciousness, (there is nothing that d o e s  
cognize, apart from the evanescent flashings of consciousness itself).

(Sämkhya)} If consciousness is not a product of a Soul, (if it has no 
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) ?

(Sauträntika). (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!

(Sämkhya). (There are exceptions! e. g. in cataleptic states neither 
body nor mind undergo any change).

(Sauträntika). If there really were exceptions (to the principle of 
Universal Change), and if the ascetics after being merged in transie 
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 
stream 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-

2 According to Y asom itra  the opponent ie here a S ân k h ya  philosopher. 
That s y3 ‘era admits the existence of two substances only, the one spiritual (punisci) 
represo : in'ig the Individual’s Soul which is an eternal light of pure conscious
ness, unchanging and motionless, and the other material (pradhäna), perpetually 
changing (nitya-parinämin) according to causal laws. The question would then 
mean: «yonr «consciousnes» (vijiläna) must be either purusa or pradhäna?»



pure body or of a husband, son etc., 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 Energy1 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.

( SämJchya). If this Vital Energy (inherent in ideas) has so powerful 
an influence, why does it not produce perpetually (its own, one and 
the same) result?

(SauträntiJca). 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 B ä h u 1 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 I

(It this is true in respect of complicated material phenomena), how 
much more is it with respect of immaterial, mental phenomenal

II

V i n r t a d e v a ’s C o m m e n t  on t h e  s l l t r a s  I. 18—21 o f  th e
N y ä y a b i n d u .

(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 author says),

1.18. T h i s  d i r e c t  c o g n i t i o n  is i t s e l f  t h e  r e s u l t  
of ( th i s )  w a y  of  c o g n i t i o n .
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t bhavana — vasanä =  karm an cetana — samskara.
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The meaning1 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 1 2 patch of colour or some other 
(sense-datum), just as an axe (being an instrument through which the 
act of cutting wood is carried into effect) must have, as experience 
shows,3 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 content 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 it is said,

1.19. B e c a u s e  i t  h a s  t h e  e s s e n c e  of  a d i s t i n c t  
c o g n i t i o n  o f  t h e  o b j e c t .

A distinct cognition is (here a perceptual) judgment4 When sense- 
perception possesses this essence, or this nature,, (it is said) that it 
has the essence of a distinct cognition. This condition5 * 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 intent upon an 
object and the resulting content of the cognition of that object).
(52.15). This (should be understood) in the following manner. 
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 a perceptual judgment on that 
object. Knowledge is indeed of the essence of a judgment7 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 hbrel-ba == sambandha.
2 Read yonssu-bcad-pai instead of yonssu-dpyod-pai.
iJ mthon-ba-bzhin-no. * gtan-la phebs-pa=wiicaya.
5 dei dnos-po-ni =  tasya bhâvah.
fl tshad-ma dan gzhal-byar tha-süad btags-pa=pramäna-prameya-vyavahära-

-Sropa.
1 =jüânam  artha-nUeayana-svabhävam, pratyalsam api jüana-svabhävam 

istam. Cp. B o sa n q u et maintaining, Logic p. 32 ft, 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 a 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-perception1 in its resulting phase,1 2 3 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 i n s t r u m e n t )  o f  c o g n i z i n g  c o n s i s t s  i n  co
o r d i n a t i o n  ( b e t w e e n  t h e  i m a g e )  a n d  i t s  ( r ea l )  o b j e c t .

Coordination is similarity.8 «Its (instrument)» means the instru
ment of perception. That sense perception which is a perception of an 
object representing a distinct image, this its (coordinated image) is 
the (real) instrument of cognition.4 * * (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. B y t h e  w ay  o f  i t  a d i s t i n c t  c o g n i t i o n  of  
t h e  o b j e c t  i s  e s t a b l i s h e d .

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.

(5 3.11). Indeed we then have (the judgments) «this is distinctly blue», 
« it is not yellow ». 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).

(53.15). 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 mnon-sum-flid =  pratyaksa - bhâva.
2 hbras-bui ran-bzhin =  phala-svabhâva.
3 Coordination (särüpya) 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 =  pramâna in the sense of sâdhakatama-kârana =  pramâ-karana
(cp. T a rk a -b h â sS , p. 10, Poona ed.), praksrtopakäraka (cp. N. b. t. 'J’ipp.,
p. 42.3), the nearest psychological antecedent, the causa efficiens par excellence.
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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) present1 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 image8 of the 
blue, we can judge8 «this is a cognition of blue and not of yellow», 
therefore this coordination (or coordinated image is the real) source 
of (all) our knowledge.4

Ill

V â c a s p a t i m i ë r a  on  t h e  B u d d h i s t  t h e o r y  o f  i d e n 
t i t y  b e t w e e n  t h e  a c t  a n d  t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  k n o w l e d g e ,  
a n d  on  c o o r d i n a t i o n  b e t w e e n  o u r  i m a g e s  a n d  

e x t e r n a l  r e a l i t y .
Nyäyakanikä, pp. 254.12—260.22.

§ 1 . R e p u d i a t i o n  o f  t h e  Mïm a m s a k a  t h e o r y  o f  a  p u r e ,

IMAGELESS CONSCIOUSNESS.

(254.13). The opponent, (viz., the B u d d h i s t ) ,  now raises another 
problem.5 It is impossible, (says be), that our cognitions should 
(exactly) correspond to external objects,6 because of the following (inso-

1 ne-ba — sannihita. 1 2 rnam-pa - âkâra. 3 stlam-pa — matt.
* 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 ritlasya jflânam, but not ntlam itijttânam.
5 In the preceding passage the theory oi the origin of our knowledge through

direct intuition (nirvisaya-praUbhâ-vâda) was discussed. Although on this theory 
knowledge is autonomous, independent from experience, nevertheless for the sake 
of argument (düsa^äbhidhitsayä), the problem was divided, and it was asked whe
ther these direct intuitions correspond to external reality or not, cp. p. 254. 8 ff. 
M an d an am isra  and his commentator V ä c a sp a tim isr a  6eize this opportunity 
to discuss the various phases of Buddhist Idealism, pp. 254.18—268.15.

6 Read bähya-visayam.
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luble) dilemma. Is the cognized object1 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 object). 
This means that every thing becomes an object (automatically), because 
it exists.8 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 definite1 2 * 4 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,5 * * 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 cognition can be saved, if we assume 
that the object) is contained in the one totality ® (of causes and con-

1 tad-tisayah , viz. artho vijüâna-visaydh.
2 Lit., p. 254.18—15. «The opponent takes up the second part. Is it not that 

consciousness (vijUana) possessing (bahwcr.) an external object (read bähya-visayam) 
is impossible, because it cannot stand before the dilemma, whether its object is of 
the non-shaped (niräkärasya) consciousness or of (consciousness) possessing 
shape?».

8 Read sattayä.
4 Read torn cid eva.
* Drop the cheâa before k.fanikatvena.
8 The Buddhist assails the Mimâmsaka 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 Mimârnsaka in defence 
appeals to the Sauträntika theory of cognition (para-matam aèritya). The cognized
object is not the preceding moment (pürva-ksana), but the next following one
contained in the same «totality» of factors which are simultaneous with cognition 
(eka-sämagrt-vartamäna-jHäna-samäna-käKna-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). ( M i m ä m s a k  a). 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 B u d d h i s t ) .  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?

(MI in ä m s a k a). The object which this activity is intent upon is 
the cognized thing.

(The B u d d h i s t ) .  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)?1

(255.6). ( M i m â m s a k a ) .  What is the use of these imputations 
which are out of question! I maintain that cognition has the power 
to reach the object.

( The  B u d d h i s t ) .  And what is this «reaching» (of the 
object)?

tynya), the object (alnmbana-), preceding consciousness (samariantara-), the predo
minant factor or the sense faculty (indrya—adhipati-) and light {sahakäri-//ratyaya), 
unite accidentally in one totality {nämagri) and become cooperating forces (saha- 
kärin — eka-kärya-kärin). Nobody knows who produces whom, hut when they meet 
cognition is produced, cognition is their function, it is a case oîpratïtya-samutpâda, 
asmin sati idam bhavati, cp. my N irv a n a , p. 86. The Buddhist idealist answers 
that if the object is defined as the cause producing cognition all the four members 
of the «totality» being equally causes, they all w ill 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, (utpSdya, vikärya, tamskärya, präpya).
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(M lm ä m sa k a ) . I t  is the fact of being rightly cognized, it is an 
attribute of the thing cognized, (its illumination).1 It exists (neverthe
less) only in regard of a definite cognizer, just ns 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) etc., exist no more (apart from 
the separate unities) when the cognition which has counted them is 
over.2

1 The Indian Realists, M ïm âm sakas and N a iy â y ik a s , held a kind of anti- 
conceptualist doctrine of knowledge. They denied the existence 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 
is always the same and does not change according to the object illuminated. Ac
cording to the M im äipsakas kaowledge produces in the external object a new 
quality called « cognizedness » (jüätatn) or « illumination » (— artha-prakâëa), which 
disappears as soon 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 (sahopalambita-niyama), urged upon them by the idealists. They 
also denied selfconsciousness (sva-samvedana) and direct introspection, and main
tained that we have no direct experience of our knowledge at all (vijftänam atyanta- 
paroksam), hut when the quality of «cognizedeness» is produced in an object, we 
by an inference conclude of the presence in us of knowledge, cp. S lo k a v ä rt. 
sü n yaväda, 76 — Suddham eva nirakäram grähakam satnvid asti hi.

 ̂ The idea that number (dvitvädi-sankhyä) as well as position in time and 
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 
said by them to owe their origin to the Principle of Relativity (apeksa-buddhi- 
janya), cp. P raS astap äd a , p. I l l  ff. and 164 ff. But for the Buddhists relative 
means unreal (âpeksiko'yam vUesana-riëesya-bhâvo, na rästavah), for the Realists, 
all Universale being realities, relations are also real in spite of being relative 
(âpeksiko mstavaë ca, cp. N. K an d a li 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 (jfla- 
paka, laingika, jilänamätram), is rejected by P ra sa sta p â d a  on the score that all 
attributes, or all Universale, are real, cp. ibid. p. 112.16. He says that the characte
ristics (tièesana) of an object cannot owe their origin to mere « coordination « 
(särüpyät), but to «characterization» (viscsana-rüesya-sambandha). Both terms, 
although they gramatically mean the same, are used, the one as 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 Mimäipsakas follow the same tradition 
when they assert the real production by the pure light of knowledge of a real 
quality in the shape of the «cognizedness» (jrtätatä) of the object. This theory is
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(255. 9). (T h e B u d d h i s t). I may open my eyes (as wide as pos
sible), I do not 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 «cognizedness») should be present.1

(2 55.13). (MI m ä m s a k a). 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  B u d d h i s t ) .  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)?

(M i m a m s  aka) .  (255.15). Because such is the specific character 
of their nature. Indeed, physical objects like colours etc. (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,8 has 
the power* 1 * 3 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 fby t produced) at a later date.4 * But (knowledge) is 
always combi1' with an object, this fact cannot be 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 S r id h a ra  accordingly 
deals with the whole Buddhist theory of cognition in his section on Number, cp. 
N. K andali, p. 122. 33— 130. 19.

1 Read apratyutpanno dharntt dharmnS ca . . .
8 Read sva-pratyaya-samäsädita —
3 Read prdkâëana-samariham.
i  This is according to the Realist, but not according to the Buddhist, cp. below,

the translation from U day an a.
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is a 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.1

( The  B u d d h i s t ) .  (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,1 2 3 * * * * 8 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?

( Ml mä ms a k a ) .  I t  is a subject-object relation.
( The  B u d d h i s t ) .  (256.3). The consequence will be that this 

relation, (if it is something real) must inhere in the object as well as

1 Lit. 265. 20—23. «And illumination of self and other (read sva-para-prakä- 
Sanam) haring its own nature by a contrast (nivrttyä) with non-illumination, in some 
way or other (katham dt) 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 
knowledge», thus the power is not without an object».

The MimSipsaka 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, hut 
one, because knowledge is nerer without an object, such is its nature that can 
neither he questioned nor explained. The Buddhist avails himself of the opportu
nity to bring home to the Mîmaipsaka 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 he immanent 
to knowledge. It is just what the Buddhist wants, and he represents the MImaipsaka 
as admitting self- consciousness (sva-para-prakäia =  sva-samvedana) and an ima
gined difference (kalpita-bh-eda) 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 J in en d rab u d d h i.

2 Bead sm-para-pràkàSana-sarmrtham.
3 Both the M im äipsaka (cp. above, p. 254.15) aud the Buddhist admit that

the essence of cognition is to include an object and to he self-conscious, hut the
Buddhist explaines it as the same fact which in different contexts can he differently 
characterized, according to the view we take of it. The M im Sipsaka, although
very near 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 a 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) .1 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 etc., 
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 iinageless consciousness,1 2 (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 distinguish, «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. B ra d ley , A p p ea ra n ce , p. 33. «The links are united by a link, and 
this bond of union is a link which also has two en d s... this problem is inso
luble ».

2 Lit., p. 256.7—8. «And thus, since the essence of an object of knowledge is 
averse (ayogät) to imageless consciousness, the (external) thing is an object of 
image-containing consciousness».
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§  2 .  C o n s c i o u s n e s s  c o n t a i n s  i m a g e s  c o o r d i n a t e d  w i t h

EXTERNAL OBJECTS.

(256.12). On the other hand, if we admit that our cognitions 
contain definite images, then the coordination of the blue patch1 (with 
its image), being the cause which imparts definiteness 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).1 2
(256.14). And although (on this theory) c o o r d i n a t i o n  (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 non 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).3 (256.16). I t  has 
been said (by D i g n ä g a ) 4 «'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 
c o o r d i n a t i o n » .

(256.18) (We now have a good definition of what an object of 
cognition is). An object is the cause which produces cognition and

1 i. 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 V ä c a sp a tim isr a  borrows his expressions from D h a r -  
m ottara , cp. N. h. t., p. 15. 20 ff.

3 Lit., p. 256.14—16. «Although coordination and cognition is (here) just the 
same thing, nevertheless through constructions (vikalpair) whose essence is an in
tention (avagähana) of the shape contained in one contrast, (i. e., many secondary 
différentiations 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. ibid., p. 262.2.

4 Quoted also in the N. K an d all, p. 128.24.
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corresponds to its image.1 Thus the senses, (although also being 
producers of cognition), are not its objects.1 2 (As to the simulta
neousness of cognition and object, they are also explained on this 
theory). To be conscious of an object3 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. I t 
has been said (by D h a r m a k i r t i )  —

«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 image».4

(256.23). And thus, in this sense it is right to maintain that the 
(external) object is fe lt, (i. e., cognized). For this reason the S a u -  
t r ä n t i k a s  teach that the (external) things are the objects of our 
cognition, but their (definite, constructed) form is immanent to know
ledge.

§  3 .  C o n t e s t  w it h  e x t r e m e  I d e a l i s m . S e n s e  p e r c e p t io n

DOES NOT WARRANT THE EXISTENCE OF AN EXTERNAL WORLD.

(256.25). ( The  Y o g ä c ä r a ) .  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,5 * 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) ? 7 And we have already called

1 Cp. N. Hand a ll, p. 124.9.
2 Lit., p. 256.18—19. «And owing to an objectivity through coordination-with- 

it and origination-from it there is no deduction-of-it upon the senses etc.».
8 artha-vedanam.
4 Quoted T 5tp ,, p .101 .14  with the reading — ksamam instead of — Jcsa- 

nam.
5 The discussion of the first part of this dilemma is finished below p. 258.15.
ö Lit. «is quite finished in its own image merely».
7 Among modern Europeans B. R u s s e 1 is, e. g., is opposed to «the intrusion of the 

idea between the mind and the object», cp. Mysticism, pp. 133 and 222, Analysis 
of Mind, p. 180. He will consequently be a niräMra-vädin, just as a Mîmâmsaka.
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attention1 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.

( S a u t r a n t i k a ) .  (257.4). Let it be so! However the object of 
cognition is double,2 the p r im a  fa c ie  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 pursuit of defi
nite aims.3 (When we speak of) knowledge guiding4 our actions and 
leading to successful attainment5 of aims, we only mean that know
ledge points 6 to an object of a possible (successful) action.7 Now, the 
moment of sensation is not the moment of action,8 since the latter does 
not exist any more when the action take: 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 constructed9 (chains of moments).

(257.9). The same applies to an inferential judgment.10 The object 
it is p r im a  fa c ie  intent upon is a Universal, (an absent thing constructed 
in imagination), whose essence is to represent a contrast with some 
other things.11 But the (corresponding) judgment18 refers that Universal 
to (some particutar point of reality18), which becomes the object of our 
purposive action and is capable of being successfully attained. (257.11). 
Both these ways of cognition, (direct perception preceding from the

I Cp. above, p. 255.14 ff.
3 Here again V a c a sp a ti’s phrasing seems to be influenced by D harm ot-  

ta ra , cp. NBT, p. 12.16 ff.
3 Read artha-kriyärthinah.
4 pravartaka.
5 präpaka.
3 upadarSaka.
7 pravriti-visaya. With this passage cp. NBT, p. 3. 6 ff.
3 Lit. «not the object of action».
8 adhyavaseyatvam =  vikalpitatvam.

10 anumäna-Vtkalpa — anumita-adhyavasäya.
II Read anya-vyävrtt i-mpa m.
12 adhyavaseyas.
13 i. e., svalaksana, cp, NBT, p. 12.20—21.
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particular to the general and inference proceding from the general to 
the particular), are light means of cognition only in respect of success
ful purposive action, as has been stated (by D i g n ä g a 1), «aman 
who has distinctly delineated his object by these two modes of cogni
tion in a judgment,1 2 * 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).

( Yo g ä c ä r a ) .  (257.14). All this is wrong! 8 You do not know at 
all what a judgment is!

(S a u t  r  ä n t  i k a). A judgment is a mental construction 4 5 (of the 
form «this is blue»).8 Indirect cognition (or inference), because in its 
essence it is nothing but constructive thought, is conterminous with 
(judgment).6 Direct cognition (or sense-perception) is also a judgment 
because it calls forth a thought-construction.7

( Yogä c ä r a ) .  (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)?

( S a u t r ä n t i k a ) .  (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) constructed8 (by combining in thought). On the contrary, it is 
something intimately and directly felt.9 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,10 
(something unutterable), something that cannot be designated by a 
(connotative) name. It is (also something concrete and vivid), a gla-

1 This quotation has not yet been identified.
2 adhyavasäya.
8 Read tan na.
* vikalpa, cp. T ätp ., p. 87.25, 338.15 and T'PP-> p -2 3 .4—5.
5 A fuller befinition of a perceptual judgment Rikalpa— adhyavasäya) is 

found T ätp ., p. 338.15, translated below in Appendix V.
8 vikalpa-riipatvät tad-visayam, cp. U dayan a , P a r isu d d h i ad T ätp ., 

p. 338.15.
7 vikalpa-jananät.
8 Lit. «the domain of choice or arrangement».
9 samvedanam.

10 sarvato bhinna cp. T a ttv a s ., p .390 .25 , trailokya-vttaksana, cp. T ätp ., 
p. 338. 17.
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ring reflex,1 (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 
reflex1 2 * 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 D h a r m o 11 a r a 8), (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».4 5 * *

(257.24). (Yo gii c a r  a). 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 ( =  gputäbha), and N. K an ikä , p. 281. 6 — säksätkäro 
tüadatä. — viàada-pratibhâsa refers to the same thing as niyata pratibhäsa in 
N. b. t., p. 8. 10.

2 sväbhäsam vikalpayantah.
8 Cp. N. b. t., p. 7.13.
* Lit. 257.17—23. «If it is opined that one’s own shape is not tLe object (or the 

domain) of constructions, (of choice, of combinations), but of intimate feeling (sa ih- 
vedanasya) which is immediate (direct), (drop the cheda before pratyaksasya, 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 uot 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. Aud since mediately 
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 said «because it operates 
(read pravrtter) 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 blue». The words of D h a rm o tta ra  quoted by V S c a sp a ti 
refer iu 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 (sàriïpya) between an
image and a point of reality.
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( S a u t r ä n t i ka) .  Does it not mean that it imagines a real object, 
(i. e., some efficient point-instant producing a possible sensation)?

(Y o g ä c ä r  a). 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,8 (the one non-constructive and the other constructive, 
imaginative sensation) would be as it were a liquid solid stuff.1 * * 4 (Con
structive thought or imagination) is a function different (from sensa
tion). The question is whether it operates after (sensation) or simul
taneously with it? The first is impossible, because cognition5 being a 
momentary6 flash) cannot operate by degrees. Even those schools who 
deny Universal Momentariness,7 8 even they maintain that thought, as 
well as motion, cannot operate intermittently8 and therefore (sensation

1  Bead p. 257.25 —2 58 .1 , kim vikalpasya svamparti, anubhamropa uta vyä- 
paräntaram, and drop the following smrupanubhavah.

* anubhava-äropa =  pratyaksa-äropa =pratyaksa-mkalpa, this would involve 
a samplava between the two quite different sources of knowledge in contradiction 
to the Buddhist principle of pratnäna-vyavasiKä, cp. App. II.

8 vikcdpa-avikdlpa, the order of these two terms is here inverted in keeping 
with P än in i, II. 2. 34.

4 Lit. p. 258.1—2. «Because of the impossibility of identity between actual 
experience (anubhava) and construction (sarmropa) whose essence is non-differen
tiation and differentiation, just as between the solid (read kathina) and the liquid».—  
The solid and the liquid elements are, according to Indian conceptions, ultimate 
elements, not two different conditions of the same stuff. When milk coagulates into 
curds this is explained in assuming that the solid element which was always pre
sent in milk becomes prominent (utkrsta). Only the S S n khya would explain it as 
a parincma. In the eyes of the Buddhist as well as of the Naiyäyik the simile 
means that sensation and thought are different in principle and cannot be mixed up.

5 vijftänasya.
8 For the Buddhist every existence is motion, and motion consists of a chain 

of absolute infinitesimal moments (pürva-apara-käla-kalä-vikala-ksana), for the 
realists the things are either moving or stationary and every unit of motion, as well 
as of thought, consists of three moments, the moments of its production, its existence 
and its extinction.

7 The Mimamsaka and Nyäya-Vaisegika schools are first of all meant. They 
deny 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 Mïï- 
d h y a m ik a s  also deny it, on the same grounds as the V ed ä n tin s . T h eS än k h yas  
with their par inäma-nity atra of pradhâna come very near the Buddhist ksani- 
katva. cp. C en tra l C onception , p. 80 and Introduction.

8 viramya-vyäpära.
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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 proviso1 that the object1 2 * is immanent8 in cognition; because if we 
suppose that what we feel is (not in us), but out of us,4 the term 
«feeling» will loose itself every intelligible meaning.5

(258. 7). And thus, what is really immediately felt in us is the 
(double) subject-object aspect of our knowledge,6 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,7 (on 
the other hand the external) object, since it is constructed in imagi
nation, is not the thing actually felt in sensation.8 (258.9). (We can
not know) whether the (external) object exists or does not exist, but 
(what we call) construction (of an object) is nothing but the (imagi
ned) «grasping» (aspect of its idea).9 I t  has been already mentioned 
that to «grasp» something external to our knowledge is impossible.10 * 12 *

(258.11) . ( S a u t r ä n t i k a ) .  (We also assume a kind of) imputed 
externality,11 (viz.), our images (coalesce with external objects in that 
sense) that we are not conscious of the difference,18 and that is why 
our purposive actions, (when guided by our judgments), are directed 
towards external objects (and are successful).

(258.12) . ( Yo g ä c ä r a ) .  But (when they coalesce), is the external 
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 an 
impossibility. But if no external object is really apprehended and we 
simply dont feel the difference (between the external thing and an 
imagined idea), this undiscrimination alone could not guide our purpo-

1 kevalam.
2 vedyah.
8 ätma-bhäva-avasthita.
4 para-bhäva-vedanc.
•’> svarüpa-vedana-anupapattih =  svarüpena vedanasya anupapattih.
6 Read grähya-grähaka-äkäro ’nubhüto.
7 L i t ,  p. 258. 8—9. « B u t the  se lf is not superimposed upon the non-felt» .
8 pratyaksa-tedyah.
® L it., p. 258. 9— 10. «A nd th is superim position is nothing b u t (era) the g ras

ping c f  som ething e ith er existing o r not existing».
10 Cp. above, p. 2 5 6 .1 —6.
U  bahya-samäropas.
12 bhedâgraha =  akhyâti, th is celebrated  principle has been also adopted by

P r a b h S k a r a  for the explanation  of illusions, cp. T S tp . ,  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.1

(258.11). Thus it is that our immediate feeling cannot be relied 
upon as a proof of the reality of an external world.

§  4 .  I m p o s s i b i l i t y  t o  p r o v e  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  a n  e x t e r n a l

W O R L D  BY R A T IO C IN A T IO N .

(258.16). ( Yogä c ä r a ) .  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.I 2 3 There is no fact from 
which its existence could be deduced with logical necessity.8 (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.4 *

I  L it., p. 2 5 8 .1 4 —15. « B u t if  i t  is not g rasped , th e re  will be no definiteness
of action by not grasping the  difference, because, since o th er ones a re  a t  th a t time 
no t grasped, tow ards ano ther one also activ ity  w ill be consequent». — F or a  more 
detailed explanation  o f the  principle of bhedägraha or N eglected Difference and 
th e  use which is m ade of i t  in  o rder to m ake in tellig ib le our perception of the  
ex terna l world cp. p relim inary  note to  A ppendix V , on apoha.

3 A ccording to  th e  S a u t r a n t i k a s  the  d irect function of sense perception is the 
aw areness of the presence of som ething in  one’s ken  (grahana), its  indirect functi
on — the evoking of its  general im age in  a  perceptual judgm ent (pratyaksa- 
baläd utpannena vikalpena adhyavasäyah). T h e  d irect function of inference, on the 
o ther hand, is the construction of a  general im age, its indirect function is the 
ascertainem ent of th e  presence o f som ething in our ken , cp. above p. 2 5 7 .4  ff. and 
N . b. t., p .7 .1 3 , 11 .12  and 12 .1 6  ff. The YogScära of the  old school and the 
M ädbyam ika-Yogficäras re jec t th is theory.

3 Siuce th e re  a re  only two k inds on U niform ity in  na tu re , Uniformity of Suc
cession or U niform ity of Coexistence, a  neccessary  deduction is only possible either 
from  a following effect o r from a  su b alte rn  quality , b u t no such successive facts 
o r coexisting facts cau be found from which th e  ex terna lity  of our objects could be 
deduced. The Sautriin tika will presently apeal to  Solipsism a s  a fac t in h eren t in  the 
denial of an  ex ternal world.

4 L it., p. 2 5 8 .1 7 — 18. «A nd th ere  is no such probans dependent (read prati-
baddhas) upon the  ex te rn a l, ne ith er its  identity  nor its re su lt» .
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(2 58.18). (S a u t r  ä n t i k a). However there is one! Yourself, you the 
Yogäcära, 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, ii 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 spécial cause).
This is an analytical judgment,1 (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.

(258.23). ( Y o g ä c ä r a ).1 2 3 * * * * (The external object is superfluous, there 
is an internal) Biotic Force8 which accidentally becomes mature and

1 Lit., p. 2 5 8 .18—22. «D oes not the following (proof) ex is t?  A ll th ings th a t 
a re  accidental, if  som ething exists, depend upon a  cause additional to  it, ju s t as the  
ideas reflecting cut-off-walking-and-apeech (read vieehinna-gamana-vaeana-) depend 
upon an o th er stream , and  such a re  also the  sub ject of controversy ( =  the  m inor 
term ), the  six  (kinds) o f outw ards tu rn ed  ideas (prawtti-vijiicma), while th e  stream  
o f th e  store o f  inw ardly tu rn ed  ideas (Slaya-vijMna) ex ists. T hus a  reason of own- 
existence». — Cp. th e  same argum ent as quoted  by Y â c a s p a t i  in  T ä tp . ,  
p. 464 .12  ff., and by J i n e n d r a b u d d h i ,  in  an abridged form, in the  following 
transla tion  in  th is  A ppendix. T h e  pravrtti- and âïaya-rijitâna are th u s  defined in  
T ä tp . ,  p. 145. n —pürva-eittam pravrtti-vijüänam yat tat sad-vidham, paflca- 
rüpadi-jilänäny amkalpakäni, sastham ea vihalpa-vijnanam, iena $aha jätdh samä- 
na-kälah eetanä-viSesas tad älaya-vijflänam ity ucyate.

2 Beginning w ith 258. 23 th e  Y ogäcära assum es th e  rô le of a  pûrvapaksm.
8 vâsâna, often atiädi-msanä, sometimes explained as =  pürvam jflanam, cp.

S a n t S n ä n t a r a - s i d d h i ,  sü tra  65, sometimes as ■= sâmartbyam, cp. K a m a la -
s i l a ,  p. 367.21. I t  perform s in th e  B uddhist system of Idealistic  Monism th e
function o f explaining th e  origin of phenom enal p lu ra lity  out of transcenden ta l un ity
and is in m any respects sim ilar to  th e  karma — cetana of th e  early  B uddhists, the
rnäyä of th e  M Sdhyaroikas and Y edântins, the väaanä of th e  S a n k h y a s ,  th e  bhä-
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evokes an idea; this idea is also accidental (and changing concomitantly 
with a change in its cause).

(258. 24). ( S a u t r ä n t i k a ) .  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 Yogäcära) do not admit (in this 
case) causality between different streams.1 (259. 3). But then, either

vana of th e  M im am sakas, the  adrsta, apürva, abhyäsa and samskära of all shools. 
T he Sankhyas derive i t  from the roo t väs « to  perfum e», th e  B uddhists from the 
root vas « to  live». In  th e  Abh. K osa, IX , i t  is used identically  w ith bhätanä as a  
designation of the  universal force which propels life. W e have accordingly tried  to 
ren d er i t  by the  B ergsonian élan vital, since it seems to possess some of its  conno
tations. Väsanä is sometimes divided into onubhava-väsanä and avidyS-vâsanâ or 
anädi-(avidyä)-väsanä. The first =  samskära — smrti-janaka-sämagri, m eans the  
influence of form er experience, h ab it, h ab itu a l w ay of though t and life in general. 
On the  difference betw een väsanä and samskära cp. S. N . D a s g u p ta .  T h e  
Study of Patan ja li, p. 111. (Calcutta, 1920). T h is notion im plies th e  rea lity  of the  
ex terna l world. T he te rm  avidyä-väsanä oi anädi-väsanä, on th e  o ther hand, 
im plies an  idealistic view of th e  Universe, different in  th e  old Y ogäcära and th e  
new Y ogäcära-Sauträntika schools. T h e  im portance of form er experience is by  no 
m eans denied (väsanä =  pürvam jHänam), b u t the  existence of a  duplicate world 
beyond th e  world of our sensations and ideas is deem ed problem atic and m etaphy
sical. I t  is th u s  an  in te rn a l, sp iritu a l force creating  th e  illusion of th is ex tern a l 
world and m ight also be called th e  Force of T ranscendental Illusion, sim ilar to  the  
mäyä of th e  V edäntins. E very idea is im pregnated or perfum ed by th a t force 
(vasträder mrga-madädinä väsyatvam yathä). T he ex trem e Y ogäcäras apparen tly  
denied th e  doctrine o f svalaksana-särüpyam, they  m aintained th a t (na) drsta- 
arthakriyä-svalaksana-salaksanyena ( =  särüpyena), (api tu) anädi-väsanä-vaäät 
(ätXkasyaiva däha-päkädika-sämarthya-äropah), cp. T ä tp . ,  pp, 145. 9 ff., 464. 11 ff ; 
N . v ä r t . ,  p. 69 — Sakti-viSistah eittotpädo väsanä. W e have seen above, p . 296, 
th a t  when th e  origin of th e  th e  Categories o f o u r understanding is found in  form er 
experience, the  force producing them  is called  anubkara-väsanä, and when i t  is 
ascribed  to  a  spontaneous facu lty  o f our Reason, i t  is called vik<dpa-väsanä. T hus 
E m piricism  m ay be called anubliava-väsanä-väda, and R ationalism  — vikalpa- 
väsanä-väda. T he ex trem  Idealism  of the  Y o g ä c ä r a s  m ay th en  be called atyanta- 
o r ekänta-vikailpa-väsanä-väda. O ur Reason in th e  role o f th e  c reator of th e  il lu 
sion of an  ex ternal em pirical world would he then  called  avidyä-väsanä, our R ea
son as containing innate ideas — anädi-vikalpa-väsanä, th e  em pirical world as 
con trasted  w ith transceden ta l re a lity  — is then  anädi-väsanä-väsitah sämvyava- 
härikah pratyayah cp. N. K a n d  a l ì ,  p. 279.15.

1 D h a r m a k ï r t i  adm its th a t th e  presence of ano ther personality  is th e  predo
m inant cause  (bdag-rkyen = adhipati-pratyaya) or causa efßdens of our presen ta
tions of ex ternal purposive movements and speech, c p .S a n t ä n ä n t a r a s i d d h i ,  p. 63.
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every (moment) in the subjective stream of thought will he 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, 
according 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) . (Y o g ä c ä r  a). (No!), because every new moment has a diffe
rent force. Since the moments change, their effects are also changing.

(259.6) . (S a u t r  a n t  i k a). But then, (if every moment is different), 
there will be only one moment capable of producing the image of a 
blue patch o r1 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
sciousness1 2 (uninfluenced by external objects, being in the same posi
tion), will have the same capacity; and, since an efficient cause being 
present, cannot postpone 3 its action, (all the moments will then pro
duce just the same image of a blue patch).4 * *

(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 constancy of thought, which excludes change. (But change exists, 
and) is thus proved to depend upon an external cause.® Thus it is that 
an invariable concomitance (between the change of thought and its 
external cause) is established. (259.12). Neither do you, Idealists,® 
admit all our knowledge of the external world7 to be produced by 
the influence on us of other minds,8 you admit it only (in order to

1 Bead veti. 2 älaya-santäna. 3 Bead ca .. .anupapattth.
* Cp. the same argument developed in ä& stra-d ip ik ä , p. 180 ff.,— sana- 

daim nïla-vÿiïânam spät; and SDS., p. 26.
3 This would be a negative deduction according to the 4th figure, natta kädä-

eittvam, sadâtanatvasya prasangât, or according to the 6th figure, natta sodata-
natvam, hetmntaräpeksatvät, sadätanatvasya pad eiruddham kadâcitkatvam, tenu
pad vpäppam (vpâpakam?) hetvantarâpéksatmm, taspa upalabdhih; cp. NB, II
35 and 37.

* vijüänavädin. i pravrtti-vijtläna. 8 santänäntara-nimittatmm.
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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.1 (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,8 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 thought 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. 8

(259.19). ( Yo g ä c ä r a ) .  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,1 2 * 4 there is nevertheless an occasional 
variety of perceptions. The reason (in your syllogism) is fallacious, it

1 B ead  gamana-vacana-prattbhäsasya vijüänatya.
2 sändratara.
S T he solution of the  problem  of Solipsism by D h a r m a k i r t i  in  h is S a n t i -  

n l n t a r s i d d h i  is th a t, from th e  po in t of view of absolute reality , th e re  is only one 
sp iritual principle undivided into subject and object and, therefore, no p lu rality  o f 
individual existences. B ut from th e  em pirical point of view th e re  a re  necessarily  
o ther personalities existing in  th e  ex terna l world, ju s t  as th e re  a re  ex tern a l objects 
existing and cognized by the two sources of our knowledge, sense-perception and 
inference, as they  are  characterized  l n D i g n l g a ’s and h is own epistem ological 
system . N evertheless he him self calls his view  idealism  (vÿftânavâdi and yogäeära) 
and m aintains th a t an idealist can speak about o ther personalities and an  ex terna l 
world ju s t  as a  rea lis t does, bu t for the  sake of precision he ough t to speak  no t 
ab o u t o ther personalities, b u t about «h is  represen ta tions»  of o ther minds, to  speak  
o f  o ther minds is only an  abbreviation. Our ideas, in th is system, are  not cognitions 
o f rea lity , b u t constructions or dream s about rea lity . They are indirect cognitions 
ju s t as dream s are, since dream s are  also conditioned by form er rea l experiences, 
b u t feebly recollected in a  m orbid s ta te  of mind. H ence D h a r m a k i r t i  and 
D ig n ä g a  are  rep resen ted  here  as S a u t r l n t i k a s ,  although  in  th e ir  own opinion 
th ey  are  Y o g ü c ä r a s .  They are  therefore  called S a u tr ln tik a -Y o g lc lra s . T h e ir 
opponents a re  the old YogâcSras of A s a n g a ’ s school and the la te r  M Sdhyam ika- 
Y ogäcäras.

4 sm-santäna-mätra-prabhare'pi =  âkiya-vÿilâna-prabhave 'pi.
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is uncertain,1 its absence in contrary cases is uncertain,8 (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 limitation1 2 * 4 (of it to the visual sphere), light 
produces the distinctness5 (of the image), the previous moment of 
consciousness6 produces the following7 one. Since all these causes are 
coordinated with their respective results by (special kinds of) coordi
nations,8 and since 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 same9 (as its image), and that that is it what makes it an object, 
then (we will answer) that the preceding conscious moment,10 * 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 I (Hence your «coordination» explains nothing!).11

(260.20). (S a u t r  S n t  i k a). 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,12 («this is the blue»). This judgment refers just to 
an external thing, not to something else. (The sensation or feeling is

1 anaikäntika.
2 sandigdha-vipaksa-vyavrttika.
8 utpatti-särüpyäbhyäm visayatre (satt), cp. T atp ., p. 463.25 —  na särüpya- 

samutpattï api visaya-laksanam.
* niyama.
5 Bead spostata.
6 samshara here evidently in the sense of samanantara-pratyaya.
7 jiläna. 8 särüpyaih. 8 atyanta-särüpyät.

10 nila-mjiläna-samanantara-pratyayasya.
11 L it, p. 260.15— 18. «Moreover, if objectness comes from origin and co

ordination, eye, light and samskära also respectively, through the coordinations of
limitation, clearness (read spostata) and consciousness, and through origin from 
them, must be grasped just as the blue».

12 adhyavasäyät.
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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).

( Yoga  c a r  a). No! We have already answered this. We have pro
ved above1 (that neither by immediate awareness nor by inference 
can the reality of the external world be established).

IV

U d a y a n a - S c a r y a  on t h e  B u d d h i s t  t h e o r y  of  a n  
i d e n t i t y  b e t w e e n  t h e  a c t  of  c o g n i z i n g  a n d  t h e  c on 

t e n t  of  a c o g n i t i o n .
Nyäya-vkrtika-tätparya-Ukä-Parisuddhi, ed. Calcutta 1911, pp. 152— 155.

(152.1). A source of knowledge1 2 * (is compared by the Realists 
with) an instrument. It is the special cause (of a mode of cognition), 
its predominant cause,8 (such as the senses in sense perception). 
When the result is achieved there is no need of such an (instrument) 
to produce (the result a new),4 5 6 just as, when (the tree) has been cut 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 M i m ä m s a k a s .

(152.6). However, there is another theory, (the Buddhist one). 
(The ultimate cause producing cognition is the fact of) a coordination7

1 Cp. above, p. 257. 4 ff. 2 pramäm.
3 karana —  sädhakatama-kärana -=prakrsta-upakäraka=adhipati-pratyaya.
* L it. «A nd when th e  th ing  to  be produced is produced, th e re  is no producing

for its lik e» , karana-jatïyasya indriyädeh (Y).
5 L it. «T herefo re , ju s t  as the  axe becomes A uctioning w ith resp ec t to  cutting, 

because o f the  fa c t th a t  its  object is th e  non-cut, ju s t  s o . . .» .
6 T he definition of promana as anadhigata-artha-adhigantr is accepted by 

both the  B uddhists and the M lm am sakas, b u t the  la t te r  understand  u n d er object 
the em pirical object which has stability  and, in  th e  continuous ru n  of its perception , 
receives in  every moment a  new tim e-characteristic . T he B uddhists und ers tan d  the  
transcendental object which has no du ra tion , which is « other » in  every moment.

7 särüpyam, cp. T ä tp . ,  p. 14.13, the  fa c t th a t  a  constructed  m ental im age
w ith a ll its  inhering  a ttr ib u te s  corresponds to  th e  u tte rly  heterogeneous (atyanta- 
lilaksana) p o in t-in stan t o f efficient rea lity , th e  transcendental object. In  A ppen
d ix  V, on apoha, i t  will be explained th a t  th is coordination is founded on re la ti
vity (anya-vyävrtti).
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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 distinct cognition of the object. Nothing 
else is meant by the content of right knowledge.1 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 
focussing1 2 3 of our attention on it, and the latter is nothing but the 
cognition of an aim of our possible purposive action.4

(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 I > h a r m a k l r t i  (with respect to sense- 
perception) in the following words,5

«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 pramä =  pramiti-kriyä =  artha-pratïti-rüpâ, evidently here  refers to the 
«conten t» , krvyä, when distinguished from karana, will be its resu lt. I f  the  senses 
a re  compared w ith an  instrum ent, sense-cognition will be th e  resu lt. T he M im a ip - 
s a k a s  assum e three consecutive steps in cognition, tho  following being the re su lt 
o f its  predecessor, sensation, atten tion  and «fetching» o r conception (drsti-pravrtti- 
präpti). T he u ltim ate re su lt (präpti =  praiiti) is evidently the «content»  of cogni
tion, i t  is called here  pramiti-kriyä — pramä — praüti-rüpä only w ith the  respect 
to  the simile of th e  axe — the instrum ent, and its re su lt the  a c t of cu tting  (ehe- 
dana). I f  the  senses are  the instrum ent, sensation is the resu lt; if  sensation is the 
instrum ent, atten tion  is the  resu lt, and if a ttention  plays th e  p a rt of an instrum ent, 
conception will be the resu lt. T h a t these th ree  steps ex ist em pirically the  B uddhist 
would not deny, b u t cognition is for him  the  correspondence of an im age construc
ted by our productive im agination according to the  form s, or categories, of our under
stand ing  w ith a  po in t-instant of ex terna l reality . T his is sârûpya, conformity of the  
im age (äkära), and th is is also the  image itself, th ere  being no rea l d istictnion b e t
ween the im age and the  fac t of its coordination w ith the object, cp. NBT ad 1.20— 21.

2 präp ti— adhigati — prattti^=bodha, the  u ltim ate  re su lt, the  «con ten t» .
8 pravrtti, th e  « ac t»  proper, vie. jflänasya pravrttih, cp. NBT, tex t, p. 8. 5 ff.
* pravrtti-yogya-artha — artha-kriyä-samartha-artha. — pravrtti here in the 

sense of a  purposive action, not of an  ac t 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,1 cannot (alone, 
by themselves impart distinctness and) determine our cognition as 
referring just to the right object.®

(153.7). 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.8

(153.9). Therefore it is the image1 2 * 4 of the object alone, the image 
contained in our understanding,5 * which determines our cognition as a 
cognition of a definite object.® I t 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).

(153.12). This has been expressed by D h a r m a k l r t i  in the 
following words,7

«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 produced».

(153.14). The words «a distinct cognition of the object is produ
ced» mean that a distinct cognition of the object is determined, and

1 Read jfiäna-karanair.
2 iadiyatayä  =  niyata-visaya-sambandhitayä (V).
a Lit., p. 153.7—9. «Indeed, the blue-knowledge of the blue is not simply 

because produced by the eye, because of the consequence of suchness of the yellow- 
knowledge, but only from being the form of the blue there is blue-knowledge of 
the blue». — The difference between a pure sensation produced by something 
blue (nVasya jftänam) and the definite cognition or judgment «this is blue» (islam
iti jftänam) is found already in the Abhidbarma-sütra, it is quoted by D ig n äg a  
in his bhSgya onP r. sam ucc., 1.4, by K a m a la s lla  in TSP, p. 12 and bis NB.- 
•p ftrv a -p ak g a -san k g ip ti and in other texts.

4 artha-akara ■= artha-sârüpya.
5 buddhi-gata =  manosa =  kälpanika.
* tadiyatayä — niyata-visaya-sambandhitayä.
1 NB, I. 2 0 -2 1 .
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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 i t 1 2 is, indeed, 
either (real) as between the possessor of a function and that function 
itself,3 or (logical) as between a logical antecedent and its conse
quence.4

(154.3). 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 unity5 
different from the axe at the moment of contact.6 (The instrument 
and its working are at this moment just the same event).

(154.6). On the other hand, we surely know7 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, transi, p. 41.
2 karana-phala-bhäva.
3 vyäpära-vyäpäri-bhäva.
4 gamya-gamaka-bhäva.
5 vigrahavän =  pramäna-siddhah (Y) =  na tueehah, just as the abhäva accor

ding to the Realists is vigrahavän =  na tucehah. According to the Buddhists the 
utmost that can be said is that it is a name — api tu vyavahartavyah param, 
T titp., p. 389. 23.

® samyyjyamäna eva. For the Realists the axe is an object possessing stabi
lity, a substance (sthâyi-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 B ra d le y , 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
havän 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 axe is 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 «content» and the «intent» of every cognition.

7 dr sia eva.
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ded in every) self-conscious idea1 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 Aêoka, 
nor the Asoka 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,1 2 * 4 (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 factor8 (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 S a u t r â n -  
t i k a s*

(155.1). The author5 6 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 right 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-pràkâée vijüäne. Y. remarks gamya-gamakayor yadi visaya-visayi- 
bhâvas tatràha, sva-prakâêa iti, atha jüäpya-jüäpaka-bhävas, tatraha, bâhye ceti.

2 vyävrtti-bhedas.
8 kärcdca is more general than karana, the latter rs the «instrumental factor», 

all 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 
to 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 conjoined axe. The relation of conveyed to conveyor also 
has been surely (eva) experienced in a self-luminous cognition and in an external 
tree suggested by simsapâ. Indeed the tree, for sure, is not something other than 
the simsapâ, nor the siqisapä (other) than the tree. Butin imaginative dealing, just 
as there is a difference of exclusion, just so between a factor and its possessor, thus 
no difference whatever, thus the S a u trä n t ik ä s » . — The S au tra n tik a -Y o g U - 
c a ra s  are meant, since D h a rm a k lr t i  is quoted. But in the 9th K o sa -s th S n a  
V asu b a n d h u  speaking from the standpoint of the Sauträntikas emits similar 
views, cp. my Soul T h e o ry  of th e  B u d d h is ts , p. 854.

5 T ätp ., p. 14.14.
6 eva.
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as the senses are,1 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) 1 2 * * 5 and exercizing 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.8 This is the opinion of the V a i b h â ç i k a s  
and of other (sects) who deny the presence of images in our cogni
tion.1

V

D i g n ä g a  a n d  J i n e n d r a b u d d h i  on t h e  a c t  a n d  t h e  
c o n t e n t  of  k n o w l e d g e ,  u p o n  t h e  c o o r d i n a t i o n  of  
i d e a s  w i t h  t h e i r  o b j e c t s  a n d  o u r  k n o w l e d g e  of  

t h e  e x t e r n a l  wor l d .

§ 1 . P k AMANA-SAMUCCAYA, I .  9 ,  AND THE AUTHOR’ S 

EXPLANATION.

Bstan-hgyur, Mdo, voi. 95, f. 95b. 5 ff.

Here also,6 t h e  p r o c e s s  of  c o g n i t i o n  i s  s u p p o s e d  t o  
h a v e  a r e s u l t i n g  ( c o n t e n t ) ,  b e c a u s e  i t  i s  i m a g i 
n e d 7 a s  b e i n g  a n  act .

1 indriyâdïni.
2 i. e., no Soul being admitted.
s i. 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 — ta ty a  (cetanasya) 
sth ira tve  a rth a -kriya ya  abhâvât.

1 The V a ib h ä g ik a s  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 D h a rm a k ir t i  in his S a n tä n ä n ta ra s id d h i .  
The sam jfiä  was considered by them as external (visaya) to pure consciousness 
(vijiiSna), cp. my C e n tra l C onception, p. 97 and 100.

5 Denying the presence of images in ottr cognition, anakära-vädinat, are 
among the Brahmanical systems chiefly the M îm âipsakas, and among the Bud
dhists — the Y a ib h a s ik a s , i. e., the early 18 sects.

6 The kä rikä  must have been something like this, pram ana-phcdatvam  is tam  
k r iy a y ä  saha kalpanät, pram änatvena  câropah, hriyäm  v in ä  ca n ò t t i  ta t.

7 Read rtog-pai-phyir instead of rtogs-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).1

I t  is  a m e t a p h o r ,  w h e n  we a s s u m e  t h a t  o u r  
i d e a s  a r e  i n s t r u m e n t s  of  k n o w l e d g e ,  a n d  ( whe n  
we a s s u m e )  t h a t  t h e y  c a n n o t  e x i s t  w i t h o u t  e x h i 
b i t i n g  a n  a c t i v i t y .

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 . C o m m e n t  o p  J in e n d b a b u d d h i  o n  t h is  a p h o b is m .

Bstan-hgyur, Mdo, voi. 115, fF. 34b. 6—36a. 7 (Pekin).1 2

(34b. 6 ). The words «here also» mean «according to our opinion». 
The words «because it is imagined as possessing activity» mean «be
cause it is imagined3 (as a thing) together with its activity». This is 
the cause why the rôle of an instrument of knowledge is metaphori
cally imputed 4 * * (to cognition). The (supposed) instrument of cognition 
exists only as a result, i. e., the cognizing activity of this instrument 
of knowledge8 is (its own) result, and it is (the result) just itself, 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 
no 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 Kbras-bur gyur-pai ëes-pa =  phala-bhüta-jfiäna, lit. «because this cognition 
has arisen as possessing the form of the object».

2 J in e n d ra b u d d h i  is the author of a very thoroughgoing and detailed com
mentary o n P ra m ä n a -sa m u c c a y a  which fills the whole of voi. 115 of the Bstan- 
hgyur, Mdo. He is presumably the same person as the author of the great grammatical 
work K ûsikâ - v iv a ra ç a -p a n jik â , also called N yäsa , and lived, according to 
the editor of that work, S. C. C h a k ra v a r ti ,  in the middle of the VIIItb century A. D.

3 Bead rtog-pai-phyir instead of rtogs-pat-phyir.
4 iie-bar-hdogs-pai rgyu =  upacärasya lefiranam.
1 ishad-mai rtogs-pa ni.
ß phyi-rol-pa-rnams =  bähyäh, 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.1 (3 5 a. l). And this is really also the case 
here! Cognition, so far it possesses the character of something attai
ned,1 2 3 evokes the idea of a thing produced, and thus it may be ima
gined 8 as (a kind of) result. (But the same fact is also) imagined, and 
spoken4 of, as an instrument of knowledge, because it (as it were) 
also «grasps» the image of the (object) and appears thus (in the rôle) 
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 instrument), is itself called an 
instrument of cognition.

(35a. 4). And this is right! because, when we say «an action is 
being produced», we do not at all refer (to the universal interconnection 5 
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 he no definiteness,6 (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 producer7 and 
the following is alone the action produced by it. (3 5 a. 6). Now, (sup
posing) we have a patch of colour and a stimulus8 produced (by it on 
our senses), we then (immediately) have a feeling of its presence in

1 Read rtog-pai iio-bo-las; cp. NBT, text p. 69.
2 lhag-par rtogs-pai no-bo =  adhigama-rüpa.

3 ile-bar gdags-par-bya-o.
* He-bar-gdags-te, tha-sflad-du byao, i. e., a metaphor is constructed by our

imagination, and this metaphor is the foundation of our usual way of thinking and
speaking (vyavahära, cp. NBT, p. 29.22).

8 The Tcarana-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 he its own cause, but every thing 
else can, cp. Ahh. Ko sa, 11.50, svato’nye Jcärana-hetuh.

8 thug-pa-med-par thal-ba —  anamsthä-prasanga.
1 Read yin-te, instead of yi>. zhe-na, the latter reading is repeated in the Nar- 

thang edition f. 37*. 7.
8 las-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 sense of sameness) according to which we can distinguish 
and determine «this is a cognition of bine», «that one is of yellow». 
(Our cognitions) then receive these (definite) shapes.1 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.1 2

(35a. 7). All determination (maintains the S ä n k h y a )  is evolved 
from an undifferentiated3 (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,4 2) all cognitions 
as having the same cause (would not be differentiated). Moreover there 
is (according to the S ä n k h y a  system) no interaction5 (at all bet
ween Matter and Consciousness). This alone would be sufficient to 
make any perception of objects6 impossible.7 (35b. i). 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 blue», «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.

(35b. 2 ). Therefore just this (coordination through the sense of 
sameness) is (predominantly) the producer8 of a distinct cognition of

1 Lit., f. 85*. 6—7. «There, by what cognition (Ses-pa gan-gis) having the es
sence of coordination (hdra-ba =  särüpya) with the essence of immediate feeling
(flams-su myon-ba — anubhava) concerning the action (las-la in both ed.) of colour 
etc., (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 appear».

8 Coordination through our sense of sameness is thus the real source of cogni
tion, if we at all are to distinguish between cognition as a source of knowledge and 
cognition as 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 sMTwkatama-kärana =  prakrstopakäraka =  adhipati-pratyaya.

8 mi-gsàl-ba =  avyakta. 4 ëes-pa ma-yin-pa-.
5 phrad-pa =  sannikarsa, samyoga, satnsarga. 6 don-la Ita-ba.
7 The reason why S än k h y a  views are mentioned in this context is perhaps

that this school also constructs a kind of särüpya, cp. my C e n tra l C oncep
tion , p. 64.

8 Cp. the definition of adhipati-pratyaya Ab. Kosa, II, and M ädh. v p tti ,  I. 
p. 86, cp. my N irvS na , 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).

(3 5 b. 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.

(3 5 b. 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 conception1 of it may be different, it can then appear either in 
the rôle of a «produced» thing or of its «producer».1 2 (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, whether

1 vijfläna-pratibhäsa.
2 Lit., p. 35b. 5—6. «And because of an imputation of different exclusions (Idog- 

p a  =  vySvrtti), albeit there is no difference in reality, by a difference of the reflec
ted idea (rnam -par-èes-pai snan-ba =  vijftäna-pratibhäsa) it is shown as distin
guished in the produced and the producer».
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having the same form or not, can at all be found. (35». 1). Neither is 
*n external support for it logically admissible.1 Why? This question 
we will discuss in the sequel, on the occasion of an examination of 
the opinion of ( Y a s u b a n d h u )  the author of the « V ä d a -  
v i d h ä n a ».1 2

(36». 1). As to the (usual) argument3 (of the S a u  t r  a n t i k  as  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,4 5 6 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, hut they do produce 
it  as soon as a coloured surface is present). Thus it is that by the 
Method of Difference7 the existence of an external world is proved.8 
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 Force9 (which controls

1 dmigs-pa hthad-pa yan ma-yin-te =  âlambanam api na ghatate, i. e., vieârya- 
manarn buddhau na ärohaii.

2 P r. sam ucc., I. 14 ff.
2 Lit., «construction», rtog-pa =  kalpand. It is, in an abridged form, the same 

argument as the oue mentioned in the N. K aiiikS, 258.18 ff. aud the T ätp ., 
p. 464. 8 ff.

* hbras-bu Ses-pa mi-skye-bas ni.
5 rgyu-gzhan-rnams yod-pa-yan == kärandntaräni santy api.
6 The Tearanäntarani «every circumstance in common save one» are 1) adhi- 

pah-pratyaya =  eaksuh, 2) sahakari-pratyaya =  aloka and 3) samanantara-praty- 
aya =  mamsikära  or samskâra, the one additional and decisive is 4) alambana- 
pratyaya — artha.

1 vaidharmya =  ldog-pa.
8 Lit., f. 36a. 1—2. «Albeit the other causes he present, since the result, the 

cognition is not produced, another cause is elicited. That is the external object».— 
It will he scarcely doubted that, leaving alone the extreme laconicity of the Indian 
author, his argument as formulated according to the Method of Difference agrees 
exactly with J. S. M ill’s method of that name, cp. L o g ic  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.

® bag-chags —  väsanä, cp. above, p. 368; avidyS-väsanä is here meant.
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the evolution of life) was not ripe to produce (the perception in 
question).

(36a. 3). Therefore, what we really experience are only our own 
(sensations and) ideas,1 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.

(36a. 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
nal 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 sensations8 (of the same object) have different degrees 
(of intensity). (36». 5). We observe, indeed, that different persons, can 
have respecting the same object various sensations, 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).8

(36». 6). However,4 although convinced that there is no possibility 
of cognizing the (external) object 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 it .5 He says,

1 rnam -par-ées-pa — vÿü â n a , the term evidently embraces here sensations as 
well as conceptions.

a rnam -par-rig -pa-rnam s n i  —  samvedanäni.
» Cp. N. K ap ikâ , p. 265.13—14.
4 dei-phyir, lit. «therefore».
5 phyi-ro l-dan-cig-éos-kyi phyogs-dag-îa mod-cig kho-nas hbras-bui ih y a d -p a r  

m am -par-bzhag-pa  b y fd -p a r bzhed-pas= bahyetara-paksau bhavatâm  eva iti  
phala-viSesa-vyavasthâm, c ik ïrsur aha, «He says with the desire to determine 
the special result from whatsoever of the both standpoints, the external and 
the other».
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§ 3. DlGNAGA’S a p h o r is m , P b a m a n a - s a m u c c a y a , I. 10 AND

HIS OWN COMMENT.

• (Bstan-hgyur, voi. *95, f. 95b. 7 ff.).

W e c a n  a l s o  e n v i s a g e  t h e  i n t e r n a l  f e e l i n g  
(of  s o m e t h i n g  e i t h e r  d e s i r a b l e  o r  no t )  as  a k i n d  
o f  r e s u l t i n g  c o n t e n t  i n t h e  p r o c e s s  of  c o g n i t i o n *  
s i n c e  t h e  o b j e c t  ( and  t h e  c o n s e q u e n t  p u r p o s i v e  
a c t i o n )  a r e  d e t e r m i n e d 1 by  it.  T h e  i m a g e  of  t h e  
o b j e c t  w i l l  i n  a n y  c a s e  a s s u m e  t h e  r ô l e  o f  t h e  
s o u r c e  of  c o g n i z i n g  it. T h r o u g h  i t  a l o n e  s o m e 
t h i n g  i s  c o g n i z e d .1 2 *

(95b. 7). The self-feeling8 can be also4 5 (constructed as a kind) of 
resulting content (as against the act of cognizing). Every cognizing 
(mental state) is here (from one side) the reflex8 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 P ä r th a s ä r a th im is r a  in his comment on à io -  
k a v ä r t ik a ,  p. 158, but the order of the pädas is inverted and tädrüpyät =  de-yi 
no-bo-las must be read instead of tad-dvaye, (which is probably due to a desire of 
contrast with the tray am of 1 .11).

sva-samvittih phalam easy a, tädrüpyäd artha-niëcayah, 
visayäkära eväsya pramänam, iena mïyate.

Lit., «Its result is also self-feeling, according to its form the object is deter
mined, just the image is the source of knowledge, through it it is cognized». — The 
words tädrüpyäd artha-niicayah are reminiscent of artha-särüpyam asya pro
manati», N. b., I. 20, cp. T ätp ., p. 84.7 and K am a la s ila , p. 560.18, tädrüpyäd 
iti särüpyät. But here the term refers to a coordination between feeling and the as
certainment (niicaya) of the object, and evidently also to the subsequent purposive 
action, not between the point instant of reality and the image as in the NB. 
P ä r th a s S r a th i  thinks that the opinion of the S a u tr a n t ik a s  is here expressed, 
jilänasya visayäkäro ntla-pitädi-rüpo (instead of-rüpä) arthena jfläne âhitah sa 
pramänam, cp. TStp., p. 14.12, where the same theory is alluded to — visaya- 
särüpyam säkärasya vijüänasya pramänam, and N. K an ikS , p. 256.14 (transla
ted above).

2 dcm-nes= artha-niScaya is explained as don rtogs-par-byed= artha-adhiga- 
ma, and artha-adhigama is explained in NBT, pp. 3 .9  and 15.4 as the attitude 
of the cognizer, his possible purposive action.

8 ran-rig-pa =  sva-samvedana.
4 «also» (ca) points to a possible arrangement, mam-par-rtog-pa.
5 snan-ba =  pratibhäsa.
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consequent purposive action) are determined by it. When (we attri
bute the rôle of) the object of cognition to its idea together with the 
cognized object as immanent in it,1 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 rôle) of the object 
of cognition 8 to the external thing alone, then (we must attribute the 
rôle) 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,8 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 producing1 2 * 4 * 6 * the cognition. Thus a 
variety of ftìnctions 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.®

1 Lit. » If the object (don =  artha) is the knowledge (êes-pa —jfläna) together 
with the object (yul =  risaya)».

2 gzhal-bya =  prameya.
8 Ses-pa-la snan-ba = jfläna-pratibhäsa.
4 hjal-bar-byed-do — pramäpayati.
8 ehos-thanis-ead ni bya-ba dan bral-ba =  nvnyäpärah sarvt dharmäh, (pra- 

tïtya-samutpannatvàt). The old Buddhist formula of causation as « dependently- 
together-origination» is here alluded to by D ig n ä g a , 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 idatn bha- 
vati), they cannot encroach or obtrude upon one another, op. my C en tra l Con
cep tio n , p. 28 and my N irv a n a , p. 39 if.

6 Samvtdana =  samvit =  samvitti == rig-pa =  rnam-par-rig-pa is usually de
fined as one of the synonyms of jfläna, cp. K a m a la iîla , 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 ambhava =  myon-ba. It
is evidently closely related to vedanä =  vedanäskandha =  tshor-ba In the sense 
of the feelings of pleasure and pain. According to the Abhidharma these feelings 
are external (visaya) with respect to consciousness (citta). In NyBya they are exter
nal (visaya) with respect to cognition (buddhi), although inhering in the Soul. The 
SBnkhyas went the length of declaring them objects of the external world, against 
which theory both the Naiyäyiks and the Buddhists protested, cp. NBT, p. 11. 9 ff. 
The later Buddhists, 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 — 1 2 . C o m m e n t  o f  J i n e n d r a b u d d h i .

(Baton ljgyur, v. 115, ff. 36». 8. ff.).

(36». 8). At first the rôle of the resulting content of cognition was 
attributed to the cognition1 of the objective (part). (Now it is attri
buted to the subjective part), therefore the word «also», pointing to 
an alternative arrangement,3 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. K osa, 1 .14, evidently because the indifferent state, 
the state without any feeling, would be nobody’s state, the substitute for the Ego 
being absent. Although the NBT, p. 11. 6 ff., defines svasamvedana as jflänasya 
anubhata, it clearly defines it as sukhädy-akärah and insists that there is absolute
ly no such conscious state from which every feeling would be absent. The «feeling » 
of the presence in us of a perception is evidently conceived as belonging to the 
emotional sphere and is put on the same line as the feeling of pleasure or ease. 
J in en d ra b u d d h i explains it also as Ses-pa-yi ni ées-pa = jü änasya jflänam (cp. 
Mdo, voi. 115, f. 37l . 1), with reference to D ig n ä g a ’s words that the result of 
cognition is self-consciousness (svasamvitti), 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» -sämpya-vedana, cp. below p. 894. P S rth a -  
sä r a th im isr a  pregnantly remarks, loco cit. p. 158, visayäkäro visaya-visayah, 
svasamvittis tu vijüäna-visayä. Thus cognition 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 (promana and pramäm-phalam). This celeb
rated Buddhist theory evoked a unanimous 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 «coordination» artha-särüpyam was established as the 
source of knowledge and artha-pratUi 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 according to them is either prama or hänopadäna-buddhi, cp S lo k a v ä rt., 
pratyaksa, Kär. 68 ff., and T ark ab h âçâ , p. 28.

1 Lit., «a feeling of the object», yul-rig-pa =  visaya-vedanam.
2 rnam-par-brtag-pai don =  vücalpitârthah.



OU® KNOWLEDGE OF THE EXTERNAL WORLD 3 8 7

reflex itself1» means its own reflex, itself, the real reflex itself,1 2 3 also 
(appearing) as «grasping» aspect. (36b. i), I t  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,8 which has the form of the cognition 
of a cognition, L 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 image4 5 corresponding to an (external) object. If not, (i. e., 
if the existence of an external world is denied), it will (simply) mean 
the representation,8 (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 6 an object, (and both the realist and the idealist 
likewise call it an object).

§ 6 . T h e  r e s u l t  o f  o u r  c o g n it io n  f r o m  t h e  s t a n d p o in t  o f

t h e  I d e a l i s t .

(36b.3). The words «in that case7 (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.8 
In either case what we really have an experience9 of, are (sensations 
and) images.10 11 12 (Its subjective part), the self-feeling, the experiencing of 
the Ego,11 (may be regarded) as a result.13 (36b. 4 ), The (author) asks, 
why? i. e., for what reason? It would not be right to attribute to this

1 Udii snan-ba ran nid-do — asya pratibhäsah svayum era.
2 ran-gi flo-boi snan-ba =  svarüpa-pratibhäsa.
8 ran-Md-hho-nas snan-no =  svasminn eva bhäsate.
* yul Ita-bur snan-ba =  visayavad bhäsate.
5 yul hdii snan-bao =  asya visayasya pratibhäsah.
6 tha-sflad-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 b e )...» .
9 flams-su myon-la =  anubhûyate =  vedyate.

10 snan-ba-can-gyi êes-pa — äkäravaj-jHänam, sensations are of course also 
meant.

11 ran üams-su myon-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 rôle of a result for the simple 
reason that self-consciousness exists.1 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.1 2 3 (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 author) answers: (for the Idealist it is a result 
nevertheless, b e c a u s e  o u r  b e h a v i o u r )  t o w a r d s  t h e  ob
j e c t  i s  d e t e r m i n e d ®  by  it.  Such is the reason; the follo
wing words (of the author) are only an explanation on that meaning. 
The word « indeed» 4 means «because». Because, when the cognized 
object is immanent5 6 in cognition, the cognizing individual cognizes 
something either desirable for him or not, according to what hç inter
nally feels.® Therefore it is right to attribute the rôle of a result to 
this internal feeling.

(36b. 7), The object immanent (in cognition) means cognition to
gether with the object. «Together with the object» here means an 
object whose essence is equivalent to the «grasped» aspect of the 
idea,7 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.

(36b. 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),8 there is nothing real beyond 
our ideas,9 therefore, if we only have a mental state in which a desire

1 because everything is the result of something.
3 mam-par-ées-pa =  vijOSna.
3 nes-pa =  niyata.
* ni - hi; gan-gi tshe ni =  y  add hi, the text in the Peking Bstan-hgyur, Mdo 

voi. 95, f. 96*. 1 omits ni.
5 yul-dan-beas-pai don yin-la.
6 ran-rig-pa dan rjes-su mthun-pai don =  sva-samvedana-anurüpa-artha.
7 geun-byai cha-ias-kyi mtshan-üid-can-gyi grub-gyi...
8 rnam-par-rig-pa-tsam =  samvedana-rmtram.
9 ies-pa-las tha-dad-pai dnos-po med-pai-phyir =  jüänät prthag vastu- 

abhävät.
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is felt, we then have a judgment regarding the object desired1 (and 
the possible purposive action). In the contrary case we have neither 
(judgment nor possible action).

§  7 .  T h e  s u b j e c t - o b je c t  e e l a t io n  f b o m  t h e  s t a n d p o in t  o f

t h e  I d e a l i s t .

(37». 2). But how is it then that our knowledge experiences its 
own self1 2 *? Is it not bad logic8 to assume the immanent existence in 
one real entity of the relations of object, subject and instrument4 (or 
process) of cognition?

(37a. 2 ). This can be explained in the following way. From the 
stand-point of Absolute Reality5 6 the relations of object (subject and 
instrument of knowledge) do not exist at all. But there is no contra
diction in thus using these® (expressions) in common life, although 
they are (really) identical7 (as referring to the same reality), just as 
(we say, «light) illuminates (by its lustre», instead of simply saying 
«there is light»). (3 7 a. 3 ). Light, indeed, does not depend on something 
else, (e. g.) on a lamp,® in order to light up (an object). A (separate) action 
of ((lighting up» does not exist in reality. Light, as soon as it appears,9

1 =  buddhâv eva yadä icchä anubhüyate, tadä artha-icchâ niâciyate.
2 ci-ltar ées-pa bdag-Hid-kyis bdag-Rid nams-su rnyon =  katham jnänam at- 

manä ätmänam anubhavati?
8 rigs-pa ma-yin-pa =  na yujyate.
4 =  tasminn eva karma-kartr-kärana-bhävo na yujyate. — We usually speak 

of a cognizing Ego and a cognized object, or of an act of cognition and its content. 
The Hindus in the first case use the triplet (triputt) of agent, object and instru
ment, corresponding to the grammatical notions of a Nominative, Accusative and 
Instrumental case (kartä, karma, karana, all are kärakas in different degrees). In 
epistemology they correspond to pramatr, prameyam, pramânam. In the second 
case the Hindus speak of instrument (pramânam =  praniä-karanam =  pramä-sä- 
dhakatama-käranam—pramä-prakrsta-upakärakam) and result (pramâna-phalam= 
pramä =  pramänasya kriyä). Thus the Hindus use the expression «instrunlent» 
when we would speak of an act, the expression the «instrument’s result», or the 
act when we would speak of a content (pramiti =  pramS =  pramiti-kriyä =  pra- 
tmna-phalam).

5 don-dam-par — paramärthatah.
6 =  tatra tathä tyavahäro na virudhyate.
7 dei bdag-flid-kyi-phyir =  tädätmyät.
8 rab-tu-gsal-ba sgron-me =  prakäia-pradtpa.
9 ràb-tu-gsal-bai bdag-üid-du skye-bzhin-pa.
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is nothing but the action of lighting up. I t is a mere facon de parler* 1 
when we say that light does shed light. (37a. 4). In the same manner 
we can in common life make use of the expression «knowledge8 en
lightens something», but knowledge as soon as it appears is nothing 
else but the (fact of) our awareness3 of something. (There is no diffe
rence between the act of being intent upon an object and the corres
ponding content of that knowledge). (Neither is there in reality any 
external object different from the content of our knowledge). Even if 
we take our stand (on Realism and maintain the existence of an) 
external world, (we must confess) that our knowledge of an (external) 
object goes only as far as our sensations go.4 To f e e l  i n t e r 
n a l l y  t h e  o b j e c t  as  i t  r e a l l y  is ( e x t e r n a l l y ) ,  is 
i m p o s s i b l e .  This has been already pointed out above. (37». 5). 
The intention of the author is here the following one. In the prece
ding part of his work he has established that self-consciousness, (or 
introspection), is one of the varieties of direct knowledge, (just as 
sense-perception is in regard to external objects). It has been also 
stated that the essence of knowledge consists in the fact that it is 
self-conscious. If after that the author speaks of a result, we could 
naturally imagine that the result of this variety of our knowledge 
alone is meant. Thus the words «something is cognized which is desi
rable or undesirable accordingly as we internally feel it» — these 
words could be misunderstood as referring to introspection alone.

(37b. 1). But the result is (our attitude towards the cognized 
object, the possibility of a corresponding purposive action, and) 
this refers to all the varieties of direct knowledge, (not to intro
spection alone). Therefore, in order to repudiate the doubt, the author 
says, «when the idea with the object included in it is the thing cog
nized, etc.». The words «thing cognized» refer to the content of our

expression yathärthänübhava is used by the Realists as a definition of right know
ledge, cp. T a r k a -sa n g r a h a , § 35, just as the above mentioned bio =  buddhi =  
jflana is their term of predilection for knowledge, cp. ibid § 34.

1 -  vastv-atmikä prakälana-kriyäpi nästi, prakâèa-ütmakatvena jäyamänah 
svayam eva prakâèam karoti ili tacana-mâtram(= brjod-pa-hbah-ehig-go).

s blo -  buddhi.
s myon-bai-bhag-ilid-du skye-bzhin-pai blo =  anubhavätmatvena jäyamänä 

buddhih,
* myon-ba ji-lta-ba-bzhin kho-nar don rtogs kyi, don ji-lta-ba bihin myon-ba 

ni ma-yin-no =  yatbânubbaram eta artha-prnlîtir, na tu yathârthânubhavam.
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knowledge. And the words «with the object included in it» refer to 
all varieties of direct cognition without exception.

(3 7b. 2). Thus the meaning is the following one. When our know
ledge is visualized as a content produced by an act of cognizing, we 
then may envisage the result as a cognition which determines our 
attitude in regard to the thing cognized, (whether it be an external 
object or its mere idea, does not matter). However this will not repre
sent a special result of introspection, but whatsoever be the content 
of our cognition, it will also be included in this result.1 (The content 
of a cognition in so far it determines our purposive actions may 
be envisaged by both the Realist and the Idealist as its result, 
since we only artificially distinguish between the content and the act 
of cognition).2

(3 7 b. 3 ). When we here, (as Idealists), maintain that the result of 
knowledge is not the cognition of an external world, but self-con
sciousness, (in the presentation of an object we feel desirable), we must 
attribute the function of the means (by which that result is attained) 
only to the grasping aspect (of that same representation).

1 Lit., 37B. 5—37b. 3. „But (read lio-na with N art hang instead of Tcho-na in 
Peking ed.) what is the use, without telling just this « a thing is cognized which is 
either desirable or undesirable in accordance with self-feeling », in (telling) this- 
«the thing is together with the object at that time»? There is an aim (dgos-pa —  
praycgana)\ Because self-feeling was previously said to be a source of knowledge 
and by it just the own form of knowledge is being felt ( =  jùana-srarüpam era re- 
dyate)\ thus, after having clearly ascertained that it is a result of just self-feeling, 
after that also when it is said «a thing is cognized which is either desirable or 
undesirable in accordance with self-feeling» this result is settled exlusively in 
regard to self-feeling-direct-perception ( =  srasamredana-pratyaksa), thus there 
might be some aim. Thus it is the aim of all (this) source of knowledge. Therefore, 
in order to repudiate that (aim), it is said «when (yaii-gi Mie ni) knowledge 
together with the object (=visaya) is the thing ( =  artha)». And this word «thing» 
expresses «the cognized (thing)». And these (words) «together with the object» are 
no exception with regard to the totality (of perception). Therefore thus it is said 
« when cognition is referred to as something cognized from the source of know
ledge (— pramanasya prameyam yadä apeksyate), at that time a thing is cognized 
according to self-feeling, thus it is not exclusively the result of self-feeling, but 
thus «when it is also an object then also»“.

a We must thus distinguish between two kinds of introspection (sva-samvedana), 
a fully developed one consisting in a conscious observation of our internal life, and 
a  feeling of the self which, according to Buddhists, is immediate (nirvikedpaka), 
always present, belonging to the nature of our consciousness, because every con
sciousness is necessarily selfconscious. The Realists denial refers to the latter kind.
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§ 8 . T h e  r e s u l t  or c o g n it io n  p r o m  t h e  s t a n d p o in t  o p  t h e

R e a l i s t .

The following question then arises. If such can be the result from 
the standpoint of the Idealist, howT can it be the same from the stand
point of the Realist?

This question is answered by the following words of the author, 
« wh e n  t h e  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t  a l o n e  i s  c o g n i z e d ,  
( whe n  t h e  o b j e c t  i s  n o t  i m m a n e n t  in our  k n o w 
l edge ) ,  t h e n  t h i s  i t s  i m a g e  b e c o m e s  (in i t s  t o t a 
l i t y )  t h e  m e a n s  of  c o g n i z i n g  it».

(37b. 5). From the standpoint of the Realist we can nevertheless 
imagine the fact of self-consciousness as a kind of result. But then we 
will not ascribe to the «grasping aspect» of the image the function of 
a «means» of cognition, as the Idealist does. We will assume that the 
whole mental image of the object takes up the rôle of a means of 
knowledge,1 (viz., of asource of our cognition of the external world).

( 3 7 b. 6 ). But does not the Realist likewise admit the existence of 
a «grasping aspect» of our images, since its existence is revealed by 
introspection? Why then should he not admit that the rôle of a means 
accomplishing the act of cognition appertains to this grasping aspect 
only? In answer to this question we have the following words of the 
author, —

«t he n ,  a l t h o u g h  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  e x i s t s ,  ( t he  
i m a g e  of  t h e  o b j e c t  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  m e a n s  of  
c o g n i z i n g  i t ,  t h e  f a c t  of  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  is, 
t h e n  n e g l e c t e d » ) .

1 Lit., f. 37b. 3—6. «Here, if there is no external object, self-consciousness 
(ran-rig-pa — sva-samvedana) being established as the result, the grasping form is 
«aid to be the instrument of knowledge. And therefore, if the external object does 
not exist as the thing to be cognized, just as, self-consciousness being established 
as the result, the grasping aspect is admitted as the means of knowledge, just so, 
also if the external thing to be cognized exists, the grasping aspect alone is the 
means of knowledge, — this is questioned. Therefore, in order to repudiate this, it 
is said « at what time etc.». When the external thing is cognized, although we also 
establish self-consciousness as the result, but the mental fact (ies-pa) of the image 
(pratibhäsa) of the object is wholly (rnatram) assumed to be the means, and not its 
grasping form, a9 it is the case of mere internal knowledge».
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That our knowledge is self-conscious both the Realist and the Ide
alist equally admit,1 but if the object of cognition is represented by 
a  really existing external world, it would not be logical to represent 
self-cognition as the means of cognizing i t  This aspect of our know
ledge is, accordingly, neglected, and our images of the external things 
are alone considered to be the means of cognizing them, not the 
simultaneous image of our internal life, since in regard to the exter
nal object the latter cannot be logically constructed as a cause produ
cing its cognition.1 2 *

(38». 1). Because the feeling of ease8 (has its own object), it has 
not an object of something foreign to i t  If the »grasping» aspect, (of 
the idea is turned upon itself), if its object is the idea itself, how can 
it then constitute our means of cognizing (not this idea, but) the 
external object? If cognition has for its object one thing, it becomes 
impossible to declare that it is the means of cognizing another thing!

(38a. 2). (The following words of the author contain the answer to 
this question). He points to the cause of the distinction.4 5 «Because, 
says he, this (external) object is the cognized part (corresponding to 
its cognition)». «Cognized» means ascertained6 (with logical necessity).

§ 9 . NO R E A L  K N O W L E D G E  B E ÏO N D  SE N SA TIO N .

(The author further says): « W h a t s o e v e r  (be t h e  i m a g e  
r e f l e c t e d  in o u r  c o g n i t i o n ,  w h e t h e r  i t  be  t h e

1 The Naiygyikas have anu-vyavasäya as self-consciousness of knowledge, the 
Mïmgipskas jflätatayä jüäna-anumänam, cp. above p. 355 n. 1, but this they both 
distinguish from the perception of pleasure and pain which they consider to be 
direct (pratyàksa), cp. above p. 391 n. 2.

2 Lit., 37b. 6—8. « But the thesis being « when the external object is the thing 
cognized», then also do we not necessarily assume a grasping form (—grähakäkära), 
since we are internally conscious of it ( =  sva-samviditatvät)? Why do we not at 
that time establish it as the means of cognizing? To this he says «at that time 
although we are internally conscious of cognition etc.. . . »  Cognition is being inter
nally felt (sva-samredyam instead of sva-samvedanam, as in Dignaga’s text?), thus 
are the words to be connected. Although the self-revealed self-form (ran-rig-par 
bya-bai ran-gi no-bo =  svasamvedya-svabhava) exists at all times, nevertheless, 
independently from it, there being an external thing cognized, the reflecting (snan- 
ba-fiid =  pratibhäsitvani) of the object cognized alone is the means, the reflecting 
of the self (sva-pratibhasitvam) is not, because wheu there is an external object, it 
is not logical that this should be the producer (= ta sya  sadhanatvam na yujyate)».

8 Peking ed. mi-rig-pa ni, Narthang ed. yi-ran-ba ni.
* mtshan-ma-fiid-la rgyu gsuûs pa.
5 =  prameyam iti nücetavyam ity arthah.
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i m a g e  o f  s o m e t h i n g  wh i t e ,  o f  s o m e t h i n g  n o n 
w h i t e  o r  of  a n y  o t h e r  c o l o u r ,  t h i s  i m a g e  t o g e t 
h e r  w i t h  t h e  o b j e c t  p o s s e s s i n g  t h a t  c o l o u r  wi l l  
h a v e  t h e  f u n c t i o n  t o  p r o d u c e  t h e  c o g n i t i o n ) » .

(38a. 2). The meaning (of this passage) is that our knowledge of 
the external (world) reaches only so far as our images go.1 (The Rea
list also cognizes only the image, albeit he speaks of the object). It is 
here just as in the case (of inference). When we say that we have 
inferred the presence of fire from the presence of smoke, we, as a mat
ter of fact,1 2 3 do not a t all infer it from (smoke itself), but from the 
image of smoke which is produced by (something corresponding to it).8 
In the same manner, when (the Realist) says that the means of co
gnizing the external object is its image, we must understand that it 
is our internal sensation stimulated by the (object).4

(38a. 4 ). (Initially) we have only the feeling of something either 
pleasant or unpleasant, so far it is only self-feeling, (not object-feeling). 
Whatsoever be the object, say, a patch of colour, it (initially) appears 
in the shape of some personal feeling. Then another feeling arises 
which (we call the sense of sameness) consisting in coordination5 
(between an image and the initial sensation). This our sense of same
ness determines the object (and our possible reaction to it). I t  is not 
otherwise. In this sense only have we in our images (something like) 
an instrument of cognizing the external world.6

(38a. 6). However, in so saying do we not admit that only an 
image is cognized as produced from an (initial) sensation7? Why then

1 Lit., f. 38a. 2 <i Knowledge indeed ascertains the external object by the force 
of the cognized form».

2 dnos-su =  vastutah.
3 rgyu-can-gyi du-bai èes-pas =  hetumad-dhüma-jüänena.
i  dei-sgrub-pjar-byed-pa-can ran-rig-pas =  tat-sädhakavatä sva-samvedanenai
5 hdra-bai bdog-nid-Jcyi run-rig-pa — gärüpyäfmajca-svasamvedana.
6 Lit. f. 3 8 \ 4— 6. «Thus indeed, howsoever the form of the object is definitely 

settled in knowledge in the form of pleasant, unpleasant etc., thus thus self-feeling 
displays itself; howsoever it appears, thus thus the object, the pleasant, unpleasant 
colour etc., is determined. Because if  it is born in this form, then there is self
feeling whose essence is sameness with it, and from it, through its influence, the 
object is being determined, not otherwise, therefore the reflex of the object is the
means of cognizing».

1 yul dan hdra-ba-nid ran-rig-pai nor sgrub-par-byed-pa-ftid =  arthena saha 
sarUpyam stasamvedana-rüpena sààhakam (promanarli), cp. N. b. 1 .19.
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has the author not simply said «an image appears», instead of saiyng 
«the object is cognized through its image»? The intention of the 
author was to point to the fact that self-feeling assumes here the 
function of object-feeling, and this produces the perceptual judgment 
(in the form «this is a blue patch»). But this does not interfere with 
the obvious fact that only a substitute for the external object is co
gnized and this alone is the result of (our knowledge of the external 
world).1

(38a. 8 ). Thus it is that our representations of an act of knowledge 
(as intent upon the cognition of an external object) and of its resul
ting content (are different views taken) of the same fact. (The result 
is not a knowledge of the external world, since even the Realist must 
admit) that all our proofs for the existence of an external world are 
nothing but our sensations.1 2 *

§ 10. T h e  U l t im a t e  R e a l i t y .

(38b. 1). But (if the parts of an act of cognition and of its result 
can be arbitrarily assigned), why then has it been said (by the author) 
that the result (of the act of cognizing) is self-consciousness?

This has been said from t h e  s t a n d p o i n t  of  U l t i m a t e  
R e a l i t y .8 Self-consciousness represents the result, because (there is 
nothing beyond it), it is identical4 with our knowledge (in general). 
It is not a contradiction, when it is said that the cognition of the 
object can be regarded as a result because artificially5 (we can diffe-

1 Lit., f. 38*. 6—8. «However, is it not here admitted that the coordination 
with the object in the form of a self-feeling is cognized as the producer? Therefore 
he ought to have said «because this appears through its influence»; why there he 
has said «through it that object is cognized»? There is an intention! Since that 
self-feeling, which represents the fonction of object-feeling, produces the ascertai- 
nement of the object, therefore he has thus said, in order to make clear that just 
the feeling of the substitute of an object ( =  upacarita-artha-vedanam era) must be 
considered as the result».

2 Lit., f. 38b. 8— 38h. 1. « Thus instrument and result of knowledge have no 
different object (or domain ywl =  visaya), because it has been said that there is a 
self-feeling of just that what is a proof for whatever is external ( =  yatyavca bShya- 
sya sädhanam tasyaiva sva-samvedanam iti vacanät)».

8 dòn-dam-par =  paramär that ah.
* dei-bdag-üid-kyi-phyir =  tädätmyät, becanse of «existential identity» which 

must be distinguished from «logical identity», cp. NBT, transi, p. 69 ff.
5 tie-bar btags-pas =  upacärät, «metaphorically».
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Tentiate it in a process and a result and then the supposed cognition 
of the object will be the result). (38b. 2 ). Here, since there is nothing 
existent beyond mere sensations (and images) 1 the «grasping» aspect 
of the image is said to represent the act® of cognition and its «gras
ped» aspect the object1 2 3 of cognition.

(38b. 2). The controverted (point) is here the following one. How 
is it possible that from the standpoint of a philosopher who denies 
the existence of an external world, there nevertheless is a differenti
ation of the «grasping» and the «grasped» aspect in that knowledge, 
which in itself does not contain any differentiation of a source and (a 
result) of cognition? Therefore, in order to solve this doubt, it is said 
«thus it is (that our knowledge appears in different aspects»).

The general meaning of this passage is the following one. From 
the standpoint of « T h i s n e s s »,4 (i. e., of Absolute Reality) there is 
no difference at all ! But hampered as we are by T r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
I l l u s i o n ,5 (we perceive only a refraction of reality). All that we 
know is exclusively its indirect6 appearence as differentiated by the 
construction of a difference of a subject and an object. (38b. 5 ). There
fore the differentiation into cognition and its object is made from the 
empirical7 * 9 point of view, but not from the point of view of Absolute 
Reality.3

(38b. 5 ). But how is it that a thing which is in itself not differen
tiated appears as differentiated?

( Th r o u g h  i l l u s i o n ! )  Just as, when our faculty (of vision) is 
damaged by magical interference or other causes, we deem to disting
uish separate bodies of elephants and other animals in what are 
simply clumps of clay, and just as in a desert at a great distance we 
may perceive (fata morgana) and small objects seeming to be large; just 
so this our consciousness, because we are blinded by a Transcendental 
Illusion, appears in a form which in reality it does not possess.

1 rnam-par-rig-pa-tsam-nid-la =  samvedana-matre eva.
2 promana.
3 prameya.
4 de-kho-na-Hid =  tathatä.
5 ma-rig-pa =  avidya.
® mtshon-pa Kbah-zhig ste =  laksyate eva.

yathä-drstam.
3 yathä-tathatäm.
9 ma-rig-pa =  avidya =  avidyä-väsanS.
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§ 1 1 .  T h e  s t r u c t u r e  o e  e m p ir ic a l  k n o w l e d g e .

(38b. 7). (Objection). We cannot imagine that those (forms of our 
consciousness) which actually exist are produced by a force (compa
rable to) magic or (disease), because those whose faculty of vision is 
normal and who observe the objects at close distance are free from 
such (illusive) perceptions.

(38b.8). (This is answered in the following words), « thus  t he  
f o u n d a t i o n  o f  our  m u l t i f o r m  c o g n i t i v e  c o n s c i 
o u s n e s s  (is i t s  d o u b l e  a s p e c t  as  s u b j e c t  and  
object ) ,  (and on t h i s  f o u n d a t i o n  a f u r t h e r )  c o n 
s t r u c t i o n  i s  r a i s e d  in t h e  d o u b l e  s h a p e  o f  t h e  
t wo  m e t h o d s  of  c o g n i t i o n 1 and t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  
t w o  d i f f e r e n t  ob j e c t s .

The word «thus» points to the two aspects of our consciousness 
(its subject aspect and its object aspect), which have just been menti
oned. «Cognitive consciousness» is consciousness as it is engaged in 
the action of cognizing. What about it? It is «multiform», i. e., it is 
differentiated in (two) forms. Those forms are meant which the (above 
mentioned) Transcendental Illusion exhibits as our distinctly differen
tiated consciousness,1 2 L e., as its «grasping» aspect and (its grasped 
aspect).

(39». 2). When it is said «a further construction is raised in the 
shape of the two methods of cognition and their respective two diffe
rent objects»,3 * these words mean that, first of all, we have as (one) 
subject aspect, pure sensation * without any other mental construction5 6 
and its (respective) object* the (absolutely concrete) particular,7 (the 
thing in itself), a vivid simple reflex, 8 representing the object-aspect.

1 Lit., «And on the substratum (ne-har-blans-nas =  tipädäya) of the multiform 
cognitive consciousness it is being arranged (iie-bar-hdogs =  upacaryate) as the 
cognizing and cognized parts thus and thus».

2 Thus the «clear and distinct» cognitions which D e sc a r te s  thought to be a 
guarantee of truth are here just the reverse of truth; in this idealistic system, only 
empirically true; and eo ipso they are trascendentally an illusion.

3 Lit., «when thus and thus etc. is said».
* mnon-sum tshad-ma =  pratyaksa-pramana.
3 mam-par-rtog-pa dan bral-ba =  nirvikalpaJca.
6 (jzun-bai rnam-pa —grahya-àkâra.
? ran-gi mtshan-Hid — svalalcsana.
8 tjsal-bar snan-ba =  sphutäbha.
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Further we have another subject-aspect1 in the shape of inference * 
(or judgment) which is produced by a logical connection8 (and we 
have its respective) object, the Universal1 2 3 4 5 which is a non-vivid (ab
stract) reflex following upon the specific vividness of the sensation- 
reflex.6 I t  (also) represents an object-aspect.6

(39».4). The words «this construction is raised» means it exists 
empirically.7 These words contain the following suggestion. They are 
an indication of what the essence of a source of our knowledge and of 
its (respective) object are from the empirical point of view.8 (And this 
indication is made mainly) in order to dear up the deep obscurity of 
misconceptions.9 (3 9 a. 5). Only that knowledge which transcends the 
(boundaries) of the empirical world10 II is free from Transcendental 
Illusion.11 It is the cognition of the immaculate,12 genuine13 * 15 Absolute1* 
Its exclusive domain is the (absolutely) real object,16 (the real thing 
in itself).

(39a. 6). (The act of cognition cannot be distinguished from its 
content, moreover) because a l l  e l e m e n t s  of  e x i s t e n c e

1 hdzin-pai mam-pa =  grähaka-äkära.
2 rjes-su-dpag-pa Uhad-ma — anumäna-pramäna; It is clear that whatsoever 

is not pure sensation is thrown into the category of indirect cognition or inference. 
The perceptual judgment «this is blue» or the negative judgment «there is here 
no jar» are- also included in the category of judgments (adhyavasâya) and are not 
sensations, sensation (nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa) is only an element in the perceptual 
judgment.

3 rtags-las skyes-pa =  lingäd utpanna, Unga is the trirUpa-linga or invariable 
connection.

i  spyii-mtshan-nid =  sämänya-laksana, it is clear that every thing possessing 
general features is included in the category of general essences or Universals.

5 gsal-bai bye-brag-la rjes-su-hgro-ba-lta-bu mi-gsal-bar snan-ba =  sputatva- 
viiesam anugaechann iva asputa-pratibhäsah, i. e., the image and the perceptual 
judgment which follow the first moment of pure sensation contain already abstrac
tion or «non-vividness».

6 gzun-byai rnam-pa =  grähya-akära.
I =  upaearyate iti vyavahriyate.
3 =  vyavahärasya pramäna-prameya-svarüpam.
9 log-par-rtogs-pa-rnams-kyi kun-tu-rnions-pa bsal-bai ched-du =  vipratipatti- 

näm sam-moha-niräkäranärtham.
10 hjig-rten-las hdas-pa kho-na =  atindriyam eva, lokottaram eva.
II rnam-par-hkhrul-bas span-pa =  vyâghâta-êünyam.
12 dri-med =  amala.
13 Hams-par-med-pa-anupahata.
l* don-dam-pa =  paramârtha.
15 yan-dag-pa ni gzhal-bya-o =  samyak-prameyam.
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h a v e  no c a u s a l  e f f i c i e n c y ,  (they simply appear in mutual 
coordination without obtruding upon one another).1 These words sug
gest that the (supposed) cognizing activity of cognition1 2 is an 
illusion.

(39». 6 ). The empirical condition of existence, the essence of which 
is not to appear in one aspect, (but always in the double aspect of a thing 
and of its efficiency), this condition does not exist as absolute reality, 
because (Monism), not Plurality is that aspect of the Universe which 
is ultimately real.3 4 Plurality is nothing but illusion * and (we, worldly 
beings to whom absolute) knowledge non refracted into the (double) 
form of subject and object is inaccessible, must be regarded as blinded 
by (the glamour) of Transcendental Illusion! 5

§ 1 2 .  K n o w l e d g e  a n d  E r r o r .

(39». 8 ). But now, if all the knowledge of those beings to whom 
absolute knowledge is inaccessible6 is incomplete, how can it be that 
we nevertheless determine what is right and what is wrong cogni
tion? 7

(39a. 8 ). To this objection we give the following reply. Although 
the Biotic Force (which propels our sensations independently from an 
external world) creates illusion (with regard to cognition of absolute 
reality), it nevertheless contains a (fundamental) difference, (according 
to which some of our cognitions are right and others are wrong) .8 

When, e. g., a perception of water has been produced and it is followed

1 This is equivalent to the general formula of pratïtya-samutpâda.
2 èes-pai rig-pa-de =  etaj jflänasya vedanam.
3 de-kho-na-hid-du chos-gan-la-yan rnam-pa-gcig-min-pa mthoh-bai bdag-ilid- 

leyi tha-süad srid-pa-ma-yin-te, mam-pa-rnams yohs-su ma grub-pa-nid-kyi-phyir- 
ro =  tathatayä yasminn api dharma aneka-äkära-däriana-ätmaka-vyavahäro na 
sanibhavati Skäränäm aparmispannatvät, lit. «In absolute existence (tathatayä) 
the empirical condition (vyavahära), whose essence is to perceive not-one form 
(i. e., plurality) does not exist with respect to whatsoever an element (dharma), 
because the forms are not the absolute aspect».

4 de-ni hkhrul-ba kho-na-ste =  te hi (sc. äkäräh) mitliya era,
3 ma-rig-pas lon-ba-rnams ni gain rig-par-bya-ba dan rig-par-byed-pai rnam- 

pa-med-pai ées-pa-la yah de-ltar bltao=avidyaya hi ye andhäs tatlm vedya-vedaka- 
äkära-rahita-jHänam api paéyanti.

6 de-kho-na-üid mi ëes-pa-rnams-kyi =  tathatäm ajänatäm,
1 tshad-ma dan cig-ëos rnam-par-bzhag — pramânetara-vyavasthâ.
3 ile-bar-bslad-pai bag-chags-kyis khyad-par yod-par gyur-ba-las te, lit. «the 

difference exists owing to a defective Biotic Force».
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by the (corresponding) tactile sensations,1 and then by the sensations1 2 

of drinking and of satisfied thirst, (these sensations) do not deceive 
us empirically3 and on account of that they are right knowledge. 
Different sensations would not agree with such a (normal) Biotic 
Force,4 and on account of that they are wrong cognitions. (From this 
standpoint right knowledge is knowledge uncontradicted by experience, 
without any regard to its absolute truth).

(3 9 b. 2 ). However, (if our knowledge refers only to ideas), how is 
it that we infer the existence of a cause from the existence of its result?

Why should this be impossible?
Because (in this case, in the case of inference), the idea of smoke, 

e. g., always comes first and the idea of fire follows, since (in this 
case) we do not experience any sensation of fire before the sensation 
of smoke. Therefore we necessarily should conclude that smoke is not 
produced by fire (but, on the contrary, that smoke produces fire, since 
the idea of fire arises after the idea of smoke, smoke comes first)?

(39b. 3). This objection is not founded! In the uninterrupted run 
of conscious moments (which makes up our personality), a special 
moment arises when the Biotic Force produces a sensation of fire, from 
this sensation the sensation of some smoke is produced,5 it is not pro
duced at random by any sensation. Therefore the idea of smoke is 
suggestive of the (idea of fire), it points to the appearance of an idea 
having the form of fire which is (also) clearly evoked by the Biotic 
Force in the cognizing individual.6 * 8

(39b. 5). Here the fact representing the cause is inferred, just as 
from a certain taste etc. we can infer the existence of the colours and 
other (qualities which always go together). Thus there can be no 
quarrel (regarding this question).

1 reg-pa =  sparla. 2 rkyen-rnams =  pratyayäh.
8 srid-pa tha-silad-la mi-slu-ba — bhava-vyavahära-avisamvädin.
4 rnam-pa-de-lta-bui bag-chags dan bral-bai-phyir =  tädrla-äkära-väsanä-

abhävät.
5 mei rnam-pa-can-gyi les-pa-bskyed-pai bag-chags-kyi khyad-par-dan-ldan- 

pa-kho-nai sems-kyi rgyud-ni du-bar snah-bai bio skyed-par-byed-kyi, gaii-d-yan-
run-bas ni ma yin-no =  agny-äkäravaj-jüäna-utpädaka-väsanä-viSesasyaiva citta-
santäno dhüma-pratibhäsa-buddhim janayati, na tu yena kenacit (janitam).

8 de rtogs-par-byed-pai du-bai Ses-pa-ni rtogs-pa-poi bag-chags gsal-bar sad- 
pa-can mei rnam-pa-can-gyi blo hbyun-bar-hgyur-ba go-bar-byed-do =  taj-jfläpaka- 
dhüma-jüänam pratipattr - väsanä - spasta - udbodhanavantam agny - äkäravantam 
buddhy-utpädam gamayati.
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Yacaspatimisra on Buddhist Nominalism 
(apoha-väda).

N y ä y a -v ä r t ik a -tä tp a r y  a -t ik ä , Vizian. ed., pp. 338.11 ff.,
Benares ed. (1925) pp. 483.18 ff.

T PABT.

§ 1 . P r e l im in a r y .

Indian philosophers have devoted a great deal of attention to the problem of 
Error or Illusion, and a series of solutions have been proposed by them. The school 
example of an illusion is the erroneous perception of a piece of glittering nacre 
which at a distance is mistaken for a piece of silver. What happens in that case, 
according to the realistic schools of N yäya  and Y a iseg ik a , is nothing more that 
what is expressed in language, one thing is mistaken for another, both being real. 
This doctrine is called anyathä-khyäti, or mistaking one thing for another. On the 
other extremity of philosophic opinion we have the Buddhist school of M sd h ya-  
m ik a s and the brahmanical V ed ä n tin s . For them all our cognitions are relative 
and, therefore, illusions. All cognitions are just as wrong as the perception of silver in 
stead of nacre, sarvam jftänam mithyä. The only non-relative, i. e., absolute, reality 
for the Vedäntins is the Gosmical Soul, or Brahma; for the Mädhyamikas— the Cos
tumai Body of Buddha, or Dharmakäya. The first of these doctrines is termed atUrva- 
canîya-khyâti, cognition of the Unutterable, the second asat-khyäti, cognition of the 
Unreal. There is a third solntion which is called the Non-Discrimination theory 
(iakhyati) or the theory of Neglected Difference (bheda-agraha). This theory is endor
sed by the idealistic Buddhist Logicians (nyäya-mdino Bauddhah) and by the Pra- 
b h äk ara  section of the M Im aipsakas. According to P ra b h ä k a ra  error does not 
exist, sarvam jhanam pramänam. Knowledge is knowledge, it is not and cannot be 
error. What happens in the case of nacre and silver is simply the fact that we do not 
s u f f ic ie n t ly  d is c r im in a te  between them, we neglect their difference. The per
ception of a glittering surface is at the bottom. It is all right, it is not error, it is 
knowledge. But it is also not the whole of the possible approach to truth, there is 
a difference between the glittering of silver and the glittering of nacre, a diffe
rence which we have failed to perceive. Having failed to perceive the difference 
(bheda-agrahät) we identify the one with the other. The Brahmanical and the Bud
dhist Logicians are here opposed to one another in that the first maintain a positive 
«cognition of non-difference» (abheda-graha), the second, on the contrary, maintain 
a  «non-cognition of difference» (bheda-agraha) The Realists assume that the cogni
tion is positive because non-difference or non-existence is for them nevertheless 
something real, a «meaning» (padärtha). According to the Buddhists we have a 
« non-cognition» of the difference, an imputation of identity, an imputed similarity
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of things absolutely dissimilar (atyanta-vilaksanänäm sälaksanyam, or särüpyam). 
The silver and the nacre are quite different, but by a common contrast, in as much 
as both contain the repudiation of the non-glittering, they can be viewed as iden
tical. They are more or less (kathamcit) united by a common contrast (eka-vyä- 
vrttyäy, by further contrasts (vikaJpa-antaraih) they will be discriminated, cp. 
N. E a n ik ä , p. 256.15 ff., and 262.2 ff. Thus the terms anya-vyävrtti, apoha, 
särüpya and bheda-agraha are convertible. V â c a sp a tim isr a  has devoted in 
T âtp ., p. 54 ff. a piece of exceedingly subtle dialectics to the repudiation of the 
bheda-agraha theory, this passage being only a summary o f a more detailed expo
sition contained in his, till now unrecovered, work B ra h m a -ta ttv a -sa m ik sa .  
The same principle is applied by the Buddhists in order to clear up the mystery 
of the agreement between the mind and the things. The things are non determined 
by the mind, neither is the mind determined by the things, nor is there between 
them any pre-established harmony, but although they are absolutely heterogeneous 
and different, we mistake the one for the other, just as we mistake nacre for silver, 
by not perceiving their difference. We thus ideutify our images—which are internal, 
notional, logical constructions of our Reason, dialectical, positive-negative products 
of productive imagination — with the absolutely real things in themselves, the 
point-instants of external efficient reality.

The same principle of Neglected Difference (bhedägraha — apoha) is also 
resorted to in order to solve the problem of the relation between the Universal and 
the Particular. For the Universal is always an image, a logical construction, a dia
lectical distinction, the Particular, on the other hand, i. e., the extreme concrete 
and particular, the point-instant of efficient reality, is not constructed, hence it is 
the thing as it is in itself. There is between them no similarity at all, but by ne
glecting all their difference and by a common contrast we ran identify them. Just 
so there is no similarity at all between two cows, they are «other» entities, but by 
neglecting this there difference and by fixing our attention upon their contrast 
with, e. g., horses, we may say that they are cows, i. e., in this case, non-horses. 
I f  there were no objects with which they could be contrasted they would be quite 
dissimilar.

The importance of this theory lies in the fact that it radically eliminates every 
attempt to maintain the reality of Universals, whether as real entities (satta), eternal 
and ubiquitous, residing in all attaining particulars (svavisaya-sarva-gata), or as 
«meanings» (padärtha), having whatsoever objective reality. Universals are purely 
notional, their indirect reality is, so to speak, dynamic, as a guide of our purposive 
actions directed towards some point of efficient, external reality.

The theory of apoha has been first started by D ig n ä g a  in the 5‘h chapter of 
his P ra m a n a -sa m u cca y a . The first chapter of D h a r m a k îr t i’s P ra m â n a -  
v ä r tik a  is partly devoted to it. D h arm ottara  has written a special work on it 
(Bstan-hgyur, Mdo, voi. 112). A short tract A p o h a -s id d h i by R a tn a k ir t i  
(written in one night and, probably for this reason, lacking clearness) has been edi
ted among the S ix  B u d d h is t N ySya tr a c ts , Calcutta, 1910 (B. I.). S ä n tira k g ita  
has devoted to it a chapter — è a b d â r th a -p a r ïk sâ  — of his compendium T a tt-  
v a sa n g ra h a  and K a m a la s ila  has commented upon it. The Tibetan littérature 
dealing with the problem is very vast. Among the Brahmanical authors besides 
V â ca sp a tim isra  whose exposition and critique is translated here, we find chap-



ters on it in the § lo k a -v ä r t ik a , in the § â s tr a d îp ik â  (p. 378 ff., Benares 1908), 
in the N y S y a -v ä r tik a , N y S y a -m a n ja r l, N y ä y a -k a n d a li etc. etc., scarcely 
any older Nyâya-work omits to devote some remarks to it. H a r ib h a d r a -s lir i  
the Jain (not to be confounded with the Buddhist S cary  a H arib h ad ra , the author 
of A h h isa m a y a -a la n k S ra -S lo k a ) discusses the problem in cb. IV of his 
A n ek & n ta -jaya -p a täk a .

§  2 .  N a m e s  a r e  c o n n o t a t iv e  o f  m e n t a l  c o n s t r u c t io n s  

o r  U n t v e r s a l s .

(338.11). The following (theory) is here noteworthy. Names 
indeed, are (not signs of ultimate reality, but) of mental constructions. 
The objects named are the same as the objects of these constructions.1 

The latter are the cause of the former, (but) we understand both as 
containing the same objective reference.® However these our mental con
structions have (various degrees of unreality, from this point of view) 
they can be divided in four classes inasmuch as their objects are either 
1) real substances, as e. g., a cow, or 2 ) unreal substances, as e. g., God,1 2 3

3) real attributes, as e. g., blue and 4) unreal attributes,4 as e. g., 
eternal, (i. e., never changing).5 (338.15). The proper function6 of a

1 This is an indirect reference to D ig n ä g a ’s words, vikalpa-yonayahèabdâh 
vikalpäh Sabda-yonayah, cp. Anekântaj., p. 318.

2 Lit., p. 838.12—13. «Words have indeed an origin in constructive thought 
(vikalpa-yonayah). They are directly intent (àbhi-niviéante) upon just that what is 
the field of mental constructions (vikalpânâm), because cause and effect are under
stood as having co-substrateness (samânâdhikaranyam)». — This vïkalpa is further 
explained as synthesis (anusandhäna), but it also means differentiation, and it is 
also, a synonym of kalpanâ ( =  yqjana) arrangement, construction, mental const
ruction or imagination, «productive imagination», because the function of the mind 
is conceived as differentiation, comparison and unification, synthesis. As synthesis 
it is then a characteristic function of all judgments, it thus becomes a synonym of 
adhyavasâya judgment and niSeaya ascertainment. Its real function is to affirm 
identity in difference, as here stated, but the differentiation, refraction, of an origi
nal concrete unity seems to have been its most primitive function, cp. T ätp ., 
p. 89.11 — ekatn avibhägam svalaksanam. . .  tathâ tathâ mkalpyate; K a m a la sïla , 
p. 284.13. — bahusv aniyata-eka-samudâyi-bheda-avadhàranam vikalpah, and 
M adhy. v r t t i ,  p. 350.12 ff.

3 ïëvara.
4 Read sad-asad-dharmi-sad-asad-dharma.
5 Lit., p. 338.13—14. « And fourfold is this class of constructions, as referring 

to existing and non existing substances, existing and non-existing attributes, cow, 
God, blue, eternal etc.». — Cow and blue, although images and constructions, are 
here characterized as realities, inasmuch as they refer to real external substrates.

6 Read sa ca vikalpânâm.
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mental construction (or judgment) is to construct1 (a unity in difference), 
to represent as a unity what includes a difference of place, time and 
quality,1 2 * (or simply to produce judgments of the form) « this is that». Such 
mental constructions are alone capable of receiving a (connotative) 
name. The connotation8 of names is the result of an arbitrary agree
ment.4 (They consequently are all Universals). The particulars, (i. e., 
the ultimate particulars, the things in themselves) are not (synthetical) 
mental constructions. In all the universe of things they are unique, 
(shorn of all relations, they are unutterable).5 * * The Universals, on 
the other hand, (although they can be named), are not (external) 
realities, they are not real objects. And this is just thé reason 
why the absolute particulars do not possess them. Since the Universals 
do not exist (as efficient points of reality), neither does their «pos
session» by the particulars also really exist8

§ 3 .  T h e  a b s u r d i t y  o f  R e a l i s m .

(338.19). Further, let us admit (with the Realists) that Universals 
exist (as external realities and that the particulars «possess» them). 
They are, however, supposed (by the Realists) to be eternal (never 
changing) entities which cannot be efficiently acted upon (so as to be 
modified by causes). They therefore cannot be (really) «supported» 
by the particulars, because a «support« is always a cause. (To be sup
ported means to be modified by a special cause). Apples etc. which 
naturally would fall down to the ground are transformed in non-

1 Read vikalpyate.
2 Lit., p. 338.15—17. «And that is the field of mental construction (vikalpâ- 

näm) what is put into relations (vikalpyate)-, what through a difference of place, 
time and condition is  afterwards (arm-) put together in a unity, «this is just that». 
And this alone is the field of words, since in respect of them an agreement is 
possible». — On vikalpa =  anusandhäna cp. above p. 405 n. 2.

8 Proper names (yadrcehà-iabdo dittha iti) will also include a certain amount 
of connotation (vikalpa) since they also are designations of unity in difference, cp. 
T âtp . p. 102. 3.

4 These judgments are again either perceptual, e. g,, «this is blue», or infe
rential, e. g., «there must be a fire on that hill», or negative, e. g,, «there is here 
no jar».

8 Lit., p. 338.17. «And the own-essences (svaJaksanäni), being dissimilar from
the three worlds, are not such, hence they are not the domain of mental construc
tions, (of productive imagination)».

8 According to this terminology, an individual cow, e. g., being a synthetic 
image, will be a Universal.



falling-down objects when they are supported by a basket. But an 
eternal (never changing) Ens cannot be transformed,1 and therefore 
cannot be supported (by a substratum).

(338.23) . (Nor could it be possible for one particular to «sup
port» several Universals). Thus the facts1 2 * of «being a tree» and of 
«being an Asoka-tree» are two separate Universals, each has its 
own (separate) name. They, consequently, cannot be possessed in com
mon by the same supporting (particular), just as a cow and a horse 
do not represent (two characteristics) possessed by one (common sub
stratum).

(338.24) . But let us admit (for the sake of argument) that even 
an eternal (and unchanging) Ens can be influenced and supported by 
a particular substratum (upon which it resides). The following dilem
ma8 then arises. The given4 particular, (the efficient point instant), 
does it influence the fact of «being a tree» by just the same its own 
intrinsic nature by which it also supports the fact of «being an ASoka- 
tree» or by another (moment) of its existence? If the latter is the 
case, (if both these Universals are supported by different moments 
of efficient reality), then, since there is an existential difference,5 there 
will be, two particulars), one particular supporting the Universal «tree» 
and another particular supporting the Universal «Aäoka». (The result 
will be) just the same (as before; the two Universals) cannot have in 
common the same supporting particular, (they will be different enti
ties), as a cow and a horse.

(338.28). Let us then suppose that the Particular influences all 
the (attaining) Universals (at once), by the same act of its existence, 
(what will be the consequence?). There will be no existential difference 
between all these Universals. If one of them will then be suggested 
by a name or by a conception,6 * all the remaining ones, since their 
existence will depend upon the same cause, will also be eo ipso sug
gested and they practically will all become synonyms. Thus the Uni
versals Existence, Substantiality, Solidity, Arboreity and Asoka-ness,
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1 Tcriyate =  vikriyate.
2 -tva.
8 vikalpa here in its original sense of a dilemma.
4 tat.
’’ According to tlie Buddhists the relation is an analytical one (svabMva--

Unga), which reposes on existential identity (tädätmya).
l! vikalpena.
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(if they be realities produced at once by the same cause), must have 
the same meaning.1 ( D h a r m a k l r  ti) puts it thus,2—

«If one supporter (for many Universals) is known and there are 
no other supporters, theu all will be equally known when one is 
known; those that at that time are not perceived will nevertheless be 
known (as synonyms)».

(339.6) . Thus (it is wrong to maintain that) our conceptions cor
respond to individual things possessing general characteristics. Neither 
do they correspond to (extreme, bare) particulars.3 Hence it is also 
wrong to suppose that they correspond to (real) forms of the external 
objects which are picked up by our thought.

§ 4 .  T h e  s y n t h e t ic  f u n c t io n  o f  a  p e e c e p t u a l  j u d g m e n t .

(339.7) . What is the meaning of ( D h a r m o t t a r a ’s) words that 
a perceptual judgment represents as real a subjective image which is 
(objectively) unreal? The perceptual judgment (of the pattern «this is 
that») is intent upon a subjective image which has nothing external 
in it. However it is identified with an external object. This (quasi-) 
external object is thus nothing but an (objectivized) image.4

1 Lit., p. 3 3 9 .1—4. «And then, since the own-nature will not be different, and 
when a particular possessing one Universal, among the Universals whose own 
existence depends upon the support of this (particular), becomes apprehended by 
one word or by one mental construction, because all the Universals, whose own 
existence depends upon the one support of it, will be (also) apprehended, there will 
be a deduction of synonymousness of the words and of the constructions Existence, 
Substantiality, Solidity, Arboreity, Asoka-ness ». — Cp. the similar argument used 
by the Yedantins for establishing Monism by proving the synonymity of all Uni
versals, cp. S r l-b h â çy a , ad I. 1 . 1 , (T h ib au t’s transi, p. 32).

2 Cp. above, p. 89.28—90. 3, cp. there the literal rendering.
3 Lit., p. 339. 6. «By repudiating the objectivity of single extreme particulars 

(svalaksana-bheda) the objectivity of mentally cognized forms (jflâna-grShya- 
âkâra) is also rejected». — According to the Buddhists «objectivity» or intentness 
upon an object (visayatâ, H u s se r l’s «Intention») is produced by «coordination» 
(sârûpya) between a point of external reality and an image, cp. T âtp . p. 463. 26— 
sârüpya-sanmtpattï api visaya-laksanam. This view is contrasted with the stand
point of naive realism according to which universals (akära — jäti), particulars 
(svalalsana ~  vyaldi) and their combinations (sämänyamd-bheda =  Skrti) are all 
external real objects cognized by special contacts with the senses.

* Lit., p. 339. 7—9. «In ascertaining its own non-external form as external, a 
mental construction (viz., a perceptual judgment «this is that») has an external 
object in its own form; is that so? according to what has been said, «it operates 
in ascertaining a real thing in the non-reality which is its own form?». Cp. 
N. K an ika , p. 259. 23, K a m a la sila , p. 289. 3.



VACASPATIMIBEA ON BUDDHIST NOMINALISM 409

(339.9). Now, what is the meaning of the term «to identify (in a 
judgment «this is that»)? Does it mean 1) to «grasp» 1 (the object), 
or 2) to produce (a change1 2 in it), or 3) to subsume3 it (under a 
class), or 4) to impose4 (a mental construction upon an external 
reality).

(The first and the second of these alternatives must be rejected, 
because) how could our construction apprehend an unreal image as a 
real thing or how could it convert (the first into the second)? If so
mething is yellow (by its nature) it cannot be apprehended as blue or 
converted (in something naturally blue) even by hundreds of skilled 
meni

(339.12). Nor is (the third alternative better). (In the perceptual 
judgment of the pattern «this is that», the element «this» refers to 
the thing itself, the element «that» to a constructed image). Since

1 grahanam, the Naiyäyika doctrine of extreme realism according to which 
the senses travel to the place where the object is situated, come in contact with it, 
seize its « form » and travel back with that booty. This is followed gradually by a 
clear and distinct cognition or perceptual judgment (adhyavasâya) and a correspon
ding introspective consciousness (anu-vyavasaya).

2 According to the Mimamsakas a change is produced in the object by its 
cognition, a new quality «cognizedness» (jüâtatâ =prakâèa) is created (karana — 
vikrti). Thought is pure, imageless (nirakâra) and immediate self-consciousness 
(svasamvedana) does not exist. Cognition is revealed to the cognizer through an 
inference from the fact of the change existing in the cognized object, cp N. K a- 
nikâ , the passage translated above p. 335, and p. 267.12 —

pûrvam sä (jfiatata =  akäralä) grhyate, paêcâd 
jflânam taj-jüätatä-vaiät.

3 ydjar.ä, «combination» of a point of reality with a Universal, of the element 
«this» with the element «that», or subsumption of an individual under a class 
notion. This is the usual interpretation of vïkâlpa =  adhyavasâya, cp. T ipp., p. 
2 3 .4 — xsa eväyam» tty anena vikalpasyävasthä ucyate, cp. above T ätp., p. 
338.16. The interpretation is here seemingly rejected in order to characterize the 
mental operation of an existential judgment more precisely.

* âropa — adhyâsa «imposition» or «imputation» is a term very much used 
by Buddhists and Yedautins to express the relation of a mental construction or 
image to transceudental reality. It is here also seemingly rejected in order to 
emphasize its meaning of a wrong imputation. T a ttv s ., p. 285, mentions that some- 
philosophers have admitted an imputation of mental images upon external reality 
without denying the reality of the Categories (dravyâdisu pâramârthikesv adhyastam 
buddhyâkâram paramârthatah êabdâriham iechantf). For the Buddhists the reality 
is transcendental and our language is not capable of expressing it at all — na 
kirneid bhâvato ’bhidhïyate êabdaih (ibid). Although some kind of imputation is 
admitted on both sides, the difference between these two theories is capital (mahan 
viseêah).
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the particular thing is (in itself) uncognizable, how could a judgment 
cause it to coalesce with an image which is a construction. (This 
would mean that the thing in itself is cognizable in a judgment). 
However we have just established that it is uncognizable.1

(339.14). (The fourth alternative must be also rejected, since the 
words that our knowledge) imposes its own categories8 which are 
(objectively) unreal upon an object which is real, have no (intelligible 
meaning). It is impossible, first of all, to impose an image before 
having apprehended it. We must begin by accounting for the percep
tion of the image. (Supposing we have succeeded in explaining this), 
the question then arises, whether the imputation of the image follows 
on its apprehension or whether both operations are simultaneous1 2 3? The 
first (hypothesis must be rejected), because constructive thought is 
momentary, it cannot perform the (operations) of perceiving (an image) 
and translating (it to another object) gradually.

(339.17). On the second hypothesis, (the hypothesis of simultaneity, 
we are faced by the following incongruity). The constructed image is 
something internal, whose presence in us we feel by an immediate4 
introspective feeling. If transferred into the external world, it would 
loose its own natural place.5 We cannot conceive it as existing in the 
external world, separated6 from us. Nor can we conceive it as united 
with a particular, with (a point) of external (reality), because, (as has 
been already stated), this external (absolute) particular (is uncognizable 
in discursive thought).7

1 Lit., p. 339.12—14. ((Nor can a judgment (vikalpah) produce coalescence of 
its own form with the (ultimate) particular which has not been grasped. And it has 
been established (p. 338.17) that the (ultimate) particular is not the object of a 
judgment (vikalpa-gocara) » .

2 sva-äkäram.
3 Lit., p. 339.14—16. «And it does not impose its own form, the non-object, 

upon the object. First, the non-grasped own form cannot be imposed, thus its 
apprehension must be found out; does it then impose after having grasped or does 
it impose just then when it grasps?».

4  ar/ikalpa-srasamvedana-pratyakscit; it must be noticed that constructive ima
ginative thought is constructive with respect to the external particular (bähyäriha- 
péksayâ savilalpalcam), but for our introspective feeling it is an immediate nou- 
constructed object (svâpel'sayü sva-samviditam nirvikalpakam).

5 srâgocaro. 6 Read bhinnah.
( Lit., p. 339. 16—21. «A t first, not tbe former alternative. Indeed constructive

thought (rikalpd-jAanam) is momentary, it cannot produce the gradual grasping
and superimposing. But on the second alternative, a conception (viltaipo) which is



y  AC ASPATIMIBRA ON BUDDHIST NOMINALISM 4 1 1

(339.21). Thus we are driven to the conclusion that the object 
corresponding to our mental construction is neither external nor is it 
a (real) cognition, nor an image (of reality). It is an illusion. Accor
dingly it has been said by the venerable D h a r m o t t a r a ,1

«The object2 cognized by productive imagination3 as sepa
rate from others (particulars) is an idea, it is not objective 
reality4».

(It is an unfounded belief!).

§ 5 .  How IS PURPOSIVE ACTION GUIDED BY ÜNIYERSALS

POSSIBLE?

(339.23) . (Objection). But then, people striding for conscious aims 
would not be able to take action directed tpwards external objects 
when guided by their thoughts5?

(339.24) . (Answer). Therefore is it that the objects of our mental 
images are illusively projected6 into the external world. (They are in
ternal), their externality consists in overlooking the difference7 (between 
external and internal), not in perceiving something (internal) in 
place of the external.8 If the external (image) would represent a 
(real) object of our coneeptive faculty,9 (if conceptions would be as 
immediate as sensations), illusions10 would be impossible. (339.26).

transferred (samäropyamäno) from the constructed image (vikalpakärät), whose 
place is the Ego, and which is immediately felt (pratyaksät) by a non-constructive 
immediate self-feeling (avikalpa-srasamvedana-pratyalcsät) is not an object, not its 
own (nâsmgocaro, viz. is not non-internal), it cannot be cognized as something else 
(read bhinnah). Nor can it be cognized as united with the external particular, be
cause constructive imagination (vikalpa-jilänena) does not reflect the external (abso
lute) particular».

1 This passage is not found in the NBT, it is probably a quotation from 
P r a m ä u a -v in isc a y  a -t ïk â .

2 rûpa.
3 buddhyü l-alpïkayâ.
4 Lit., p. 339. 22—23. «Tbat form which is touched (uïlikhyate) by construc

tive thought as different from others is our thought, not external».
3 Lit., p. 339.23—24. «And thus from constructed knowledge (vikalpa-jüânât) 

there would be no action directed to the external by those who wish it».
6 uWca-bahyam.
7 bheda-agraha.
8 abheda-graha.
9 rikalpa-gocare buhye.

to abheda-graha =  anyathâ-khyâti, the perception of one thing instead of 
another.
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Therefore our conceptions, which follow on our pure sensations, dont 
seize the difference between the external object of a pure sensation 
and the internal image of thought-construction. But since our images 
are indirectly products of external points of reality, they are capable 
of directing the purposive actions of men towards these points of 
reality, and thus they are (indirectly right knowledge, since) they do 
not contradict the immediate human experience.

(339.28). Now, the mutual difference between the objects of the 
same mental construction is not included in that construction, nor are 
there other (special) conceptions (for apprehending the particularity 
of every object). Therefore, overlooking the difference8 (of all concrete 
particulars belonging to the same class), we wrongly think that they are 
identical. Having thus established the identity (of a Universal), we ima
gine the identity of a series of repeated perceptions,8 and from this iden
tity a further identity is (imagined), the identity of their causes, the 
momentary sensations.4 The objects corresponding to them, the real 
particulars5 (the moments of reality) become then also identical8 
(or similar), as has been stated by ( D h a r m a k l r t i ) ,  1 2 3 4

1 Lit., p. 339.24—28. «Therefore their object is the wrongly external, its 
externality consists in not-grasping the difference from the external, but not in the 
grasping of the non-difference from the external. If the external were the object 
of constructive imagination (vikalpa), the grasping of its non-difference from that 
would be impossible. Therefore conceptions (vikalpäh) which arise on the back of 
pure sensation (nirvikalpaka), not grasping the difference of the illusion (aWcasya), 
which they grasp, from the external particular which is introduced by it (tad- 
upanlta — nirvikalpaka-upamta), direct the acting persons towards them (towards 
the particulars); and because of an indirect connection with them, since there is 
success (präpter), they do not deceive people». — About the theory of bhedägraha 
cp. preliminary note.

2 bheda-agraha. — T a ttv a s., p. 317, says, that just as there are many reme
dies against fever, which are quite different, but have the same efficiency (eka- 
artha-kâritayâ sâmyam), so there is a repetition (pratyavamaria) of cows without 
any reality of the genus « cow » (antarenäpi vastu-hhütam sämänyam).

3 avamarso =  pratyavamarso, cp. T a ttv a s ., p. 317.6.
4 avikcdpa-dhï. 5 svalaksana.
s When we have a series of similar perceptions, «a cow», «a cow», «a cow» 

etc. etc., we according to the European philosophers, concentrate our attention on 
the similar features, abstract them and thus coustruct, or perceive, the Universal 
«cow-ness». This is also the view of early Buddhism when it defines our concepti
ons (sainjria) as abstractions (nimitta-udgrahana), cp. Abh, K osa, 1 .14. The Indian 
Realists, Naiyâyiks, Vaiseijikas, Mïmâipsakas and others, (but not the Sänkhyas) 
admitted then the existence of real ubiquitous and eternal Universels and their 
perceptibility through a special contact (samyukla-samaväya-sannikarsa) with the
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«The sensation of sameness is produced by a repeated series of 
the same perception and the sameness of particulars is the conse
quence of the fact that they produce the same sensation1».

§ 6 . A l l  n a m e s  d e n o t e  r e l a t i o n s .

(340.5). I t  is thus established that a quasi-external world* 1 2 con
stitutes the object of our conceptions and of our speech. And these 
(quasi-external objects are essentially relative, they always have two

senses. They laid down the rule that the organ which apprehends a thing through 
a contact also apprehends the Universal inherent in the thing and its negation, or 
absence, as well. The Mahäyäna Buddhists and the Sautr&ntikas replaced the 
realistic, conceptions (satngUa) and the real Universale (sämänya, jäti) by names and 
images (êabda-vikcdpau). They were consequently Conceptualists and at the same 
time Nominalists of a special kind. It would perhaps he more adequate to call them 
Constructionists or Rationalists, because there mam point is that the forms of our 
cognition are due not to experience, but to an innate constructive capacity of the 
Reason, to vikcdpa-väsanä, not to anubhara-täsanä or samskära. The formation of 
concepts they did not explain by a process of abstraction of similar features, be
cause this implied the objective existence of these similar features or Universels, 
but by a process of « neglecting the difference» (bhedâgraha=agrahana-=akhyâti). 
The Realists deny apoha, because it must be conceived as a smrûpa-apoha 
not as an apoha-apoha, cp. TStp., p. 344.18 — svarüpena era apoho väcyah, na ca, 
apoha-apohena. There is absolutely nothing similar between the abstract idea, say, of 
water and the efficient moment, say, of drinking water. The first is imagined, rela
tive, uureal, unefficient in itself. The second non-imagined, real and efficient. But 
there is a coordination (särüpya =  anya-vyävrtti =  apoha) between them, owing 
to which the abstract idea of water receives an indirect reality as leading to a 
successful purposive action. We could say that it is not a direct reflex, but a «con
ditioned», indirect reflex. The efficient particular point is really a particular, i. e., 
unique (svalaksanam na deée na kale anngacehati), the «repetition» (pratyava- 
marsa) of the same points is a construction (niânasa-jflâna), a kind of illusion 
explained by the principle of « neglected difference » (bhedâgraha).

1 Lit., p. 339.28—340.5. «And the mutual difference of these objects of men
tal constructions is not grasped neither by these very constructions (vikalpaih) nor 
by other mental constructions. Thus man imputes a non-dtfference, because he does 
not seize the difference. And from their non-difference a non-difference of repeated 
perceptions. And from their non-difference the non-difference of their causes, the 
non-constructive thoughts (avikalpa-dht). And from their non-difference the non
difference also of the particular essences (svalaksana) which are the objects of the 
non-constructive thoughts; as has been said, «Because of the causality of the 
repeated perception of one thing the thought is non-different and there is non
difference of the particulars through being the cause of one thought».

2 altkam bahyam.



414 APPENDIX Y

sides, and if we attend to the one) we exclude the other.1 (That they 
are not realities in themselves, hut only relations), is proved, 1) by the 
fact that they are subject to both affirmation and negation,I 2 2) by the 
fact that they create a kind of sameness between things absolutely 
dissimilar,3 and 3) by some immediate experience of relativity.4

(340. 7). Indeed, (as to the first point we can throw it into the 
form of the following syllogism).

(Major premise). If something can he (alternately) affirmed 
and denied,5 it necessarily is relative.6

(Example). As e. g., the quality of not being an extended 
body of limited dimensions7; this property is equally to he found in 
consciousness8 and in the (imagined) horns on the head of a hare.9

(Minor premise). And such are the objects corresponding 
to our images, the subject of this discourse, the jars, cloths etc. 
(They can be both affirmed and denied).

(Conclusion). (They are relative).
This is an analytical deduction10 (the relativity being deduced from 

the possibility of both affirmation and denial).

I anya-vyävrtti-rüparu =  apoha-mpam.
8 bhäva-abhäva-sädhäranam.
8 atyanta-mlaksana, sc. svalaksana =  ananya-bhâk=asâdhârana cp. Kam a- 

la s i la ,  p. 878.19.
4 tädrüpya =  särüpya =  anya-vyâvrtti, ibid., p. 560.18. — According to 

A. B a in , Logic, I p. 55 it would be more precise to cb&rasterize the Names foun
ded on Relativity as Positive and Negative names with the understanding that 
«negative» has always a real existence, no less than the «positive». It will be 
seen that the Buddhists likewise put the negative and positive names on the same 
level, but relativity for them means just relativity, i. e., want of independent 
reality in itself, éünyatva =  svabhava-éûnyatva. In this sense the YogScäras and 
Sauträntikas are also éünya-vâdins. — The three points are somewhat differently 
formulated in T âtp . p. 12 cp. transi, above.

8 bhäva-abhäva-sädhärana-grahanam.
6 anya-tyâvrtti-rûpam eva - apoha-rûpam eva, merely correlative, nothing in 

itself.
7 mûri at va impenetrability, materiality (=sapratighatra =  andärikatva —pa- 

ricchinna-parinämavattva), a relative quality.
8 vÿilâne.
8 i. e., we can imagine things real as well as unreal, such that are connected 

with a point of reality (svalaksana) and such that are not, non-materiality will be 
the common property of consciousness and all unreal objects.

1° The judgment « whatsoever can be alternately affirmed and denied is rela
tive » is an analytical one, since the predicate is contained, although not very ob
viously at the first glance, in the subject.
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(340.10). Indeed the object of our conception «a cow» is equally 
fit to be affirmed and to be denied (in the existential judgments) 
«this is a cow», «this is not a cow». If it were always existent1 as 
the extreme concrete and particular1 2 * (thing in itself), which is essen
tially affirmation,8 then the predicate «is not» could not be applied, 
because it would he a contradiction. Neither would there be (any 
need) to apply the predicate «is», since this would be a useless repe
tition.

(340.13). The circumstance that a thing can be (alternately) affir
med and denied (points to contingent existence). It is not without a 
cause, nor does it depend upon an undefinite cause.4 * If, on the contrary, 
something is subject to real affirmation only or is essentially nothing 
but affirmation itself,® (it is not contingent, since) it is not possible 
to find a cause for thus receiving the additional characteristic of an 
affirmation, (in the form of «existence is»), (this characteristic would 
be superfluous).6

(340.15). Thus the possibility of affirmation-negation7 is a m ark8 
of contingency,9 (whatsoever is existence in itself, as the real particu
lar is, cannot be denied). In the contrary cases,10 11 * (i. e., in the domain 
of absolute existence, the «thing in itself» there is only existence), 
no non-existence, no contingency,11 contingency as a predicate18 is

1 Read bhava-sadharanye.
8 sva-ldksana.
8 Lit., «Being pervasively (sädhäranye) existence, just as the self-essence 

(svalaksana) whose essence (rüpa) is affirmation (vidhi) ». — According to the 
Realists the genus Existence (satfä) is inhereut in the «cow». The Buddhist evi
dently wishes to say that if «existence» were inherent in cow, the judgment «the 
cow in not» or «there is no cow» would be a contradiction.

* L it  «another cause».
s vidhi-räpa-visaya is a talpurusa sasthï-samasa compound, and vidhi-svarüpa- 

visaya is a Tcarmadhäraya, the first implies a difference of svalaksana as object and 
nirvikalpaka as subject, the second their identity vidhi-svarüpam eva visayah, 
object and subject coalesce then in smlcdcsana, cp. my N irv ä n a , p. 144.

6 Lit., p. 340.13— 14. «Indeed the condition of a cause is impossible there for 
an object of essential affirmation or for an object which itself is affirmation».

7 sädhärana-grahana.
8 vyäpta.
8 nimittavattä, «being contingent on a cause».

10 vipaksat.
11 nimittarattvasya anupalabdhyâ.
18 vyäpaka.
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absent. Therefore this impossibility1 (of affirmation-negation in regard 
of real existence) proves the invariable concomitance8 of affirmation- 
negation with relativity, (whatsoever can be alternately affirmed and 
denied is correlative), its essence8 being a negation of the coun
terpart.1 2 3 4

(340.17). Moreover (as regards the second point, we can throw it 
in the form of the following syllogism),

(Major premise). Similarity between things absolutely dis
similar can be established (only relatively), only by the (com
mon) exclusion of the counterpart.1

(Example). Cows, horses, buffaloes and elephants, although 
as dissimilar by themselves as possibly may be, possess the com
mon feature of not being lions, (they thus belong to the class 
of non-lions).

(Minor premise). And such is the sameness of the abso
lutely real5 external thing (in itself) ,6 * the (pure) form of affir-

1 vyämrtamäna.
2 pratibandha.
3 visaya, lit. «object» of the operation of excluding the counterpart
4 Lit., p. 340.15—17. «Therefore the common perception (of existence and 

non-existence) is subaltern to the fact (-tayä) of having a cause. By non-per
ception of the container (vyäpaka\ of the lact of having a cause, it is excluded 
from the dissimilar cases, it is contained in the fact of being the object of an exclu
sion of the other {anya-vyâvrtti), thus the establishment of the connexion ». — The 
major premise (anvaya) will be yalra yatra bhävabhava-södhärana-grahanam, 
taira tatra nimittavattvam. Its contraposition (vyatireJca) will be, yatra yatra ni- 
mittavattvam nästi, tatra bhävabhäva-sädharana-grahanam api nästi. The sapaksa 
is nimittavattvam or contingent existence, the vipaksa. is animittavattvam or abso
lute existence. Since in the absolute there is no possibility of affirmation-negation 
(nopalabhyate sädhärana-grahanam), everything we can alternately affirm and 
deny is excluded (vyävartamänam) from the domain of real (vipaksät), i. e., abso
lute, existence. The particular, svalaksana, is existence itself, pure or absolute 
existence (bhâva-svarüpa =  vidhi-svarüpa), we cannot say «existence does not 
exist». The Universal is not existence in itself, it can be affirmed and denied, it ia 
contingent, it is relative or correlative, being a refraction of reality in two mutually 
exclusive counterparts. According to the Realists Existence is the summam genus, 
according to the Buddhists it is the thing in it self.

5 paramärtha-satah.
« bähyasya, the external point of efficiency, the substratum of the universal

image.
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mation,1 the (extreme concrete and) particular,1 2 3 with the abso
lutely dissimilar,8 * transcendentally unreal4 (constructed object).

(Conclusion). (This similarity is not real as being produced 
by the common exclusion of the counterpart).

This (again) is an analytical deduction.5

(340.20). Indeed, (what is the similarity between the external 
thing in itself) which is pure existence6 (and the Universal cow which 
can be affirmed and denied? I t is the fact that both are) not non
cows. If the constructed object7 «cow» is nothing beyond its 
contrast with non-cows, the similarity (with the point of reality 
expressed in the element «this») becomes possible (and this 
explains the possibility of the existential judgment «this is a cow»). 
Not otherwise! (340.22). Here also similarity is the m ark8 of contin
gent existence.* In contrary cases,10 * (i. e., in absolute existence, in the 
points of reality which always are unique) there is no 11 (similarity). 
The impossibility12 of similarity in absolute existence establishes its 
invariable concomitance (with contingent existence), its own predicate.13 
Contingent existence is thus relative (as consisting in the negation of 
the counterpart).14

1 vidhi-rüpa.
8 svalaksana.
8 atyanta-vilaksana.
* aparamärtha-satah.
3 svabhäva-hebu}}. The judgment « similarity is established by a common con

trast, or common negation» is an analytical one, since similarity and common ne
gation are identical.

6 vidhi-rüpa - sattä-mätra.
7 vikalpa-visaya.
8 vyäpta.
8 nimittavattä.

io vipaksät. The vipaksa is svalaksana which is trailokya-vyavrtta.
17 anwpdtabdhyä.
12 vyävariamäna.
is svasädhyena.
M Lit., p. 840.20—28. «Indeed the external, although being in its essence 

(mere) affirmation, is excluded from non-cow. And the object mentally constructed 
(vikcdpa-visaya), if  it is excluded from non-cow, therefrom comes similarity, not 
otherwise. And thus similarity is also subordinate to the condition of having a 
cause. £ y  non-perception of this, being excluded from the contrary cases, it is 
embraced by its own consequence, thus concomitance is proved».
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(340. 23). Moreover1 (our immediate feeling testifies to the fact) 
that determined perceptionsI * 3 are directly fe lt8 as something distinct, 
something whose essence consists in the negation of other objects.4 5 6 
Indeed, if that were not the case, if the objects of determined percep
tion were not reflected directly* (as negations of other things), then 
(the following would happen). Supposing a man has been ordered to 
tie up a cow. If the cow were not immediately present to his mind as 
something implying the negation of a horse, the man could proceed 
to tie up the horse (instead of the cow). But if this negation is at 
once present to his mind,® how is it possible to deny that the nega
tion of «non-cows» is not present in the reflex? Therefore Names as 
well as Universals7 are relative as implyng the negation of their 
courterparts.

(340.27). This theory is alluded to by the author of the V a r 
t i  k a 8 when he says, .(both these (Names and Universals) operate in 
the manner of a negation of non-existing things, (their counterparts, 
and) they refer to one thing (as their substratum)». This means that 
in a perceptual judgment they determine9 one particular (point of 
reality). A perceptual judgment,10 * as has been stated, consists in the 
non-differentiation, (or in the mental association), of its object, (the 
Universal), with the particular (point of reality).11

I This is the third argument in favour of the relativity of Names since all na
mes are at the same time positive and negative. In the passage above, p. 12. 27, 
cp. transi. _ above p. 305—306, where also a set of three arguments in favour of 
relativity was brought forward, the third argument is different (niyata-prati- 
bhäsatvät instead of tädrüpya-anubhavät). The argument here seems to be in con
tradiction with the one put forward in p. 340.1.

8 vikalpa-visaya, lit. «object of mental construction», an object of determined 
perception (savikalpaka-pratyaksa) is meant, an object which is constructed by pro
ductive imagination.

3 anubhüyante =  pratibhäsante.
* (anya-) vyävrtti-rüpäh.
5 tad-apratibhâsena — anya-vyärrtti-ananubhavena.
6 pratibhäse vä.
7 Lit. «mental constructions» (vïkalpa).
3 Cp. N. V art., p. 331.12.
9 adhyavasyatah =  adhikurutah, drop the cheda before ekam.

10 adhyavasâya =  vikcdpa as has been defined above, p. 338.15.
it  The Buddhist theory of Names and of Universals aims at finding out a link 

between reality which is but a string of point-instants and our conceptions which 
are intended for things having stability, cp. T a ttvas., kâr. 906. The Universals 
are not external, they are internal mental constructions, but their difference from
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IF PA ßT .

The answer of the ßealist.

(341.1) . ( The  Re a l i s t ) .  Our answer (to these arguments) is as 
follows.

§ 1 . T h e  U n iv e r s a l e  a n d  t h e  P a r t ic u l a r s  a r e  e q u a l l y  r e a l .

(341.1) . That the Universal1 is a real entity, has been proved (by 
us above).8 Consequently the possessor of the Universal, the (quali-

the external points of reality is overlooked and we through an inveterate habit 
(anädi-väsam) deem them to be external. The external world is moreover split 
in discrete point-instants which are «particulars», i. e., individually distinct, dis
continuous. Purposive action of sentient beings is directed towards some point 
when it is similar to what has been previously experienced by them as plea
sant. The Universal, the image, cannot attract our action because it is unreal, 
uneflicient, neither can the particular do it because it is unique and dissimilar. 
The problem is solved by assuming a «coordination» (särüpya) between the point- 
instant of reality and the imagined Universal. But this coordination consists in a 
negative similarity (anyu-vyävrtti =  apoha — särüpya). Just as the Universal 
« cow » is nothing but a negation of « non-cow», just so the point of efficient reality 
is also a negation of « non-cow», thus the unity in difference, the similarity between 
the absolutely dissimilar, is supposed to be explained and the judgment «this is a 
cow», the union between the particular «this» and the universal «cow» becomes 
possible. The Realists objected, cp. T âtp., p. 842. 27, that the unique point iustaut 
is not only a negation of non cows, but also a negation of any other object, thus 
all objects would coalesce if such common negation were sufficient for establishing 
a coordination. They coalesce indeed in the Absolute, but empirically every point- 
instant has its own efficiency, it calls forth a corresponding image. Thus the 
Universal is explained as a non-difference of the particulars ( jätimattä — vyaktinäm 
dbhinnatä), not as a unity of them, bhedägraha, not abheda-graha. P rab h äk ara  
draws the consequence that, strictly speaking, error does not exist, sarvam jüänam 
prarmnam. The Buddhists, on the contrary, think that all knowledge of Universals 
and the process of life is transcendentally an illusion, a continuous dream. If we 
could awake to transcendental knowledge, as the Buddhist Saint is supposed to do, 
we would view plurality as a dream and intuit the essence of the Universe as one un
differentiated motionless whole. But owing to a Force (väsanä), which is variously 
imagined as the Biotic Force driving the world dream or the Force of Transcen
dental Illusion (avidyä-väsanä) or an inveterate habit (abhyäsa), the Universe 
appears as a moving plurality. This illusion also consists in the fact of overlooking 
the difference (bhedägraha) between reality and imagination,

1 jä ti =  sämänya, it is a «meaning» (padärtha), it does not possess the 
genus sattä.

2 Cp. N. S., II. 2. 58 ff.
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fled) Particular, is an ultimate reality1 as well. The relation between 
such a Particular and such a Universal is a natural (primary) one.* 
There is no need of a (special) agency1 2 3 (in order to bring their union 
about).

(341.3) . That (such a Particular with its inherent Universal, 
being) a thing of limited duration,4 5 6 can efficiently (and gradually) be 
changed® (under the influence of special causes and conditions), this 
will be moreover proved by us in the section devoted to the refuta
tion of the Buddhist theory of a Universal Flux.®

(341.4) . (As to the Buddhist argument7 consisting in putting 
emphasis on the fact that at great distance) we discern only the mere 
presence (of something indefinite), while all the other Universals 
(which are supposed to be just as real as the Universal Existence) 
ought to be equally perceived, since as characteristics of the thing 
(they are on the same footing with the Universal Existence) — this 
argument has been already refuted in the section devoted to the 
examination of the definition of sense perception.8 9 10 *

§ 2. No C o o r d in a t io n  o f  im a g e s  w it h  e x t e r n a l  p o in t -

i n s t a n t s , BUT IMAGES ADEQUATE TO REALITY.

(341.5) . The problem of a Coordination* between the imagined 
Universal and the absolutely real Particular, has already been touchedia 
by the author of the V a r t  i k a 11 when he insisted that an illusion is

1 paramârtha-satï.
2 sväbkävika here refers to samaiäya, not to a svabhäva-sambandha, cp. P a- 

r isu d d h i, p. 624.
3 upakära here refers to a samyoga relation, or to an efficient conjunction in 

general. Substance and quality are conjoined by inherence as soon as the thing 
springs into being «from its own causes». However T ark ab h ägä , p. 28, admits 
that in the first moment of its existence the substance appears without its qualities.

4 anityasya, e. g., ghatasya, for the Realist it will not be a ksana.
5 upakäryatä, lit. «the fact of being efficiently affected».
6 Lit., «And also the fact of being efficiently-affected of the non-eternal wilt

be proved in the break of the moment-break», cp. T ätp ., p. 879. 25 ff., where it 
will be proved that causation obtains not only between moments, but also between 
things possessing duration and stability.

8 Cp. above, text pp. 89.24 ff. and 93. 26 ft, transi, pp. 268 ff. and 287 ff.
9 T ätp ., text p. 88.1  ff., transi, in Appendix I.

10 Read särüpyasya prathä; sârüpyam is bhedägrahah for the Buddhist, abhe- 
da-grahah =  anyatha-khyali for the Naiyâyik, cp. T âtp., p. 54.1 ff.

n  N. V ärt., p. 2 5 .1 0 ff.
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always founded on some (positive) similarity, because an absolutely 
non-existing thing can be similar to nothing.1 We have also commen
ted upon that.8

(341.7). Therefore, the conceptions (of our thought) and the mea
nings (of our language) are intent on particular things iu which the 
Universale are inherent, i. e., these (particular things) with (the Uni- 
versals) inherent in them constitute the (positive) form (of the objects, 
their form) which is distinguished from the objects not possessing the 
same attributes.

(341. 8). If therefore a man is ordered to bind up a cow (he goes 
and binds the cow, but) not the horse, because when he has under
stood the word «cow» (an image is called forth in his imagination, an 
image which adequately represents the real external object cow), but 
not alone a negation of horses etc.8

§  3 .  R e f u t a t io n  o f  t h e  B u d d h is t  t h e o r y  t h a t  a l l  c o n n o t a 

t iv e  NAMES ARE RELATIVE, BECAUSE THEY ARE POSITIVE AND

NEGATIVE.1 2 3 4

(341. 9). Nor is it right to maintain that if the Universal were (a 
reality) expressed in its name, the name could not be positive and 
negative, (as admitting equally a connection with existence and non
existence).5 * *

(341.10). A Universal, indeed, is by itself an eternal (unchanging) 
entity, but as residing in an infinite number of particulars scattered 
about in space and time it can be alternately affirmed and denied. 
We can sometimes say «it. is», and sometimes «it is not». Its exis
tence is nothing but its actual presence in a particular thing, its non
existence is (its absence, i. e.), its residence in a past or in a future 
space-time. (341.13). Thus the proposition «whatsoever can be alter-

1 Lit., p. 341. 5. «And by nobody there is cognition (prathä) of the similarity 
of the absolutely non-existent».

2 T ä tp ., p. 53 ff.
3 According to the Buddhist the image corresponds to a hare point-iustant of 

efficient external reality.
4 Answer to p. 340. 24 of the text.
3 E. g., « a cow is », « a cow is not » ; we cannot say « something is », « something

is not», because something is a thing and «is» by itself, cp. T ätp ., p. 338. 1 .
According to the Naiyäyiks the genus Existence (satta) is inherent in a cow, it 
must then be inseparable from it. According to the Buddhist Existence or «Some
thing» existent is the transcendental substratum of a cow’s reality.
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nately affirmed and denied (is unreal)», this proposition cannot be 
admitted as proved,1 since its contraposition, (viz., the proposition 
«whatsoever is real cannot be alternately affirmed and denied») is 
not proved. I t is even wrong,* (since we have given an explanation 
of the fact of an alternate affirmation and negation). Thus the parti
cular with the inherent Universals is an (external) object (adequately) 
corresponding to our distinct perceptions,1 2 3 it is not a mere conception.4 
There is consequently no need of having recourse to the principle of 
a resemblance from the negative side,5 in order to explain the coordi
nation of a Universal6 with a particular.7

§ 4 .  T h e  t h e o r y  o p  a r e l a t i o n a l  a n d  n e g a t iv e  U n i v e r s a l

C R IT IC IZ E D .

(341.15). (The R e a lis t ) . And further, what similarity can 
there be between a point-instant8 and a Universal,9 if the latter differs 
from the former in every respect? (The first, you maintain), is (the 
focus of) efficiency, the essence of every affirmation,10 * 12 13 * * (the second) an 
idea.11 devoid of any kind of causal efficiency.1*

( The  B u d d h i s t ) .  (The Universal is nothing but) the Distinc
tion 18 (of a given point-instant from all) other (point instants).

1 Lit., p. 841.13. «Thus the community of existence and non-existence is not 
absolute («naikäntika), because of a doubtful contraposition».—anaikântükatva — 
samdigdha-vyatirekita, cp. T âtp ., p. 143.17.

2 asiddhärthatS =  anyathä-siddhärthatä, cp. T âtp ., p. 143.19.
3 vikalpa =  savikalpaka-pratyaksa.
* alïkatn =  avastavam =  àlîka-bâhyam.
5 anya-vyävrtti-rüpatä =  apoha-mpatä =  bhedâgrahoh — sârüpynm.
« aïïkasya =  sämänya-laksanasya.
7 vastunä =  paramärthasatä — svalaksanena. — Lit., p., 341.14—16. «For 

the sake of whose similarity with the real, the idea (rüpatâ) of the exclusion of the 
different is assumed».

8 svalaksanena — ksanena.
9 aUkasya =  alïka-bâhyasya = jä teh .

1® vidhi-rüpa — asti-rvpa =  sat =  dravyam, cp. T âtp., p. 338.1.
h  aïïkasya =  na väslaiasya =  mänasasya =  kälpanüasya =  aïïka-bâhyasya,
12 Lit., p. 341.15— 16. «Moreover what resemblance is there between the 

spurious, which is devoid of every efficiency, which is absolutely dissimilar, and 
the efficient own-essence which has the essence of affirmation».

13 anya-vyävrtti =  apoha, a given point-instant is being distinguished from all
other point-instants, it does not at all possess an inherent real universal, e. g., a
cow in abstracto is the negation of all non-cows.
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(The R e a l i s t ) .  Now, is this Distinction a real entity, (or is it 
a mere idea)? If it is real,1 is it identical with the point-instant, or is 
it something else1 2 3? It cannot be identical,8 since the point-instant 
is positive, (and distinction is negative), there would be a contradiction.

(341.18). If you deny this contradiction, the affirmation (of the 
point-instant) and the negation (included in the Universal) will be 
one and the same thing. Why do you then deny the positive character 
of the Universal? It becomes quite superflous to establish its negative 
(relational) character in order to explain its coordination with the 
positive point-instant of reality, (since .it is then identical with the 
latter).4

(341.20). ( The  B u d d h i s t ) .  This is impossible! The positive 
particular cannot coalesce5 with the negative (Universal).6

( T h e  R e a l i s t ) .  Well, there must be then a negative essence 
in the particular (point of reality7) also, in order that it should 
resemble to the negative Universal!8 And thus you will be assuming 
for the same particular (point-instant) a combination of two incompa
tible natures, the one real, the other unreal! You are wonderfully clever! 
You are really the beloved of the gods!

(341.24). (The B u d d h i s t ) .  The (principle of) Distinction of 
all other (point-instants from the given) particular (point-instant) pro
duces a coordination of the universal idea, which also contains the 
negation of all other (point-instants), with the given particular (point- 
instant).

(The R e a l i s t ) .  No! If that were so, a donkey could produce 
similarity between a fly and an elephant!9

1 Read bhâviïï cet.
2 unyo vâ =  dharmo vâ, cp. below p. 341. 26.
3 UtUsvabhava =  svalal'sana-smbhava.
4 Lit., p. 341. 18—20. «And if there is no contradiction, then, because of the 

unity of affirmation and negation, it is useless to establish the negative (anya- 
vyâvrttî) nature of the unreal (Universal), for the sake of its similarity with the 
particular (sralaksana), through a negation of its affirmation-nature».

r> särüpyäm is here — samänädhikaranyam.
6 Lit., p. 341.20—21. «How is the similarity of the inane with the not inane 

possessor of the affirmation-essence?».
1 sralaksanasya — ksanasya.
s altkasya =  sSmanya-laicsanasya.
f Lit., p. 341. 24. «And the negation of (every thing) different from the own- 

essence, cannot make the non-real which is a negation of (every thing) different 
similar to the own-essence; if that were so, the ass would make fly and elephant 
similar».



4 2 4 APPENDIX V

(341.25) . Nor is negation an appartenance of the point-instant1 
You indeed do not admit that a point-instant of reality could possess 
an attribute1 2 3 (in the shape of a negation of something).

§  5 . T h e  e m p ir ic a l  a n d  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p a r t i c u l a r .

(341.26) . (The  B u d d h i s t ) .  This would be so, (i. e., there 
would be nothing in common between the efficient point-instant of 
external reality and the general image which is internally constructed 
in our mind, if the particular point, as it appears in a perceptual 
judgment, were the transcendental reality. But it is not so!). The par
ticular (point), as it appears in a perceptual judgment,8 is not the 
thing ultimately real,4 it is also a thought-construction.5 Therefore, 
there is nothing contradictory for such a particular to be (alterna
tely) asserted and denied. Contradictory attributes cannot belong to a 
real entity, but an (imagined), unreal one can possess them.6 There
fore such a particular is similar to a constructed, unreal Universal; it 
also can forsake the positive form and assume the negative one. (342.2). 
Such is the meaning (of D i g n ä g a ’s?) words when he says, «(the 
element «this») which has been cognized directly (in a sensation) and 
(the element «that») which has been ascertained (in a perceptual 
judgment), these two (elements, when joined in one cognition), both 
refer, not to the ultimate reality, but to its relations».7

1 This is the second part of the dilemma stated p. 341.18 — anyo vä, read
na ca dharmo.

 ̂ The point-instant as the limit of all thought-constructions possesses alto
gether no attributes.

3 adhyavasïyamânam.
4 na paramärtha-sat.
3 kdlpitam.
6 The terms «a thing» (dravya) and «assertion» (vidhi) are synonyms with 

existence (sat), they contain no negation, they are repulsive to negation, cp. 
T gtp., p. 888. 2. The term «cow» is relative or negative since it implies a distinc
tion from horses etc. The terms «this cow» or «this something is a cow» contains 
an illicit synthesis of pure affirmation in the element «this» (idamtä =  vidhi- 
svariipa — svalaksana) with the negative i. e. relational, «that» (tattä — apoha- 
svarüpa =  sämänya-laksana).

7 L it, p. 842.8. « What is grasped and what is judged, these both are two
exclusions of the different, (i. e., are relative), not two realities (read vastunt). — 
The same quotation we find, in a slightly modified form, in N. K an ikä , 
p. 148.1—3, — y  ad anumänena (sic!) grhyate, yac cadhyavasiyate, te dve apy 
anya-vyâvfttï, na vastunï, svalaksana-avagâhitve abhüäpa-samsarga-yogya-prati-
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(342.4) . ( The  K e a 1 i s t). (But then, you are assuming a second, 
unreal particular!). What will be the result of so assuming a commu
nity between an unreal, (imagined) particular and an unreal, (imagined 
Universal)? No purposive action, (which is the test of reality), could 
be directed towards it, because an unexisting (object) cannot be the 
aim of an efficient action.

(342.5) . The real aim 1 (is the underlying point of efficiency but 
it) has nothing in common with the unreality (of the image). If there 
were some trait d'union between them, it would be superfluous to 
admit a (second, empirical) imagined particular.

(342. 6). (The  B u d d h i s t ) .  We do not resort to a second, ima
gined particular. (The burning and cooking efficiency is the only test 
of a real fire), but this burning and cooking we fictitiously connect 
with the image of a fire as it is contructed (in our mind).8 The latter 
is not the (ultimately real) particular, because the real particular is a 
thing shorn of all extensions,8 (it is unique in itself), it is unutterable,* 1 * * 4 * 6 
it is unimaginable,® (it is transcendental). (The cooking and burning) 
which we can name and which we can extend (to every cooking and 
burning) is not the (real) particular.

(342.10). Thus it is that the function of our empirical conceptions is 
to call forth human activity with its various aims, by imputing efficiency 
to an unefficient (image) with its extensions® and distinctions.7 (And 
because our empirical conceptions, constructions though they be), are 
indirectly8 related to reality, (they are to a certain extent real), they 
therefore lead to successful action in regard of a causally efficient

bhasatva-anupapatteh. Usually the terms grah and ndhyavasä are used in opposi
tion to one another, the first refers to direct perception by the senses, the second 
to judgment or thought construction, cp. N. Kan., 257.4 ff. (translated above) and 
NBT, P- 12.16. But in savikalpaka-pratyaksa both sources of our knowledge 
coalesce, anumänätmakatväd vikalpasya; the Buddhist will not admit that they 
coalesce really or transcendentally (vyäpära-anubandhitayä), but they coalesce 
empirically (pratipatti-anubandhitaya)

1 Bead pravrtti-visayasya.
a i. e., in accordance with the categories of our understanding and with the 

grammatical categories of language.
8 sarvato vyâvrttyâ.
* abhiläpa-samsarga-ayogya.
® vikalpa-jüäna-pratibhäsa-ahhäva.
6 ava-anvayino =  aïïkasya — sämänyasya.
7 anya-vyävrtti-rüpaaya =  vyavaechinna-rüpasya
8 through pure sensation (nirvikalpaka-praiyaksa).
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reality,1 thus bringing about (the efficacy of thought and) producing 
consistent human experience.1 2 3 This, in our opinion, is the right view!

§ 6 . T h e  im a g e s  a r e  s h a p e d  a c c o r d in g  t o  e x p e r i e n c e .

(342.12). ( The  R e a l i s t ) .  (You maintain) that there is an impu
tation of causal efficiency no th a t4 (image of a fire, which being a 
thought-construction) does not (really) possess any.5 6 (The question 
arises, whether in so doing) we are influenced by former experience,* 
or we are doing it (a priori), on the basis of a primordial Biotic 
Force7 (hidden in the depth of human Reason)? (342.14). The (real) 
particular thing, indeed, is a thing shorn of association, being (merely) 
the faculty of affecting8 * (our sensitivity), it possesses nothing in com
mon with the image which contains (all kind) of extensions (in space, 
time and characteristics), and which is absolutely devoid of every kind 
of causal efficiency. (342.15). (You maintain) that there is a link,® a 
negative one10 * (in as much as the image of a fire contains a distinction 
from all non-fire, and the corresponding point of efficient reality also 
contains the negation of all non-fire). (We answer) that this implies11 
a correspondence also on the positive side betweeen (the efficient point

1 samartham tastu präpayanto.
2 na visamvädayanti.
3 Lit., p. S42.10—12. «Therefore, by imagining the efficacy of the non effi

cient, of the self-extended, whose essence consists in the exclusion of the different, 
the common life ideas proceed in propelling (readpravartayantah) the acting beings 
which are desirous of this and that, in making them reach, through an indirect 
connection, the efficient thing, they do not deceive people, this we regard as being 
right».

4 atya — attkasya.
3 atad — na tasya i. e., attkasya arthakriyä.
6 drsta-arthakriyä-stalaksana-eädharmyena =  « through similarity with for

merly experienced particular (cases) of causal efficiency». — It must he clear from 
the the text translated in App. I  that only the forms of our ideas, the Categories 
of our understanding, are admitted by the Buddhist to owe their origin, not to 
experience, but to a spontaneous capacity of our Reason. Their contents are sen
sations which are even (if we discount the grähya-grähaka-kalpanä) the very stuff 
of reality. But here the Realist, evidently for the sake of the argument, imputes to 
the Buddhist a wholesale rationalism.

1 anädi-väsana-vaiät, on vätanä see notes on pp. 867—8.
3 samarthma; it is akära-ädhäyaka.
® särüpye.

io anya-vyävrttyä (read so).
it prasanga.
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and the image). We have already established that there is no diffe
rence between the positive and the negative formulations.1

(342.16) . But if the connection1 2 (between a fire-image and the 
corresponding focus of efficiency) is produced by an innate capacity3 
(of our Reason), then a man arriving from another continent,4 (who 
never has seen a fire), must (a priori) be cognizant of its faculty to 
burn and cook, although he sees it for the first time (in his life)!

(342.17) . (The  B u d d h i s t ) .  We impute to the unreal (imaged 
fire) that kind (of burning and cooking), (simply) because we neglect 
its difference from, (and identify it with), the particular (point-instant, 
the focus of that energy) which is the real producer of burning and 
cooking. Is it not so?

(342.18) . ( The  R e a l i s t ) .  But is the particular (point instant, 
the thing in itself) cognized, (at that time) or is it not cognized? The 
first is impossible, because, as you maintain, (the ultimate reality is 
uncognizable), it is not an imaginable object!5 It produces a momen
tary sensation6 which apprehends the thing itself,7 (but nothing about 
the thing), it cannot introduce this its object, (the bare thing without 
any attributes), into our conceptual thinking.8 * The one is as different 
(as possible) from the other, they know nothing abut the existence of 
one another.

(342.21). Neither can our conceptual thought seize the (absolute) 
particular, even if we assume (vyith the Buddhist) an indirect function® 
of the immediately preceding sensation,10 because, as has been stated, 
(conceptual thought) apprehends only such objects (as are utterable), 
whose images are capable of being designated by a (connotative) 
name.

(342.24). (The  B u d d h i s t ) .  (The first moment in the cognition 
of an external object) is pure sensation. The image follows immediately 
in its track. The particular (momentary thing) is not the object ade

1 Op. A p o h a sid d h i, p. G — apaha-iabdena anya-apohu-viSistovidhtr ucyate.
2 âropa.
3 anâdi-vâsanâ.
4 Lit. «from Narxkera-dmpa».
5 vihnlpa-jüäna-gocaratia-abhävät.
6 tat-samaya-bhävi.
7 tattvam.
s vCkalpe.
S’ vyâpâra-pârainparye ’pi.

1,7 samanantara-utpanna-nirvikalpaka.
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quate to  th e  im age, bu t it  appears as though  it  w ere it s  object, b e 
cause indirectly  (th e  im age) is  produced from it ,1 (th e  im age is  th e  
ind irect function  o f som e focus o f  ex tern a l efficiency).*

( 3 4 2 .2 5 )  . ( T h e  R e a l i s t ) .  (Q uite r ight!). T h is is p ossib le ,1 2 3 but 
only  (on the em pirical h yp oth esis, i. e., i f  you  adm it th a t our im ages  
are constructed) from  traces le ft  in  our consciousness by form er exp e
rience,4 (and th a t our im ages th u s correspond exactly  to  ex tern a l rea
lity ). I t  becom es, on th e  contrary, (qu ite im possib le  on th e  hypothesis  
o f  rationalism , i. e., i f  w e adm it th a t th e  form s o f  our th o u g h ts) have  
n o th in g  corresponding to  them  in  th e  external w orld, th a t  th e y  are  
created  (by our R eason) w hich is  a  F orce producing th e  (transcenden
ta l) Illusion  (o f an em pirically  real w orld).5

( 3 4 2 .2 6 )  . A nd even i f  you  adm it th a t (our conceptions are  partly) 
produced by th e  force o f  (form er) im pressions,6 th e  illu sion  th a t we 
perceive in th em  (a genu ine rea lity), th is  illu sion  cannot be explained  
sim ply by th e  fact th a t th ey  are (ind irectly) produced from  a  (sensory  
stim ulus), i f  rea lity  it s e lf  continues to  rem ain uncognizable.7

(3 4 2 .2 7 )  . (W e also  cannot adm it th e  principle o f  Id en tity ) through  
N eg lec tin g  th e  D ifference.8 9 If th e  fire as an u ltim ate  particu lar rem ains 
uncognized  and our im age o f  a  fire is  n everth eless (w rongly) in d en ti- 
fied w ith  it , because th e ir  difference is  neg lected , then  th e  w hole U n i
verse m ig h t a lso be iden tified  w ith  it , because th ere  is  no reason for  
limitation.®

1 Lit., p. S42. 24—25. «Since it is produced from sensation (avikalpät) as its 
immediately preceding homogeneous cause ($am-anantararpratyayat), through the 
medium of its function, although not its object, it appears as though it were its 
object».

2 But the external objects are nevertheless really moments of a motion, not 
stable substances having attributes and duration.

3 bhaved apïyam gatih.
4 anubhava-väsariä-prabhavesu (read thus), i. e., samskäresu, cp above notes 

on wsanä, p. 867—8.
5 Lit., p. 842. 25—26. «But not is it possible (with concepts) merged in trans

cendental non-existence, originating in the Force of (transcendental) Illusion».
o anubhava-väsanä.
7 Lit., p. 842.26. «Moreover even for (the image)originating from the force of 

experience, the illusion of the objectivity of it, (i. e. of the particular), while it is 
not cognized, simply because it is produced by it, (i. e., the image by .the particu
lar) cannot arise ».

8 bheda-agraha =  akhyäti.
9 Lit., p. 842. 27. «But if the particular essence of fire is not grasped, if its 

form is imputed through not apprehending the difference from it, the consequence
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(3 4 3 .1 ) .  I f  th e  fire a s  a  th in g  in i t s e l f 1 is n ot cogn ized  a t  the  
tim e w hen (w e have its  im age p resen t to  us), th e  w hole U n iverse is  in 
th e  sam e position . I f  the lim ita tion  con sists m erely in th e  fact o f  the  
origin  o f  th e  im age, (in its  origin) from  th e sen sation  produced by 
th e  real fire, w ell then , th ere  w ill be no lim it a t a ll, th ere w ill be no 
reason  w hy th e  ideas o f a  God, o f  M atter (as it  is  im agined  in  the  
Sänkhya-system ) etc., th ese  id eas w hich a lso  have their  orig in  in a 
(con gen ita l) F orce o f  Illusion , (should a lso  n ot be identified  w ith  th e  
poin t-in stan t rep resen tin g  th e  real fire, through  n eg lectin g  their  diffe
rence). And w e have ju s t m entioned  th a t to explain th e  correspondence  
o f th e  im age to  th e  po in t-in stan t o f  external rea lity  by th e  principle  
o f N eg lected  D ifference is  inadm issib le. C onsequently i t  is  id le ta lk  to  
assum e th a t th e  object correspond ing  to  our conceptions is (an objeti- 
vized  m ental im age) and th a t its  presence in th e  external w orld is  
n ot true.* 1 2

§ 7 . T h e  B u d d h is t  t e o e y  e e d u c e d  a d  a b s u b d u m .3 4

(3 4 3 . 5). ( T h e  R e a l i s t ) .  And further, (you  m aintain  th a t our  
concepts, and th e  nam es exp ressin g  them , are n o t in ten t on external 
rea lity , but upon our objectiv ized  im ages. W e answ er), neither is  th e  
objectivized  im age th e  object on w hich our conceptual th in k in g  is in
ten t. ( I t  fares n o t b etter than th e  uncognizab le) th in g  in  i t s e lf  or th e  
(re la tiona l and n ega tive  un iversal) im age.* I t  depends, indeed, upon an  
act o f  our productive im agination . W hen  th is  act is  produced, it  
(viz., th e  concept) quasi arises; w hen th e  act is  over, it quasi van ishes. 
I t  apparently  changes w ith  every  change in th e  activ ity  o f  our con
ceptual im agination . (H ence it  changes constantly), and can never be 
con ce ived 5 as a  unity (in th e  shape one idea having  re la tive  stab ility ).

will be the imputation of the form of the three worlds, since there is no cause for 
limitation».

1 vahni-svalaksana; it must be clear from all this contest that the transcen
dental cause affecting our sensitivity is meant.

2 aUkasya bahyatmm.
3 The Buddhist theory is that reality, being a constant flow of momentary 

events, cannot be named and grasped by conceptual thought, or by imagination, 
because images or concepts require stability and duration. V äc a sp ati now turns 
the Buddhist argument against itself. He says that imagination also consists of 
momentary events, hence the images or concepts having no stability cannot be 
named.

4 akäratat — pratibhäsavat =  na tu niècayavat.
5 Read pratipattum.
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( T h e  B u d d h i s t ) .  B y  n eg lectin g  th e  difference (a  re la tive  stab i

l i ty  is  produced).

( T h e  R e a l i s t ) .  B u t th en  it s  essen ce , (th e  u n ity  o f  th is  objecti- 

vied  im age) w ill equally  be n eg lected ?

(T  h  e B  u d d h  i s t). 0  y e s l i t  w illl

( T h e  R e a l i s t ) .  T hen  i t  n either w ill be im agined , (since th e  

im a g e  is  a  unity).

( T h e  B u d d h i s t ) .  B u t th e  d iscon tin u ity  o f  th e  im age is  not 
real. (W hen w e ta lk  o f  an ob ject a s  a  s tr in g  o f  m om entary even ts) w e  
m ean rea lity , its  d iscontinu ity  or continu ity , bu t n ot (th e  d iscontinu ity)  

o f  the objectiv ized  im age.

(3 4 3 .1 0 ) . ( T h e  R e a l i s t ) .  W e can concede th e  point. T he d is
con tin u ity  o f th e  im age is n ot u ltim ately  real. B u t you  m u st adm it 
th a t th e  ob jectiv ized  im age depends upon an act o f  our im agination . 
I t  ch an ges w henever there is  a  change in  the la tter , or e lse  i t  would  
n o t d ep en d 1 on it. (3 4 3 .1 1 ) . T he dependence o f  th e  im age upon th e  
act o f  im agination  consists ju st in th e  fact th a t i t  fo llow s every  chan
ge, or non-change, in  th e  la tter . I f  it  did n o t so  depend,1 2 it  w ould n o t  
be im agined , and i t  w ould n o t b e an im age erroneously (projected in to  
th e  ex tern a l w orld). (3 4 3 .1 3 ) .  T herefore le t  us lea v e  a lone th e  ques
tion  about th e  rea lity  of th e  continu ity  or o f  th e  d iscontinu ity  o f  th e  
im age. H ow ever, w hat depends on a  changing  im agination  cannot ap 
pear to  u s a s a  un ity , i t  m u st appear a s  b e in g  d iscontinuous, (as  
sp lit  in to  d iscrete  m om ents).

(3 4 3 .1 5 ) .  C onsequently (th e  fo llow in g  sy llog ism  can be) estab lish ed ,

(T hesis). T he objectiv ized  im age (b e in g  a  un ity ) is not th e  
object upon w hich our conceptual im agination  is  in ten t.

(R eason). B ecause th a t im age (m ust be) unutterable.

(E xam ple). J u st a s  a  m om entary fee lin g  o f  p lea su re3 or 
(pain  is unutterab le).

(M ajor prem ise). (W h atsoever  is  unutterab le is  a  m om ent 
w hich is n ot th e  object upon w hich our conceptual im agin ation  
is  intent).

1 Read lad-anadMmtva-äpatteh.
2 Read tad-anadhïnatve,
3 sukhädi-svalaksanavat.
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(3 4 3 .1 6 )  . I t  is  indeed im possib le  to  g ive  it  a  nam e, because i t  is  
im p ossib le  to  agree  (upon its  connotation), ju s t  a s i t  is  im possib le  (to  
exp ress in  speech) w hat th e  m om entary fe e l in g 1 o f  p leasure or
(pain) is.

(3 4 3 .1 7 )  . W e can rea lly  g iv e  a  nam e to  som eth ing  w hen w e can  
agree  on it s  connotation . (T he nam e) is  concom itant w ith  (such an 
agreem ent), o th erw ise  w e w ould be landed in  th e  over-absurd ity  (o f  
every  nam e m ean in g  anything).

( 3 4 3 .1 8 )  . S ince th ere  is  no such (p o ssib ility  o f  agreem ent) upon  
th e  im port o f  an objectivized  im age w hich  chan ges w ith  every  (m o
m e n t o f) our im agination , th ere  n e ith er  can be any possib ility  o f  
g iv in g  nam es (to  th e  objectiv ized  im ages con stitu tin g  th e  external 
em pirical w orld). I t  is  th u s proved th a t w hatsoever is  conceived is  
unu tterab le , (i. e., ju s t  th e  contrary o f  th e  B uddh ist idea th a t w h at
so ev er  is  transcendenta lly  real is unutterab le).1 2

§ 8 . A  FINAL ARGUMENT AGAINST THE BUDDHIST THEORY.

(3 4 3 .2 0 ) .  ( T h e  R e a l i s t ) .  (Y ou m ain ta in  th a t th e  genus «cow »  
is an objectiv ized  im age and is  re la tive , b ein g  m erely  th e  n ega tion  o f  
a ll non-cow s. W e th en  ask ), th is  n egation  o f  a ll non-cow s is it  the  
im age i t s e l f 3 or on ly  it s  a ttribute?  I f  th e  essen ce  (o f th e  im age) is  a 
n egation  o f lion-cow s, th is  cannot be understood w ithout assu m in g  the  
rea lity  o f  (the p o sitiv e  counter part), th e  cow. N on-cow  is bu t a  n ega 
tion  o f  cow. Its  rea lity  depends upon th e  rea lity  o f  the cow. You can
n o t escape b e in g  accused  o f  a  h op eless circle, (cow  being dependent 
upon non-cow , and  non cow  upon cow).

(3 4 3 . 22). B u t i f  it  is  only an a ttr ib u te  (o f the im age), th e  genus 
« cow  » m u st be positive, and its  a ttribution  also  positive. And thus an 
en d  is  m ade o f  th e  ob jectiv ized  im age w hich is  (supposed  te  be) nega

1 Read svalaksamvat.
2 Lit., p. 34S. 18— 19. «This (impossibility of agreement) being excluded from 

the spurious externality (of the image) which is different with every (moment) of 
imagination, produces also an exclusion of the possibility of coalescing with a 
name, thus the connection is established». — This is a negative deduction formula
ted according to the 3d figure of negation (vyäpaka-anupalabdhi), cp. NBT, 
p. 32, text.

3 Cp. L otze , Logik § 40, according to whom anon-cows» would be «ein wider
sinniges Erzeugniss des Schulwitzes».
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t iv e  in  essence. A nd w e have (eo ipso) d iscarded th e  theory  th a t i t s  
a ttr ib u tes are id en tica l w ith  it ,  (i. e., th e  theory th a t th ere  is  no sub
stance-attribute re la tion  w hich w ould be transcendenta lly  real). T hat 
such a  U n iversa l can be (a lternately) a sserted  and denied w e h ave  
.already exp lained .

(343.24). Wishing to escape redundancy we are afraid to have 
fallen in still greater verbosity! We must nevertheless have an end 
with this process of tempering the arrogance of the Nihilists!





APPENDIX VI

Corrections to the texts of the Nyaya-bindu, 
Nyäya-bindu-tikä and Nyaya-bindu-tika-Tip - 

pan! printed in the Bibliotheca Buddhica.



Corrections to the text of Nyaya-bindu and tikä.

7 . 1 2  before th e  w ords bhràntam hy anumànam  th e  fo llow ing pas
sa g e  m u st he inserted  in  accordance w ith  M SS and th e  Tib. 
translation : tathäbhränta - grahanen-äpy anumänam nirastam  
syä t, kalpanäpodha-grahanam tu  v ipratipatti-n irä  käranärtham . 

1 1 . 2 3  in sert arthasya  a fter  bhävyamänasya.
1 3 . 1 5  in sert eva before m stu m h .
1 5 .  2 in sert grahyäd before arthäd.
1 5 . 3  drop th e  cheda before sa eoa.
18. 9 säträpy instead of aträpy.
19. 2 jnänotpädäpeksa » » jnänäpeksa.
2 3 . 1 6  in sert mätra before bhävini.
2 5 . 1 5  tasya instead  o f  tasyä-,
2 5 . 1 7  in sert na before sa.
2 8 . 1 9  » bhütale » bhäsamäne.
3 8 . 1 9  bhaväbhäväsiddheh in stead  o f bhäväsiddheh.
3 8 . 2 1  drop th e  cheda after sidhyati.
4 6 . 4 —5 vyatiriktaviSesana- in stead  o f  vyatiriktam.
4 7 . 1 3  krtakatvam » » katakatvam.
5 0 .  1 vaidharmyavatah » » vaidharmavatah.
5 0 .  1 upalabdhi- » » upalabni-.
5 0 .  6 drop th e  cheda after asattva-nivpttiS ca.
5 0 . 1 6  » » » » uktah.
5 3 . 1 8  etam eva instead  o f evam eva.
5 6 . 1 3  etena » » stane.
5 6 . 2 1  aho- » » obär.
6 5 . 1 8  tathäparasya instead o f tathä parasya.
6 6 . 1 , 3  (bis), 6 nityatva » » anityatva.
6 6 .  7 nityah » » anityah.
6 7 . 1 0  samdeha » » sadeha.
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68.14  avasthädhäna-yogyo instead of avasihäna-yogyo.
70. 7 ’riho » » ’tho.
70 11 insert ca  after evam.
71. 3 adrSyasya  instead of adrstasya .
71.14  vidhih  » » vimdhih.
72.1.2 vakäranasya  instead of vä käranasya.
72. 7 rupasiddhi » » rüpädisiddhi-,
72 .16—85—86 » » 86.
76. 8 viyuktam  » » aviyuktam .
77.10  asiddheh  » » asiddhih.
77.10 drop the words tabhyam na vya tiricya te  and insert them in

77.18 after asiddheh  (instead of asiddhih).
78.20 näntariyakatvät instead of -vatvät.
82. 6 svabhävasyo- » » svabhävo-
85.23 insert a cheda after punas ta t.
90.8 yathäsarvajnaii instead of yathä sarva -.
90.16 ity ä d i hetuh, » » ityadihetuh.
92.12 insert na  before sa.
95.2  niScayäbhävo » » -abhävau.



Corrections to the text of Nyaya-bin-du-tika
TippanL

8 . 1 3  read pradarSakam and pravartanädikam.
1 1 . 7 -avayavyader instead o f avayaväder.
1 2 . 1 read svapnajiiänena präptih.präpti-käla-bhedena.........
1 2 . 1 2  -Säntiraksitäbhyäm in stead  of-isântàbhadrâ-,
1 2 . 1 3  -uttaraträpi » » air àpi.
1 6 . 1 6  trirüpäl in stead  o f  virüpäl.
1 8 . 4  read Sikhà-laksanam.tathà pratyàksam anüdya.........
1 9 . 4 —5 yogäeära-matena instead  o f  yogäcära-mate. na...
1 9 . 8 abhränta-Sabdo » » bhränta-,
1 9 . 1 3  prasiddha- » » siddhi.
2 0 . 1 3  taträsaty abhränta- (fa t type) » » tathä sati.
2 0 . 1 6  tathäbhränta-grahanenetyädi fa t type.
2 1 . 1 4  ity avirodhafy in stead  o f iti nirodhàh.
2 2 . 1 4  read yathä caksur-vijnänam.
2 2 .  5 yah in stead  o f ya.
2 6 .  6 bhränter » » bhränte,
2 7 . 5 na santi » » na samprati.
2 9 . 1 6  sarvam indriyä- » » sarvendriyär.
3 0 . 1 5 — 16 read yathendriya.. . .  bhinnatvam na tatha.. . .
3 7 .  5 in sert na before bhavati.
3 7 . 3 mia- instead  o f nîlam.
4 0 . 1 2  abhinnatvam » » bhinnatvam.
4 2 .  4 nimitta-bhävo » » nimittäbhävo.
4 2 . 1 4  evämSämSitayä » » evämSamSitayä.
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I. Proper names.

Aga ( =  Bde-chen-lhun-grub-glin), 815, 
828, 370.

Alexander, S., 81.
Amdo, 322.
Aristoteles, 47, 110, 185, 149, 184, 193, 

195.
Asanga, 328, 370.
Äcärya Bodhisattva, 315.
Bain, A., 114, 126, 284, 414.
Bde-byed-dgah-ba (Bram-ze-chen-po), 324, 

336, 337, 338.
Bergson, H., 81, 82, 118, 119, 194.
Bhävaviyeka, 153, 162, 271.
Bodas, 221.
Bosanqnet, 33, 50, 58, 66, 116, 194, 850.
Bradley, 34, 80, 116, 268, 281 -300 , 362, 

375.
Brentano, F., 305.
Bstan-dar Lba-rampa, 171, 213, ( =  Dan- 

dar Lha-rampa).
Gandraklrti, 7, 14, 34, 176.
Cärväka, 4, 834.
Chakravartin, 378.
Cohen, 195.
Cordier, 322.
Cowell, 121.
Dasgupta, S. N., 368.
Descartes, 397.
Denssen, 121.
Dharmaklrti, 8, 9, 19, 22, 25, 34, 48, 66, 

67, 94, 108, 121, 127, 186, 161, 163, 
164, 165, 170, 173, 192, 193, 197, 222, 
228,238, 240, 269, 271, 272, 273, 283, 
288,314,317, 318, 324, 325, 329, 830, 
332,360,368, 370, 404, 412.

Dharmottara, 1 , 4, 5, 8, 11, 12, 17, 18, 
19, 23, 25, 28, 29, 43, 67, 77, 78, 84, 
104, 124,130, 145, 155, 163, 165, 167, 
177, 253,257, 813, 314, 316, 324, 825, 
326, 330, 331, 832, 359, 361, 863, 408, 
411.

DignSga, 4, 7, 15—21, 25, 29, 33, 34, 35, 
43, 47, 48, 50, 110, 149, 154,155,156, 
161— 165, 170— 172, 179— 184, 182, 
202, 208, 210, 211, 221, 259, 272,273, 
278,301, 827, 841, 343, 370, 374, 377, 
384, 385, 386, 393, 404, 405.

Erdmann, B., 64, 80, 82, 109, 334.
Faddegon, 48.
Gangesa, 171, 180, 208.
Garbe, R., 208, 257.
Gendundub (Dge-hdun-grub), 325, 329.
Glasenapp, 173.
Gotama, 180, 221.
Haribhadra, 43, 121, 315, 329.
Haribhadra-süri, 405.
Hemacandra, 36.
Hiuen-Thsang, 345.
Hpbags-SeS =  Vimuktasena and Hari

bhadra, 329.
Husserl, 95, 408.
Jacobi, H., 48, 208, 257.
Jam es, W ., 258, 269.
Jam-yan-zhadpa=Hjam-dbya5s-bzhad-pa,

Nag-dban-brston-hgrus, 813, 815, 321, 
328, 329, 334.

Jayanta, 121, 129, 132,188,190, 191, 195, 
196, 208, 217.

Jfi&nasri, 234.
JnSnagarbha, 28, 314, 815, 816, 318.
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Johnson, W. E., 8.
Jo-naS-pa, 334.
Kanada, 226.
Kant, 18, 19, 32, 33, 35, 37, 41, 43, 48, 

50, 66, 192, 193, 195, 258, 296, 333.
Kamalaäila, 4, 11, 15, 18, 19, 49, 56, 64, 

81, 82, 93, 94, 163, 217, 259,271, 279, 
315,367, 367, 374, 384, 385, 404, 405, 
408, 414.

Khai-düb (Mkhas-grub), 325,327,328, 332.
Keynes, J. N., 82.
Kumärila, 265, 294.
La-brang, 322, 332.
Leibnitz, 64, 193.
Locke, 64.
Lotze, 50, 195, 431.
Mahäpandita Bhiksu Mokgäkaragupta, 

322.
Mallavädi, 65, 81, 83, 84, 85, 86, 92, 119, 

130, 148, 150, 189, 190, 191, 193,194, 
195, 196, 198, 199, 200, 203, 314.

Mädhavücärya, 121 .
Meinong, 43.
Mill, J. S., 103, 110, 114, 130, 131, 133» 

382.
Müller, Max, 18.
Obermiller, E., 193.
Pai lava, 226.
PaRhara, 226.
Panini, 12, 69, 125, 364.
Pärthasärathimisrn, 152, 240, 384, 386.
Poussin de la Yallée, 2, 343.
Prabbäkara, 365, 419.
Prajnäkara-Gupta, 130, 234, 324, 325.
Prasastapäda, 13, 180, 170, 179,221,226, 

347, 355.
Randle, H. N., 19, 179.
Ratnakirti, 404.
Rähula, 349.
Rgyal-thsab =  Gyal-thsab, 64, 68, 77, 78, 

79, 92, 121, 130, 131, 323, 324, 325, 
328, 332.

Rgyan - mkhan - po =  Alankäropädhyäya 
( =  Prajnäkara-Gupta), 324, 325, 336, 
337, 338.

Ruben, W.. 318.
Russel, B., 18, 43, 60, 103, 121, 145,260, 

264, 276, 281, 282, 288.

Sankarasvämin, 170.
Sarvästivädin, 175.
Sa-skya-pandita, 323, 825, 327, 830.
Schuppe, 50, 66.
Sholutai, 269.
Sigwart, Ch., 21, 50, 61, 66, 82, 89, 107, 

114, 152, 191, 193, 194, 195, 197, 258, 
302, 334.

Socrates, 20, 58, 152.
Spencer, Herbert, 103.
Spinoza, 32.
Suali, L., 48, 180.
Sankaränanda, 824, 327, 330, 366.
Säntirakgita, 19, 271, 315, 329, 404.
Säkyabuddhi, 68.
Sridhara, 356.
Täränätha, 315.
Thibaut, 408.
Trilocana, 258.
Tson-kha-pa, 315, 825, 334.
Tsu-gol, 321, 385.
Udayana, 16, 234, 257, 280, 281,282,295, 

341, 343, 356.
U ddyotakara, 15, 127, 156, 159, 162,164, 

208, 234, 302, 309.
Vardhamäna-upädhyäya, 234, 257, 308.
Yasubandbu, 126, 161, 162, 328, 341,343, 

347, 376, 382.
Yäcaspatimiira, 6, 7, 16, 18, 19, 29, 41, 

121, 126, 128, 139, 156, 159, 164, 195, 
257, 259, 260, 264, 266, 267, 272, 282, 
290, 295, 302, 303, 308, 313, 318, 320, 
321, 341, 348, 352, 859, 361, 363, 367, 
404, 429.

Vätsyäyana, 15, 179.
Yimuktasena (ärya), 329.
Vinltadeva, 1, 2, 4, 10, 11, 14, 15, 18,19, 

23, 25, 31, 33, 35, 36, 43, 48, 49, 51, 
52, 64, 65, 67, 75, 78, 84, 99,104,125, 
132, 134, 135, 145, 155, 157, 163,164, 
165, 167, 168, 199, 257, 267, 341,343, 
349.

Vostrikov, A., 171, 211, 269, 317, 329.
Watson, Dr. B. John, 259.
Wundt, 195.
Yasomitra, 129, 345, 348.
Zhi-htsho ( =  Sântirnkgita), 829.
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II. Schools.

Hlnayäna, 16, 31, 113, 114, 120,125,191, 
241, 318.

Jaina, 54, 94, 173, 207.
Mahäyäna, 31, 32, 92, 114, 125, 173, 209, 

234, 241, 263, 311.
Mädhyamika, 4, 6, 7, 29, 31, 32, 34, 120,

153, 172, 315, 327, 364, 367, 318, 403. 
Mädhyamika-YogBcBras, 366, 370. 
Mimäipsaka, 4, 5, 29, 31, 40, 42, 43, 53,

77, 82, 92,116,121,125,127,140,149, 
156, 163, 182, 259, 260, 301,318,352, 
353, 354, 355, 356, 357, 360,364,368, 
372, 373, 377, 403, 409, 412. 

Naiyâyika, 10, 17, 29, 43, 47, 52, 53, 69, 
92, 107, 115, 122, 127, 128, 139, 149,
154, 155, 158, 161, 162, 164, 170, 209, 
217, 226, 234, 260, 263, 268, 282,287, 
291, 295, 301, 302, 304, 315, 319,355, 
364, 409, 412, 420, 421.

Nyäya, 15, 179, 191, 318, 385, 403. 
Nyäya-Vaisegika, 40, 77, 170, 221, 226, 

294, 297, 364.
Prabhäkara, 403.
Präsangika, 153, 327.
Realist, 94, 263, 264, 273, 275, 276, 283, 

290, 292, 293, 355, 375.

Relativist (Extreme), 327.
Sauträntika, 4, 29, 35, 40, 114, 121, 125, 

241, 289, 343, 344, 345, 846, 347, 348, 
849, 353, 360, 861, 362, 364, 365,866, 
867, 368, 269, 370, 371, 376, 382, 384, 
418.

Sautrlntika-Yogäcära, 7, 293, 312, 370, 
376.

Sarvästivädin, 120.
Sänkhya, 30, 40, 73, 76, 78, 93, 160, 161, 

175, 266, 315, 318, 346, 348, 364,867, 
380, 412.

Svätantrika, 153, 329.
Vaibhägika, 20, 29, 293, 327, 377.

-Vaisegika, 48, 114, 122, 156, 163, 178, 
179, 191, 226, 275, 318, 356, 364,403, 
412.

Vaiyäkarana, 260, 276.
Vatsiputriya, 343, 344, 345, 346, 347.
Vijnänavädin, 7, 9.
Vedäntin, 7, 318, 364, 367, 403, 408, 409.
Yogäcära, 4, 6, 7, 20, 29, 31, 32, 34, 121, 

241, 360, 362, 868, 864, 365, 366,367, 
368, 369, 370, 372, 414.

Yogäcära-Sauträntika, 6, 318, 298, 812, 
818, 370, 376.

III. Sanscrit Works.
Anekänta-jaya-patäkä, 18, 22,43,94, 121, 

382, 405.
Apoha-siddhi, 258, 404, 427.
Abhidharma-Kosa, 6, 17, 20, 21, 22, 29, 

81, 61, 126, 195, 311, 314, 315, 327, 
331, 343, 344, 368, 374, 375, 376,379, 
380, 385, 386, 412.

Abhidharma-sütra, 331, 374.
AbhisamayBlaipkära, 334.
Abhisamayälamkäräloka, 405.
Kathävatthu, 94.
Käsikä-vivarana-pafyikä ( =  Nyäsa), 378.
Tattva-cintämani, 171, 208.
Tattvasangraha, 4, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 23, 

25, 46, 83, 98, 163, 185, 271,279,404, 
409, 412, 418.

Tattva-sangraha-panjikä, 374. 
Tarkabhägä, 68, 851, 381, 386, 420. 
Tarka-sangraha, 221, 890.
Tarkadlpikä, 226.
Dhvanyäloka, 253.
Nirukta, 265.
Nyäya-Kanikä, 19, 22, 32, 41, 42, 56, 80, 

185, 186, 195, 207, 239, 266, 281,313, 
318, 352, 382, 383, 384, 404, 408,409, 
425.

Nyäya-kandall, 43, 132, 161, 170, 208, 
221, 304, 355, 356, 359, 360, 368,406. 

Nyäya-tracts, Six Buddhist, 404. 
Nyäya-dvära, 19. 
Nyäya-nibandha-prakäsa, 257. 
Nyäya-pravesa, 170, 184.
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Nyäya-bindu (Nb), 369.
Nyâya-biudu-tïkâ (N. b. t., N. B. T.) 192, 

193, 261, 262, 274, 286, 292, 303, 305, 
307, 313, 314, 320, 323, 324, 326,359, 
363, 366, 373, 379, 380, 384, 385,386, 
395, 411, 425, 431.

Nyâya-bindu-tïka-Tippanï, (Tipp.), 4, 5, 
6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17, 19, 20, 21, 
22, 28, 25, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 84, 35, 
36, 38, 89, 41, 46, 50, 52, 143, 258 
273, 313, 314, 326, 351, 362, 409.

Nyaya-bhS$ya, 154, 179.
Nyâya-maüjarï, 188, 190, 405.
Nyäya-värtika, 154, 156, 159, 161, 162, 

164, 170, 217, 302, 308, 368, 405, 
420.

Nyâya-vârtika-tâtparya-tîkâ, 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 
8, 10, 14, 18, 19, 28, 32, 33, 34, 39, 
41, 63, 68, 69, 71, 80, 101, 121, 127, 
130, 133, 134, 139, 154, 156, 159, 161, 
162, 168, 164, 168, 170, 217, 234,257, 
259, 260, 263, 269, 272, 273, 274, 275, 
276, 279, 290, 297, 305, 308, 318, 326, 
360, 362, 365, 367, 368, 371, 376, 379, 
403, 404, 405, 408, 409, 413, 414, 419, 
420, 421, 422.

NySya - vârtika - tâtparya - tïkâ-parisuddhi, 
16, 234, 257, 315, 420.

NySya-sütra, 15, 114, 150, 161, 217, 257, 
258, 275, 318, 419.

Nyäsa, ( =  Käsikä-vivarana-paSjikä), 378.
PramSna-mlmaipsä, 36.
Pramana-värtika, 269, 317, 824, 826, 328, 

329.

Pramäna-värtika-alankära, 130, 324, 825, 
326, 327, 331, 404.

Pramana-vioiscaya, 8, 67, 271, 272, 317. 
Pramäna-viniscaya-ükä, 11, 17, 121, 273, 

332, 411.
Pramäna-samuccaya, 17, 19, 20, 25, 43, 

48, 49, 50, 114, 901, 331, 374, 377, 
378, 882, 384, 404. 

Brahma-tattva-samikgä, 404. 
Mädhyamika-avatära, 32. 
Madhyamika-vptti, 7, 21, 34, 162, 380, 405. 
Madh y am ikälankära, 329, 405.
Ramani, 332.
Lankavatära-s&tra, 829.
Väda-vidhäna, 161, 382.
Vidhi-viveka, 321.
Vaisegika-aütra, 208, 347. 
Sabdärtha-parikgä, 404.
Sâstra-dïpikâ, 152, 240, 369, 406. 
àrïbhâsya, 408.
èlokn-vartika, 5, 265, 294, 296, 355, 381, 

384, 386, 405.
Satya-dvaya- vibhanga-karikâ-vrtti, 315. 
Satya-dvaya-vibhanga-paäjikä, 316. 
Santâuântara-siddhi, 9, 32, 84, 108, 367, 

368, 370, 377.
SantHnäntara-siddhi-tikä, 23. 
Sarva-darsana-saugraha 84, 67, 94, 121. 
Sänkhya-kärikä, 159, 161.
Sänkhya-tattva -kaumudi, 78. 
Syädväda-manjan, 43.
Hetu-cakra-(aamartbanS), 179, 202, 208, 

211, 213.

IV. Sanscrit Words and Expressions.

akiipcit-kara, 188.
akytaka =  kâraçair na k^ta, 250.
akrama, 297.
akqa, 13.
akfa-dhl, 271.
akfara-catuftaya, 162.
ak^a-sannipSta, 265.
akhyUti, 403.
agni, 400.
agni-8iddha, 177.

agni-8iddby-artha, 177. 
agny-Skâra-vijnâna, 400. 
acetanatä, 294. 
ajanakatva, 264. 
ajüäna-svabhäva, 25. 
atad-adhikarana, 295. 
atad-utpatti, 259. 
atad-vyttitva, 259. 
atad-vyâvrtti, 264. 
atad-vyâvrtti-rüpa, 40.
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atl-kränta, 12. 
ati-tucchatä, 281. 
ati-parämaria, 288. 
ati-parämarSa-kusalatä, 281. 
ati-prasakti, 188.
ati-praaanga, 23, 75, 239, 285, 290. 
ati-prasanga =  sarva-aambhava, 239. 
ati-rikta, 264. 
ati-vyäpty- avyäpti, 161. 
atlndriya, 107, 174, 224, 398. 
atlndriytva, 162, 207. 
atyanta, 368.
atyanta-parokga, 186, 355. 
atyanta-parokga =  sin-tu lkog-pa, 314, 

338.
atyanta-bhinna, 275. 
atyanta-vilakçana, 372, 404, 414, 417 
atyanta-särdpya, 371. 
atyantika, 302. 
adarsana, 186, 198.
adrsya, 65, 92, 107, 108, 119, 186, 198. 
adrsya-anupalabdhi, 63,77, 78,88,92,118. 
adrSya-anupalabdhi-sambhava, 78. 
ftdrsya =  svabhäva-viäega-viprakrsta, 79. 
adpiyamäna, 65. 
adrfla, 269, 368. 
adnta-svalakgana, 78. 
adeSätmaka, 304. 
adhigama-rüpa, 379. 
adbipati, 62. 
adhipati ( =  indriya), 42. 
adhipati-pratyaya, 279, 311, 331,368, 380, 

382.
adhitya-samutpäda, 27. 
adhyavasä, 424, 425.
adhyava8äya, 46, 40, 71,80,144,198,199, 

293, 362, 366, 371, 398, 405, 409. 
adhyavasäya =  kalpanä, 74. 
adhyavasäya =  niScaya =  kalpanä=bud- 

dhi =  vijiiäna, 50.
adhyavasäya —niäcaya= vikalpa, 89,418. 
adbyavaaäy&tmaka, 313. 
adbyavasä =  adhiky, 418. 
adhyavasä, 34, 270. 
adhyavasita, 192. 
adhyavaseya =  präpapiya, 21. 
adbyavaseya-svarüpa, 18. 
adbyavaseyatva =  vikalpitatva, 861.

adhya8ta, 409. 
adhyä8ina,278. 
adbruvabhävin, 94. 
anatikrämya, 34. 
anadhigata-artha-adhigantr, 372. 
anadhlna, 430. 
anadbyavasita, 221. 
ananugama, 3G4. 
auantara-karana, 10. 
an-anvaya, 159, 238. 
anapekfa, 120- 
anabhidhiyamäna, 144. 
anabbiläpya, 282. 
anartha, 18, 21, 38, 65. 
anartbajatva, 276. 
anartha-sam§aya, 3. 
anarthäntara, 80. 
anavasthä-prasanga, 379. 
anavastbäna, 191. 
anäkalita-ksana-bheda, 43. 
anäkära-vädin, 377. 
anadi, 270, 368.
anädi-väsanä, 266, 367, 419, 426, 427. 
anadi-väsanä-vasät, 368. 
anädi-väsanä-vä8ita, 304, 368. 
anädi-vikalpa-väsanä, 260, 368. 
anädi-sabda-bhfivana, 260. 
anäsritya, 78. 
anä8rava, 136.
anitya, 94, 113, 181, 234, 241,420- 
anitya =  ksanika, 94. 
anitya= prakytyä eka-ksana-sthiti-dhar- 

maka, 121.
anityatva, 94, 121,136,202. 
anityatva-svabhäva, 132. 
animittavattva, 416. 
aniyata, 22, 212,261. 
aniyala-äkära, 21, 194. 
aniyata • eka • samudäy i - bheda - avadhära- 

pam =  vikalpa, 405. 
aniyata-pratibhä8a, 21, 195, 261, 303. 
aniyatärtha, 261. 
aniiäkrta, 162. 
anirvacaniya, 32, 56. 
anirvacaniya-khyäti, 403. 
anirvytldha, 253.
aniicäyakatva =  ajüäpakatva, 39. 
an is ta, 162.
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anigta-dharma, 156. 
anlpsita, 162. 
anugacchati, 398, 413. 
anugata =  deSa-käla-anugata, 263, 264. 
anugata-smarapa, 295, 296. 
anugamya, 15, 43. 
anupapatti, 20, 369. 
anupapadyamSna-sädhana, 154. 
anupalabdha =  adriya =  apratyaksa, 92. 
anupalabdhi, 60, 62, 78, 83, 84, 86, 116, 

162, 415, 417.
anupalabdhi =  pratyakga-nivrtti-mätram, 

78.
anupalabdhi-lnksana-präpta, 108.
anupalabdhi-hetu, 251.
anupalambha, 85, 139.
anupasaiphSrin, 123.
anupahata, 398.
anubaddha, 140.
anubandha, 129.
anubundhin, 226.
anubhava, 46, 285, 364, 380, 386.
anubhava-Sropa, 364.
nnubhnva =  pratibhäsa =  myon-ba, 332.
anubhava-prabhavatä, 261.
anubhava-väsanä, 368, 413, 428.
anubhava-väsanä-prabhava, 428.
anubhava-väaanä-väda, 368.
anubbava-vyäpära, 261.
anubhava-samSropa, 272.
anubbnvätmatä, 390.
anubhaväropa, 364.
anubbuta, 365.
anubbuyate =  vedyate, 887, 889. 
anubbuyante =  pratibhäsante, 418. 
anubbuy amäna- sambandbab =  vigrabavän 

sambandbab, 290. 
anumati, 81.
anumäna, 17, 18, 21, 49, 77, 81, 282, 802, 

303, 305, 333, 424. 
anumSna-anumeya-bhäva, 19, 273. 
anumäna-gocara, 305. 
anumäna =  parärtbänumäna, 131. 
anumäna-pramäna, 398. 
anumäna-viruddha, 163, 
anumanätmaka, 302, 313,425. 
anumeya, 58, 62, 109, 170. 
anu-yojana, 271.

anuranana-rüpa, 253. 
anuvada, 62, 133.
anuvidhiyamänatä-mätra-unneya, 280.
anuvrtti-vyävrtti-rahita, 265.
anu-vyava8äya, 393, 409.
anugthäna, 10.
anusandhäna, 405, 406.
anusandhiyate, 302.
anüdyate, 117.
aneka-äkära, 399.
anaikäntika, 55, 37, 422.
anaikäntikatva =  sandigdha-Tyatirekitä,

422.
anga, 47, 253.
anga-sakti, 270.
angin, 253.
antarâla, 226.
antahkarana, 160.
andba, 399.
andha-kära, 190.
anya, 64, 129.
anyathä-khyäti, 403.
anyathänupapatti, 115.
anya-yyäyrtti, 306, 307, 372, 404, 416,

423, 424, 426.
nnya-vyävrtti =  apoba, 305, 422. 
anya-vyävrtti =  apoba =  särüpya, 419. 
anya-vyayrtti-nigtba =  pratiyogi-nigedha- 

svarüpa, 805.
auya-vyävrtti-rüpa, 270, 307, 313, 361, 

414, 418.
anya-vyävrtti-rüpa =  apoha-rüpa, 414. 
auya-vyävrtti-rüpa =  vyavaccbiuna-rüpa, 

425.
anya-vyävrtti-rüpata =  apoba-rüpatB =  

bbedägraha =  särüpya, 422. 
anya-vyavaccbeda ( =  apoba), 161. 
anvaya, 57, 109, 110, 129, 142, 148, 160, 

219, 416.
anvaya-abbäva, 145. 
anvaya-gati, 144. 
anvaya-väkya, 148. 
anvaya-vyatireka, 28, 58, 280. 
anvaya-vyatireka= bbâva-abhâva, 216. 
anvaya-siddhi, 149. 
anvita, 140. 
apara, 154, 180.
apara-desa-käla-sambaudba, 284.
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aparinigpannatva, 899. 
aparokga, 284. 
apärthaka, 166. 
apekgate, 19,127. 
apekgS-bnddhi-janya, 355. 
apekgyate, 391.
apoha, 154, 156, 161, 169, 195, 269, 295, 

366, 372, 404, 413. 
apoha-apoha, 419.
apoha =  anya-apoha-viüigto vidhi., 427. 
apoha-väda, 401, 403. 
apoha-vädin, 40.
apracyuta - anutpanna - sthiraikasvabhäva, 

94.
apratighatva =  audSrikatva =  paricchin- 

na-payipämavattva, 414. 
apratibandha-vigaya =  ma-hbrel-pai yul, 

71.
apratibhSsana, 266, 273, 285. 
apratiti, 264. 
apratyakga, 19, 65. 
aprSpakatva, 39. 
aprapti, 61. 
apramäpa, 147. 
apramäpatä, 297. 
aprämänya, 167, 224. 
abähya, 307. 
abädhita-vigayatva, 170. 
abhäva, 1, 8, 68, 77, 78, 104, 163, 195, 

196, 198, 215, 217, 377. 
abhäva-niäcaya, 78, 86,215. 
abhâva-niscaya-abhâva, 79. 
abhäva-pratipatti, 106. 
abhäva-mätram =  aniyata-äkära, 195. 
abhäva-vyavahära, 68, 79—83, 86, 107. 
abhäva-sädhakatva, 86. 
abhidheya, 1, 2, 113, 115, 143. 
abhidharma, 173,174, 177. 
abhidbS, 112. 
abhidhäna, 2, 304. 
abhidhäna-vyäpära, 87,112. 
abhi-nivisante, 405. 
abhinna, 69. 
abhinnätman, 269. 
abhipretya, 304. 
abhimata, 5. 
abhimanyate, 260. 
abhiläpa, 19.

abhiläpa-kalpanä-apodha, 48. 
abhiläpayitum, 23. 
abhiläpa-samsarga, 20. 
abhiläpa-aamsarga-yogya, 165, 259, 274, 

425.
abhiläpa-samsarga-yogya-pratibhSsatva, 

424, 425.
abhiläpa-samsarga - yogya-pratibhSaah =  

niyatä buddhih, 274. 
abhiläpa-saipsarga-yogyatä, 260. 
abhilâpa-samsargitâ, 260. 
abhiläpa, 10.
abhi-sambadhyate =  samSveti, 225. 
abheda, 276, 321. 
abheda-adhyavaaäya, 38,258. 
abheda-kalpanS, 276. 
abheda-graha, 403, 411, 419. 
abheda-graha =  anyathä-khyäti, 411,420. 
abhySsa, 101, 368, 419. 
abhySaSt präg avasthäna, 326. 
abhyupagama-siddhänta, 156. 
abhyupagamyamäna, 191. 
abhräuta, 4, 19, 25. 
amala, 398.
amiirta, 181, 211, 242, 306. 
a-mülya-däna-kraya, 41. 
ayoga, 358. 
ayukta, 314.
artha, 2, 5, 10, 23, 88, 62, 82, 148, 148, 

170, 189, 224, 285, 259, 260, 276,291, 
292, 805, 853, 884, 385, 891, 898, 
894.

artha-äkära =  artha-särüpya, 874. 
artha-adhigama, 384. 
artha-avabodha, 4. 
artha-asamsparia, 259. 
artha-kriyä, 9, 46, 264, 377, 426. 
artha-kriya-käri-k^apa, 38. 
artha-kriyä-käritva, 7, 121, 241. 
artha-kriyä-kärin, 41, 68, 179, 209. 
artha-kriyä-kgama, 16. 
artha-kriyä-jüäna, 10. 
artha-kriyä-nirbhäsa, 10. 
artha-kriyärthin, 361. 
artha-kriyä-samartha, 10, 35, 87, 804. 
artha-kriyä-samartha-artha-pradaräana, 

7.
artba-kriyä-sädhana-samartha, 10.
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artha-kriyâ-aiddhy-artha, 304. 
artha-gocara, 303. 
artha-jMna, 68, 290. 
artha-dariana, 4. 
artha-dvära, 291. 
artha-prakäsa, 355. 
artha-pratiti, 15, 386, 390. 
artha-niscaya, 384. 
artha =  bhutärtha, 33. 
artha-mätra, 8, 276. 
artha-rüpa =  artha-svarüpa, 263. 
artha-vini scaya-svabhâ va, 49. 
artha-vedana, 360. 
artha-sabda-visega, 23. 
artha-sanisaya, 3. 
artha-sampratyaya, 166. 
artba-sambandha, 18. 
artha-sä kgät-käritva, 13. 
artha-sämarthya, 274, 275, 303. 
artha-särüpya, 384, 386. 
artha-siddhi, 10. 
artha-svarüpa-janman, 296. 
artha =  paramärthasat, 35. 
arthäkäräsamsparsa, 259. 
arthäpatti, 115. 
arthäpäya, 272.
artbäpattyä =  sämarthyena =  parampa- 

rayä, 251.
arthälocana, 295, 296. 
arthävabhäsa, 259.
arthendriya =  artha-sahitendriya, 278. 
arthopayngah =  sannikargah, 271. 
arhati. 170. 
alankära, 253,
alika, 305, 368, 412, 413, 426,429. 
allka =  na västava =  mänasa =  kälpa- 

nika =  bähya, 422. 
alika-bähya, 411.
alika =  avästava =  alika-bähya, 422. 
alikatva, 270.
alika =  sämänya-lakgapa, 422, 423. 
alika =  alika-bähya =  jäti, 422. 
alikäkSra, 31. 
avakalpate, 163. 
avagäbana, 359.
avagähin =  viijayi-karoti, 265, 296. 
avaccheda =  upakära, 288. 
avadbärana, 315.

a vantarla — pratyavamar^a, 412. 
avastu, 194, 196, 217, 264, 270. 
nvastu-daräana, 228. 
avasthä, 258.
avasthäna-mätram (=nityam ), 250. 
avasiyate, 198, 265. 
avasiyamäna, 307. 
aväcyatva, 302. 
avästava, 304. 
avästava =  mänasatva, 292. 
avikalpa, 284. 
avikalpa-dhi, 412, 413. 
avikalpa-svasamvedana - pratyakga, 410, 

411.
avikalpaka, 266, 285, 286, 867. 
avicäraka, 292. 
avidyä, 368, 396, 399. 
avidyä =  avidyä-väsanä, 396. 
avidyä-väsanä, 368, 382, 419. 
avidyä-väsanä =  mäyä, 291. 
avibhäga, 405.
avibhäga - niravayava— niramia (vastu), 

266.
avirodha, 333. 
avisaijivädayanti, 270. 
avisaipvädi, 30, 400. 
avitarägatvam, 247. 
avita-hetu, 208. 
avyapadesya, 226, 276. 
avyatireka, 247. 
avyatirekin, 242. 
asaktatva, 264. 
asakya, 33, 192. 
asakya-samaya, 23. 
asrävana, 162. 
asamskpta, 114, 125, 241. 
asamskrta-dharma, 92, 114. 
asat-kalpa, 45. 
asat-khyäti, 403. 
asat-pratipaksa, 221. 
asat-pratipaksatva, 170. 
asattva, 264. 
asattva-nivrtti, 139. 
asad-vyavahära, 119. 
asad-vyavahära-hetu, 82. 
asannidbäna, 35. 
asamartha, 189, 190. 
asamartha-vikära, 190.
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asambaddha, 263, 280. 
aaarapakatva, 264. 
as arrena, 243.
asBdhBrapa, 64, 208, 209, 804. 
asädkäraga-kärana, 19. 
asädhärana-dharma, 305. 
asBdkärana-bhäva, 806. 
asiddha, 83, 119,145, 172, 176, 179,180, 

187, 211, 220. 
asiddha-hetu, 180.
asiddhärthatä =  anyathä-siddhärthatä, 

422.
asiddhi, 104, 213. 
aaphuta-pratibhäaa, 898. 
aamin sati idam bhavati, 385. 
aham-ahamikä, 286.
äkära, 34, 40, 41, 196, 862, 878, 399,400, 

429.
äkära-ädhäyaka, 303, 426. 
äkära-kadäcitkatva-anumeya, 264. 
äkära = jäti, 408. 
äkära =  pratibhäaa, 19, 429. 
äkäravaj-jnänam, 387. 
äkaravat, 217, 400.
BkBSa, 114, 127, 134. 
äkyti, 40, 267. 
äkramati, 190. 
äkaipati, 161. 
äkfipta, 106, 147. 
äkfipta =  aatjigyhlta, 147. 
äkhyäna, 286. 
äkhyäyate, 93, 94.
Sgama, 28, 172, 174. 
ägama-pramäpa =  lun-gi-tshad-m a, 

832.
agama-viruddha, 168. 
ägama-aiddha, 174.
agama-siddha-trairüpya-anumäna, 224. 
atma-karya-anupalambheiu, 225. 
ätma-pratyakga-nivrtti =  vädi-prativBdi- 

pratyakgn-nivptti, 79. 
5tma-bhava-avasthita, 865.
EdarSana, 314. 
atman, 23, 179, 846. 
atmlya, 261.
ädaräay at= upadaräayat, 6, 166, 260. 
ädaräa-vat, 22.
Bdi= kärapam, 128.

ädhäna-kpapa, 189. 
adhara, 268.
ädhära-ädheya-bhäya, 268. 
ädhära-rOpa, 97. 
adbiyate, 94.
Bpatti, 430.
Spanna, 12, 205. 
äpäta-janman, 296.
3pek(ika, 355. 
abhäsa, 41.
äbhäsa =  pratibhBsa, 20, 41,196. 
abhäsa =  pratibhBsa =  pratibimba, 20. 
äyatana, (As.Nl 7—11) 185, (J6A* 6—12) 

298.
Byuh-saipskBra, 174. 
ärabdha, 275. 
ärudha, 74. 
äropa, 832, 877, 427. 
äropa =  adhyBsa, 409. 
äropa =  kalpanä =  gräbya - grähaka-kal- 

panä, 312. 
äropita, 192, 287. 
ärohati, 382.
Brya, 30, 31, 327, 335. 
ärya-deSa, 327. 
älambana, 4, 42, 62, 354, 382. 
älambana-pratyaya, 27, 279, 311, 312. 
älambana-pratyaya =  artha, 382. 
älambana =  visaya =  gocara, 312. 
älaya, 328, 329.
älaya-vijnäna, 173, 293, 328, 329, 367.
Blaya-santäna, 369.
äloka, 88,190.
älocana, 297.
älocita, 271, 276.
älocya, 294, 295.
äsaya, 281.
äsrnyate, 291.
äsritya, 346, 353.
Bsaojita, 28. 
ähita, 384 
icchä, 389. 
itara-abhäva, 106. 
idaiptä, 80.
idaiptä =  vidhi-avarüpa= avalakgapa, 424. 
indriya, 20, 174, 271, 278, 293, 805, 311, 

816, 318, 820. 
indriya =  adhipati, 354.
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indriya-artha-sannikarsa, 276, 278, 281, 
294.

indriya - artha-sannikarga-ja, 297, 292. 
indr iya - art ha - sannikarsa - prabhavatä, 

296.
indriya-jatya, 292. 
indriya-jnSna, 15, 28, 314. 
indriya-bhrSnti, 19, 25. 
indriya-yijn3na,22, 26,28, 312,313,316— 

318.
indriya-yfynSna-yUaya, 312. 
indriya - yijnäna - yyatirikta • lakfanaka, 

314.
indriya-vijnana-aadraa, 314.
indriya-yytti, 162.
indriyaja, 277, 285, 819, 320.
indriyaja-vikalpa, 277.
indriySdi, 872, 877.
indriySntara, 818.
indriyaSrita, SIS.
iSvara, 405.
utkarsa, 177.
utkrçta, 364.
uttarakäla, 94.
uttara-kçana, 312.
utpatti-aSrüpyäbhyäm, 371.
utpadyate, 64, 190.
utpanna, 366, 398.
utpaiya, 286.
utpâda, 277.
utpSdaka, 400.
utpSdaka-hetu, 53.
utpSdakatva, 296.
utpSdya, 354.
utprek$ä =  äropa, 293.
utprekgapa-vy&pära, 6.
utprekÿS-vySpSra, 261, 292.
udaya, 28.
udäharana, 92.
udäharana-upanaya, 152.
udbodhana, 400.
upakarana, 267.
upakära, 295, 420.
upakSra-anga, 269.
upakärakatva, 296.
upakära-garbba, 268.
upakärya-upakäraka-bbava, 295.
upakâryatâ, 420.

upakSrya =  yisejya, 269. 
upagama-ySda, 288. 
upacSra, 126, 127, 395. 
upacarita-artha-yedana, 395. 
upacaryate, 397, 398. 
upacSrasya kärapa, 378. 
upajSyamana, 259. 
upadars, 147, 260, 276, 361. 
upadarsana =  vipsS, 61. 
upadesa-prapayann, 207. 
npadhSna, 292. 
upapäday, 274, 291. 
uparata-indriya-yySpSra, 819. 
upalakfana, 276, 295. 
upalabb, 284.
upalabdhacara-sambandha, 265. 
upalabdbi, 62, 188, 262, 869. 
upalabdbi =  jngna, 60. 
upalabdhi-lakgapa-prSpta, 65,108, 120. 
upalabdbi-lak$apa>pr5.pta=jnäna*yi;aya- 

bbüta, 117.
upalabdbi =  yidhi, 62, 90, 100. 
upalambha-pratyaya. 64. 
upalambha-rüpa, 149. 
upasaiphärn, 53, 137, 205. 
upasarpana-pratyaya, 319. 
upayoga, 2, 277.
upayoga - aviäesatah =  visista - upayoga- 

abbävät, 272.
upSdSna, 270, 312, 319, 320. 
upädäna-kgana, 43. 
upSdäya, 397. 
up&deya, 26.
upSdhi, 35,122, 124, 127, 128, 268, 269, 

286.
upädhi-upädhimat, 290. 
up&dhi =  jSti, 288. 
upäya, 264. 
ubhaya, 191.
ubhaya-uaya-samäsrayena, 4. 
ullikhyate, 411. 
usmagata, 31. 
eka-artha-käritä, 412. 
eka-vijnäna-gocaratya, 291. 
eka-yyävftti, 404.
e ka - sämagri - vartamäna - jnSna - samana- 

kälina-visaya-ksana, 358. 
ekatra, 191
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ekatvädhyavaaäya, 46. 
ekatväbhäva, 94. 
ekätmakatra-virodha, 94. 
ekätman, 269.
ekänta-vikalpa-väsanä-Täda, 368. 
ka(hina, 364. 
kathaqicit, 404. 
kathita, 139. 
kadäcitkatva, 369. 
kadäcittvam, 369. 
karapa-sädhana, 19. 
karana=Tikf(i, 409. 
karupä-rasa, 263. 
kartä, 389. 
karma, 160, 389. 
kanna-kartp-kärapa-bhäva, 389. 
karma =  catana, 367. 
karma-sädhana, 69.
kalpanS, 6, 18, 21, 32, 83, 71, 80, 226, 

272, 276, 293, 296, 801, 377, 882. 
kalpanä käcid, 326. 
kalpanä-dvayam =  rtog-gnis, 329. 
kalpanäpoijha, 15, 17— 19, 814. 
kalpanS =  vikalpa, 6, 20. 
kalpanä =  vikalpa-väsanä, 287. 
kalpanä =  yojanä, 20. 405. 
kalpika, 411.
kalpita, 19, 21, 167, 168, 195, 217, 287, 

424.
kalpita-bheda, 857. 
kalpita-bheda =  vikalpa-viçaya, 123. 
kalpita =  vikalpita =  samäropita =  

vikalpa-ärOdba =  niäcaya-ärüdha =  
buddhy-avarita, 74. 

käka-danta, 1. 
käyika, 84. 
käraka, 367, 389. 
käraka-hetu, 4, 10. 
kärana, 126, 190, 195, 198, 389. 
kärana-jätiya, 372. 
kärana-phaia-bhäva, 375. 
kärana—8ädhakatama-kärapa=prakrsta- 

upakäraka =  adhipati-pratyaya, 372. 
kärana-hetu, 62, 379. 
käranäntara, 94, 382. 
kärtsnya-ekadeäa-rrtti-niräsa, 306. 
kärya, 81, 261, 259, 280. 
kärya-käranatva, 104.

kärya-kära^a-bhäva, 116, 290, 295. 
kärya-kärapa-bhäva-nimitta, 187. 
kärya-svabhäva, 148. 
käryännpalabdhi, 81, 82, 163. 
käryänumäna, 70. 
käla-ananugata, 8, 38. 
kälpanika, 192, 289. 
kiqicid idam, 35. 
kptaka, 113, 125.
krtakatva, 127, 132, 135, 162, 234. 
kerala, 81, 85, 86, 148, 196, 280, 289. 
kevala-anvayin, 234. 
kevala-pradeiopalambha, 81. 
kevala-bhGtala-grähi-jüäna-rUpa, 83. 
kevala-bhütala-grähi-pratyaksa, 81, 82. 
kevala-vyatirekin, 208. 
krama, 283.
kriyate =  vikriyate, 407. 
kriyä, 5, 20, 373, 377. 
krldädi, 3. 
klispa-manas, 329.
kçâpa, 8, 14, 21, 33, 41, 46, 61, 64, 67, 

68, 121, 190, 192, 194, 268, 283, 298, 
816, 319, 360, 420. 

ksana-sautäna, 121. 
ksana-svalakçana, 23. 
ksanäntara, 320.
k$anäntara-janana-Sakd-rahita, 189. 
ksanika, 46, 89, 268.
ksanikatva, 31, 92, 93, 121,287,290, 297, 

316, 363.
ksanikatva-pratiksepa, 321. 
ksänti, 31. 
ksoda-k§ama, 27. 
gakärädi, 127. 
gati, 144, 187, 188, 428. 
gati-dharman, 8. 
gati-nivrtti, 268. 
gati =  rtogs-pa, 198. 
gamaka, 68, 69.
gamaka - bhüta -sam bandha -pramäna-pra- 

titi-apeksa, 130.
gamana-vacana-pratibhäsa, 370. 
gamayati, 400. 
gamika, 88.
gamya-gamaka-bbäva, 71, 72, 375. 
gahanah panthäh, 308. 
gäbate, 270.
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guça, 20, U S. 
guça-karma-gata, 266. 
guça-kalpanS, 21. 
gnrutya-pratibaudba, 268. 
grhpîti, 83, 270, 882. 
grhlta, 816.
grhïta-pratibandha-hetuka, 804.
go, 18.
gocara, 302, 820. 
gocaratva, 820. 
gocarayitum, 272. 
gotra, 334. 
gaur asti, 81. 
gaur nSsti, 81,
grahaça, 17, 20, 41, 116, 144, 296, 866, 

409.
grSbaka, 60, 365. 
grSbaka-äkära, 46, 893, 898. 
gräbi, 31.
grîbya, 21, 88, 47, 50, 270. 
grâhya-àkâra, 259, 397, 898. 
gr5hya-gr5haka-5kSra, 865. 
grShya-grSbaka-kalpanS, 426. 
grâhya-grâhaka-kalpanS-apocJha, 84, 85. 
grähya-grähakatva-vikalpa, 20. 
grShyâ-gr&baka-nirmukta, 82. 
grâhya-rüpa, 28. 
grâhya-yiçaya, 18. 
grâhya-synrüpa, 18. 
gha(a, 64, 68, 168, 420. 
ghata-abhSva, 78, 81. 
gha(a-jnäna-abhäva, 119. 
ghatate, 40, 882. 
ghafa-pata, 199. 
ghatâdivat, 162.
ghatSnupalambba-kârya-anupalabdhi, 81'
cab punar-arthe, 194, 198.
cakSsati =  pratibb&sante, 266.
caksur-âdi, 63.
cakçur-vijfiana. 21.
caksub, 279, 813, 318.
catuh-koti, 61.
cas tathiïrtbe, 203.
câkçusatva, 54, 154.
cikirçub, 383.
citta, 298, 385.
citta-caitta, 829.
citta-mahï-bhümika-dharma, 328.

citta-yiprayukta-satpskara, 174 
citta-sant&na, 400.
cittam =  man ab s- vijnäna =  mana- 3ya- 

tana — mano-dhatu, 29. 
cittotpâda, 368. 
cintyatva, 318. 
citra-gu, 124. 
caitasika-dbarma, 29. 
cetanS, 293. 
cetanS-riâe^a, 367. 
co betau, 294. 
cbitti, 39. 
cbidâ, 39.
cbeda, 85, 141, 179.
cbedana, 373.
jagat, 193.
jada, 176.
janayati, 190, 400.
janita, 319, 820.
janya-janakatva, 190.
janya-janaka-bbâya, 190.
jala-aharaçadi-kriyâ-abhâya, 119.
jaladbara-patala, 121.
jSta, 367.
jSti, 20, 40, 267, 276, 3Q3, 413. 
jStimattï =  yyaktinâm abbinnatä, 419.
jsti =  sämänya, 419.
jâtyâdi, 19.
jayam&na, 390.
jîjnâsita, 205.
jïvita, 174.
jnapti, 267.
jnâtytva, 259.
jnâtatâ, 355, 393, 409.
jnStatS =  âkâratâ =  prakâsa, 409.
jnStatayâ =  dystatayâ, 53.
jnStatya, 48.
j&âna, 4, 6, 10, 13, 19, 33, 35, 86, 89, 42, 

46—49, 136, 166, 192, 253, 259, 272, 
289,298, 313, 826, 352, 855, 871, 273, 
374, 884—886, 888, 389, 894, 399,400, 
403, 409, 419. 

jnäna-anumäna, 898. 
jnâna-utpanna-pratyaksa, 318. 
jûâna-utpâdaka, 58. 
j&Sna-kârana, 874. 
j&Sna-grähya-äkära, 408. 
jnäna-jneya-syabhfiya, 107.
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jöSna-pratibhSsa, 37, 886. 
j&Sna.pratihhäsa =  j&Sna-Skära, 808. 
jnSna-Bvabhäva, 360. 
jnäna-avarüpa, 391. 
jöSnSkSra, 289. 
jbSnSpekça, 68. 
jnSnotpSdaka-apekga, 63. 
jnäpaka, 366, 400. 
jaäpaka-hetu, 4, 10, 63. 
jfi&pya-jiiäpaka-bbSra, 296. 
jbSnam artha-niicjyana-svabhävam, 360. 
jbeya =  vijaya, 117. 
dittha, 20, 21, 276, 406. 
tatastha, 276. 
tat-kiryat3-niyama, 233. 
tat-paribSra, 217. 
tat-pnrnsa, 132. 
tat-pTOtba-bhSvin, 316. 
tat-pratibhäsena, 22. 
tat-aamaya-bhävin, 427. 
tat-BärOpya-tad-utpattibhyäm viçayatvam, 

41.
tat-BrabbSra, 132. 
tattï, 80.
tatts =  apoha-svarGpa =  sâmânya-lakça- 

na, 424.
tatbatS, 396, 899. 
tad-anua3rin, 86.
tad-apratibhäaa =  anya-vyäyrtti-ananu- 

bbava, 418. 
tad-abhäva, 260. 
tad-ayyabbicSra, 71. 
tad-abarjsta, 20. 
tad-Stman, 61.
tad-utpatti, 116, 146, 268, 276, 287. 
tad-vikära-vikäritva, 114, 126. 
tad-redin. 266. 
tad-vyavaccheda, 217. 
taranga-nySya, 8. 
tarn, 133.
tSdStmya, 66, 76, 116, 146,193, 196,263, 

276, 284, 287, 389, 407. 
tidätmya-anupapatti, 272. 
tSdStmya-ayiieça, 72. 
tädstmya-tadutpatti, 14, 53, 66. 
t3d3tmya-ni$edba, 94,108. 
tSdStmya-anupalambba, 284. 
tSdrflpya, 384.

tädrflpya-anubbaya, 418. 
tSdrOpya - pracyuti =*= t&dStmya • abhSva, 

193.
tädrüpya =  särüpya, 384. 
tädrüpya=aärüpya= nnya-vyävj-tti, 414. 
tiraskuryat =  adbyavasyat, 261. 
tuecba, 83, 119, 163. 
tftiya-linga-parSmar$a, 49. 
tejas, 177.
tri-ksana-parinäma, 190. 
tripudi, 389.
trirüpa-linga, 116, 148,398. 
trairüpya, 118, 228, 224. 
trailokya-vilaksana, 264, 862. 
trailokya-yyävrtta, 38, 194, 417. 
tban, 10.
dariana, 6, 23, 94, 98, 118, 174, 180,261, 

269, 316.
dariana - adariana =  anyaya - yyatireka, 

95.
dariana-3tmaka-yyayab3ra, 399. 
dariana-gocara, 264. 
dariana-vy3p3ra, 292. 
darsnna-vyäpäratva =  indriyajatva, 292. 
dariita, 180, 195.
däha-päkädika-sämarthya-äropah, 368. 
d3h3dy-artba-kriy3, 88. 
dlrgba-brasya-yat, 811. 
dua(a, 180. 
düsanäbhidbitsä, 352. 
dr$ta> 118, 286, 875. 
dr?ta-arthakriyä, 868. 
dr?{a - arthakriy 3 - aralaksana -lädbarmya, 

426.
dr$ta =  pratyak^a, 264. 
dr^antn, 128, 130, 147, 160.
drgt&ita-dbarmin, 118.
dTçti-prayTtti-prâpti, 373. 
drçti-mSrga, 32, 66.
driya, 63,82,103,106, 117, 119,120,194. 
driya-anupalabdhi, 62, 63 ,78 ,81—83,87, 

106, 116, 118, 195. 
driyänupalabdbi-lingatä, 81. 
dyiya-anupalambba, 81, 82, 90. 
dfiya-anupalambba-niicaya, 82. 
dyiya-anupalambba-iabda, 85. 
driya-gbata-abhäva, 82. 
dräya-niyrtti, 81.
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dräyamäna, 95. 
driya-iiqiiapStva, 92. 
dpäyäbhyupagama.pürvaka, 196. 
dpäyatä, 191.
deSa-ananugata, 8, 33, 304. 
dflSa-kSla-ananugata, 304. 
deäa-käla-avaathä-bheda, 802. 
deäa-käla-vyatirikta, 8. 
deäa-käla-svabhäva, 65. 
deäa-käla-svabhäva-viprakfjta, 65. 
deâïdi-viprakfçta-yyavartaka, 65. 
deiädy-ananugama 804. 
deäa-rGpa =  deäa-avaröpa, 227. 
deiya, 281. 
doga-prasanga, 28. 
draya-kafhinayat, 272. 
drayya, 20, 129, 275, 409, 424. 
drayya-kalpanä, 278. 
drayya-gupa-karma, 295 
drayya-gupa-karma-jäti-tadyantab, 290. 
dyaya, 267. 
dyitvädi-sankhyä, 855. 
dyi-prakSra, 145. 
draidhi-karana, 6. 
dyairöpya-abhäya, 170. 
dharma, 16, 54, 68, 61, 72, 113, 114,120, 

129, 182, 133, 152,157, 173, 175,179, 
241,289, 293, 315, 385, 399, 424. 

dharma-dharmi-bhäya, 58, 129. 
d harma-s vabhäya, 120. 
dharmätmaka, 16. 
dharmi-dharma-bhäya, 18. 
dharmio, 58, 59, 87, 89, 92,113,129, 160, 

176, 179.
dharmin =  anumeya, 62. 
dharmin =  ääraya, 179. 
dhätu, 29, 293. 
dbâtu JV* 6, 293. 
dhatu M 18, 293. 
dhl, 269, 271. 
dhflma, 394, 400. 
dhflma-pratibbäaa, 400. 
dhyaui, 253.
na kiipcid ekam ekasmat, 311. 
na jfiana-j üey a-ay ab h äy a, 107. 
na pratlyeta =  na nisciyeta, 250. 
nana, 8.
näna-deäa-käla-avasthä-saijisrsta, 276.

nantarlyaka, 166. 
nSntarlyakatya, 52. 
nabhaya-yyayaccheda, 217. 
nama, 20, 170, 264. 
nSma-kalpanl, 21, 259. 
n8ma-jätyädl-kalpanä-apo<}ha, 85. 
nlmadbeya-tadatmya, 259. 
nasti, 80, 81,118. 
nSsyugocara, 411. 
nigamana, 149. 
nigamana =  sädhya, 110. 
nitya, 94, 154, 168, 175, 181, 202, 241. 
nityam=apracyuta-anutpanna-sthira-eka- 

syabbävam, 121. 
nitya-parinamin, 348. 
nitya-rüpa, 95. 
nityatya, 250. 
nlpata, 155. 
nimitta, 74.
nimitta-udgrahana, 21, 412. 
nimittayatta, 415—417. 
niyata, 6, 21, 22, 72, 140,141, 148, 144, 

307, 363.
niyata-ayabh&sa, 269. 
niyata-akara, 6, 21, 217. 
niyata =  pratibaddha, 123, 139. 
niyata =  pratibaddha =  vyapya, 140. 
niyata-pratibhasa, 6, 195, 307, 418. 
niyata-pratibhasa =  niyata-buddhi=niy- 

ata-akära, 305, 306, 307. 
niyata*pratibhasa =  aya-pratibhäsa, 21. 
niyata-yiçaya, 72. 
niyata-yi^aya-sambandhita, 374. 
niyata-ayarQpa-abhäya, 217. 
niyatäkära, 195. 
niyatäkära-abhäya, 195. 
niyama, 57, 70, 71, 74, 95, 137, 233, 234, 

238, 240, 371. 
niyamita, 305.
niyamaka-nimittahhaya, 239. 
niyetjanat=niyogato yojan5t=bähya-s5- 

manädhikaranyena pratîteh, 259. 
niyoga =  syecchayä niyoga, 259. 
nihsyabhaya =  sOnya, 217. 
niradhistbana, 19. 
nirantara-utpanna, 311. 
nirantara-utpada, 177. 
niraipäa, 94, 275.
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niraata-vidhi-bhäva, 81. 
nirSkSrapa, 17, 92. 
nirSkSra, S5S, 855, 409. 
niräkära-vädin, 860. 
nirâkpta, 170. 
niräaa, 17. 
nirdiiyate, 150.
nirbhüsah =  artha - kriyS - sadhana - nir- 

bhäaah, 9. 
nirväpa, 191, 241.
nirvikalpaka, 13, 15, 38, 42, 46, 261,265, 

271, 292, 801, 812, 813, 817, 820,897, 
410, 412, 415.

nirvikalpaka • indriya • vjjnSnasya saha- 
kärin, 812.

nirvikalpaka =  kalpanäpodha, 15. 
nirvikalpaka-janaka, 812. 
nirvikalpaka-jnäna, 6, 16- 
nirvikalpaka-jnäna-sam&na-kala, 812. 
nirvikalpaka-pratyakça, 48, 148, 312, 819, 

898, 425.
nirvikalpakatva, 44. 
nirvikalpakam viiadähham, 812. 
nirviçaya, 305.
nirviçaya-pratibhs-vâda, 852. 
nirvedha-bbäglya, 81. 
nirvyäpära, 385. 
nivartaka, 188, 189, 191. 
nivartana, 156. 
nivartayati, 190.
nivartya-nivartaka-bhäva, 147, 190, 199. 
nivrtti, 147, 152, 191, 357. 
uivrtti-dharma, 191.
niicaya, 22, 63, 66, 71, 74, 77, 78, 92, 

108, 118,146, 158, 240, 258, 316,332, 
384,405, 429.

niicaya =  adhyavasSya, 22 ,108 ,111 . 
niicaya-apekga, 143. 
niicaya-avasita, 148. 
niscaya-ärücjha, 148. 
niicaya =  kalpana, 45. 
niicaya = kalpana =  vikalpa =  adhyava- 

säya, 84.
niicaya =  gtan-la phebs-pa, 850. 
niicaya =  nes-pa, 332. 
niicaya =  niyama, 72. 
niicaya-pratyaya, 44. 
niicaya-pratyaya =  kalpana, 44.

niicaya =  vikalpa =  kalpana, 184. 
niicaya =  savikalpaka-pratyakça, 85. 
niicaya-hetu, 108, 185. 
niicäyaka, 58, 882.
niicita, 6, 21, 68, 118, 188, 192, 269, 270. 
niicito mpgyate =  aiddha-sädhanam, 181. 
niiclyate, 82, 889. 
niicetavya, 393. 
nisedba-avar&pa, 196. 
ni^^ha =  svarüpa, 305. 
niçprayojana, 1 . 
nila, 16, 28, 194, 852, 874. 
nlla-pltädi-rGpa, 884. 
nlla-bodha, 44- 
nlla-bodha-ätman, 45. 
nila-bodha =  nïla-saipvedana =  nïla-anu- 

bbava =  nïlam iti vijnänam, 49. 
(nila)-nirbhasa =  pratibhäsa =  äkära, 42- 
nlla-mano-vijnana, 28. 
nf la-vikalpa, 28, 316. 
nila-vijnana, 869.
nlla-vijninam =  nllasya vijnSnam, 16. 
nila-vijnana-samanantara-pratyaya, 871. 
nllabhavavat-pitädikam, 194. 
nliadi-viiega =  niladi-svalaksapa, 188. 
nlrQpo, 217.
nlrüpa-abhava, 195, 216, 217. 
nlrOpata, 217. 
netra-dhl, 272. 
neyya, 329.
no pakäräb= nopakSra käh Bvabhaväh,269, 

270.
pakça, 73, 141, 150, 161, 170. 
pak$a-dharma, 209, 211, 213. 
paksa-dharmatva, 109, 110, 119. 
paksa =  sädbya, 58. 
paksatä, 161. 
panca-rSpadi-jnänani 367. 
panca-vidha-kalpana, 260, 272. 
pata, 92.
padärtha, 40, 268, 408, 404, 419. 
padârtha-jnâna, 65. 
para, 190, 217, 282. 
paratah, 7.
para-bhäva-vedana, 865. 
para-mata, 846, 358. 
paramänu, 289. 
paramänu-svabhava, 289.
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paramartha, 32, 112, 129, 191, 898, 409. 
paramartha =  bhtltärtha, 32. 
paramärthatah, 23, 35, 82, 138, 301, 389, 

395.
paramärtha-aat, 15,192,225,264,267,805, 

417, 420, 424. 
paramparä, 1 1 1 . 
paraspara, 289.
paraspara-parihära, 69, 94, 135, 190. 
parakpta, 81. 
parämarsa, 281,285. 
parärtha-anumäna, 101, 112 . 
parokça, 284, 833.
parokça-nivrtti-matra - tuccha -rüpa-ann- 

palabdhi, 83.
parigraha-ägraha-yoga, 246. 
paricchitti, 39. 
paricchidyate, 217.
paricchidyate =  pratlyate = jnäyate, 196.
paricchinnam jnünam =  bcad-ies, 822.
pariccheda, 101, 217.
paripäma-ksana, 78.
parinäma-nityatä, 98, 94, 364.
parinäma-bheda, 78.
parinämin, 175.
parityäga, 185, 190.
parisad, 156.
pariharati, 194.
parlksâ, 1 .
paroksärtha, 181.
paryudäsa, 119.
päramparya, 106, 278.
pâramârtbika, 289, 409.
pi{hara-päka-väda, 226.
piptja, 266.
pinda-bbeda, 276.
pisâca-rüpa-apekçâ, 65.
pilu-päka-väda, 226.
pudgaia, 31.
purusa, 2, 78, 160, 175, 245, 319, 348. 
puru?a-upabhoga-anga, 160. 
purusärtha =  prayojaua, 4. 
pürra-apara-upaslista, 90. 
ptirva - apara • käla - kalâ- vikalah kçapah, 

176, 364. 
pOrvaka, 4, 10. 
pürva-ksapa, 353. 
pürva-citta, 367.

pflrraip jnänam, 367. 
pürra-desa-käla-sambandha, 284. 
pQrra-paksin, 867. 
pürva-pip4a>anuain?ti, 295. 
pflrränubhava, 279. 
pürväpara, 46. 
pürrâpara-kçapa, 33. 
prthag-jana, 828, 833, 888. 
ppthivl, 177.
paurväparya-aniyama =  aniyama-prasan* 

ga, 267. 
prakatayati, 81. 
prakarana, 2. 
prakarana-Sarlra, 1 . 
prakarana-aama, 221. 
prakarsa-paryanta, 81. 
prakäia, 390. 
prakSsa-ätmakatya, 890. 
prakäiana-kriyä, 390. 
prakäia-pradipa, 389. 
prakpti, 175. 
prakpti-stha, 334.
prakrty-eka-kçana-gthiti-dharmaka, 94. 
prakpçta - upakäraka =  sädhakatama-kä- 

rapa =  adhipati-pratyaya, 50, 850. 
pratikpapa-parinäma, 78. 
pratijnä, 73, 133, 149, 155, 161, 162. 
pratijnä-artha =  pakça, 165. 
pratÿûâ =  pakça, 110. 
pratgnä-Iaksana, 161. 
pratìpatti, 1, 101, 266, 429. 
pratipatti-annbandhitä, 294,425. 
pratipattr, 260, 400. 
pratibaddha, 70, 71, 76, 140, 366. 
pratibanda =  pratibandl-karapa =  desya- 

(or codya-)-abhäsa=tulyatä=tulyatä- 
äpädana, 291.

pratibandba, 70, 129, 147, 304. 
pratibandha-graha-asambbavä, 305. 
pratibandha-viçaya, 71, 72. 
pratibaudha =  aaipaarga, 75. 
pratibhäaa, 18, 19, 21, 274, 332, 384,387, 

392, 429.
pratibhäaa =  aniyata • pratibhäaa, 259, 

274.
pratibhäaa =  nirbhäaa =  äbbäaa =  prati- 

bimbana, 6. 
pratibhäsa-pratiti, 165.
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pratibhfisa =  pratibimba (âd arsa rat), 22, 
86, 274.

pratibhSsityo, 393. 
pratiyogin =  paryudasa, 119. 
prati-rupaka =  prnti-yogin, 171. 
prativSdin, 217. 
prati-vÿbapti, 173, 293. 
pratiçedha, lo i.
prati$edha-siddhi=prati9edha>Yy&Yah2ra- 

prasiddbi =  prati$edha-rasât puruçâr- 
tha-siddhi, 77. 

pratïta, 143.
pratlta =  niicita= adhyaynsitn= buddhi- 

grhlta, 144.
pratlti, 19, 20, 39, 101, 150, 164, 168. 
pratiti =  adbavasSya, 42. 
pratlti =  adhyavasaya =  kalpanft, 42. 
pratiti =  avagama =  bodba =  präpti =  

paricchitti= n iécaya= adhyayas&ya= 
kalpanâ =  rikalpa, 89. 

pratlti =  prasiddhi, 165, 170. 
pratlti =  bodba =  adhigama, 74. 
pratlti =  bodba =  saipvedana =  yÿfiâna 

50.
pratltya, 13.
pratltya-samutpâda, 27, 811, 854, 899. 
prntltya-snmutpâda =  asrnin sati idam 

bhavati, 126.
pratitya-samutpSda =  niryyâpârâh sarve 

dharmâh, 49.
pratltya-samutpannatva, 385. 
pratyaksa, 12—15, 19—21, 25, 29,88, 84 

40, 44, 46, 81, 260, 286, 296,297, 308’ 
304, 314, 882, 888, 860, 363. 

pratyaksa-anupalambba, 137. 
pratyakça-anumâna, 107, 293. 
pratyakça-anumâna-niyrtti-lakçana, 107. 
pratyaksa-avisayatva, 304. 
pratyakça-àbb&sa, 17, 19, 25. 
pratyakça-àropa, 364. 
pratyakça-krtatya, 86. 
pratyakçam-grbn&ti 22. 
pratyaksa =  nirvikalpaka, 45. 
pratyakça-niyrtti, 80. 
pratyakça-pratlta, 186. 
pratyaksa-pramâna, 397. 
pratyaksa-bala, 366. 
pratyaksa-bala =  nirvikalpaka-bala, 44.

pratyak$a-bhâya =  mnon-som-nid, 351. 
pratyakça-yikalpa, 364. 
pratyakça-yedya, 365. 
pratyakça-yyâpâra =  niryikalpaka-praty- 

akça, 85. 
pratyakçatï, 41. 
pratyakçatya, 272. 
pratyakçatya-jâti, 14. 
pratyakçâdi-yiruddha, 170. 
pratyabhijnâ, 321.
pratyaya, 42, 62, 126, 262, 287, 353, 368, 

400.
pratyaya-bheda-bheditya, 114,126. 
pratyayamaria, 412, 413. 
pratyayampsati =  pratyabhijânâti =  ekl- 

karoti, 22. 
praty-aya-mp?, 154. 
pratyetum =  niscetum, 238. 
prathama-kçana, 312. 
prathama-kçapa-upâdâna, 319. 
prathama-ksanasya upâdeyam, 312. 
pratbama-yîçaya-kçana-upâdâna, 319. 
pratbâ, 420, 421.
pradarsana =  âdariana =  upadarsana 

âlocana =  n iry ikalpaka-pratyakça, 1 1 . 
pradipàdi, 190, 191. 
pradeàa, 190. 
pradhâna, 78, 348, 364. 
pradhyaipsa, 93. 
pramâ, 108. 
pramâ-karana, 4. 
pramâ ( =  pramâna-phala), 7. 
pramâ =  pramiti - kriyâ =  artba - prati ti- 

rüpâ, 372.
pramâna, 14, 18, 25, 31—33, 38, 39, 41, 

42, 46, 48, 50, 74, 77, 79 ,81,107,108, 
118, 119, 128, 130, 139, 147,160,167, 
218, 232—235, 2 4 4 -2 4 6 , 292, 383, 
334, 351, 372, 384, 386, 389, 391,396, 
419.

pramSna-atisaya, 244. 
pramâna-nïrasta-yidh i-bbâya, 68. 
pramâna =  pramâ-karana=pramâ-sadha- 

katama-kârana=pram5-prakfçta upa- 
kâraka, 389.

pramâna - prameya - vyayabâra - âropa =  
tsbad • ma dan gzbal - byar tha • snad 
btags-pa, 350.
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pramäna-prameya-syarüpa, 398. 
pramäna-phala, 5, 18, 15, 88, 39, 46, 49, 

373, 386.
pramäna-phala =  pramä =  pramänasya 

kriyä, 389.
pramäna-viniscaya-väda, 7, 52. 
pramäpa-vyayasthä, 14, 299, 301, 302, 

364.
prnmäpena iuddha =  pramäpena yiniä- 

cita, 33.
pramäpa-samplava, 14, 299, 301, 302. 
pramäna =  samyag-jnäna, 7. 
pramäna =  sädhakatama =prakpçta-upa- 

karaka, 41.
pramäpa-siddha, 118, 221, 314. 
pramäna-äuddha-arthn-grähin, 33. 
pramänatä, 17. 
pramänatva, 377. 
pramäpetara-yyavnsthä, 899. 
pramätp, 889. 
pramäpayati, 385.
pramiti • kriyä =  pramä =  pratlti • rüpä, 

378.
pramiti =  pramä =  pramiti-kriyä =  pra- 

mäna-phala, 389. 
pramiti-rupa, 40, 42. 
pramuditä, 32.
prameya, 319, 385, 389, 391, 393, 396. 
prayatnänantarlyaka • jnäna • ut padane, 

202.
prayatnänantarlyakatva, 125, 126, 202.
prayoktavya, 57.
prayoga, 61, 92, 112, 115, 126.
prayojana, 1, 2, 115, 391.
prayojana-nijpatti, 10.
prayujyate, 92.
pravartaka, 361.
prayartana, 5.
prayartayati, 270, 307, 426.
pravptta, 191.
prayptti, 13, 363, 367, 373.
pravftti-nimitta, 13.
prayftti -yogya - artha =  artha-kriyä-sa  - 

martha-artha, 373. 
pravptti-vijnäna, 367, 369. 
pravrtti-visaya, 361, 425. 
prasauga, 154, 260, 261, 282, 369, 426. 
prasauga =  thaï, 335.

prasnngn-prnyoga-vacnnn-mätram, 92.
prasanga-sädhana, 261.
prasiddbi, 165.
prasiddhi =  sanketa, 165.
präg-avasthä, 278.
präpaka, 6, 361.
präpaka-vipaya, 4.
präpana, 5, 7.
präpana-yogyl-karapa, 5.
präpana-yogyl-karana-äkära, 46.
präpayati, 11, 33, 192, 270, 307, 426.
präpta, 12, 117.
präpta =  antar-bbdta, 62.
präpta =  janakatyena antarbbüta, 61.
präpti, 8, 61, 412.
präpti =  adhigati =  pratlti =  bodba, S7&- 
präpya, 354. 
prâpya-yiçaya, 18. 
prlmänya, 7. 
prämänya-laksana, 8. 
pbala, 5, 27, 384. 
phala-daräana, 280. 
pbala-bbüta-jbäna, 378. 
pbala-yiSesa-vyavastbä, 383. 
pbala-syabhäya =  hbras-bui rnn-bzhin, 

851.
babutya, 14. 
babuyribi, 132. 
bädbam, 303. 
bädbaka, 130, 164. 
bädbita, 164, 170. 
bädbita-betväbbäsa, 171. 
bäbulyena, 11 .
bähya, 376, 395, 411, 413, 416. 
bähya-bheda-agraha, 307. 
bäbya-vastu-sattva, 168. 
bähya-yisaya, 352, 858. 
bähya-snmäropa, 365. 
bäbyatya, 305, 807.
bäbya= syalakjana = y id h i - rüpa= para- 

märtha-sat, 68. 
bähyärthäpeksä, 410. 
bähyetara-paksau, 383. 
buddbi, 265, 272, 382, 389, 400, 411. 
buddbi-gata =  mänasa =  kälpanika, 374. 
buddhi-grhlta, 144. 
buddhi— jnäna, 390. 
buddbi —- saipvid, 143.
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buddhy-avasita, 143, 144. 
buddhy-âkSra, 409. 
buddby-ätman, 34.
buddby-ärQ dba =  w sca y a -a rü d b a  =  v i- 

k alp ita , 19, 143. 
bnddby-utpäda, 400. 
bodba, 44, 265. 
bodha-pratlti, 41. 
bodbisattva, 31. 
bauddha, 179. 
bauddba-m ata, 264. 
bhadanta, 161. 
bhagaTati, 321. 
bhangl, 315. 
bhavadlya, 83. 
bharan-m ate, 150. 
b h avitr-ap ek satv lt, 345. 
bhava, 92, 93, 94, 104, 118, 193,196,216, 

217, 218, 233, 283, 296, 345,376,400. 
bhäva-abhäva, 219, 290. 
bbäva-abbäva-sädhärana, 414. 
bhäva-sbhäva-sädhärana-grahana, 414, 

416.
bhava-niscaya, 216. 
bh8va =  vidhi =  vastu, 193. 
bhäva-vyavasthiti, 217. 
bhäva-sädhäranya, 415. 
bbava-svarQpa =  vidhi-svarüpa-paramär- 

tba-sat, 416. 
bhävanä, 867, 368. 
bhavanä-dharma, 190. 
bhavanä-praknrsa, 31. 
bbavanä =  väsanä =  karma =  cetani =

=  saipskSra, 349. 
bbävayati, 196. 
bhävika, 423. 
bhasate, 266.
bhinna, 276, 303, 362, 410, 411. 
bhinna-vigayatva, 271. 
bhinna • visesana -svabbäva-abbidhäyin, 

126.
bhinna-santäna-vartitva, 317. 
bbinnatva, 316. 
bhOta, 117. 
bhQta-saipghäta, 177. 
bhütatä, 78. 
bhaiala, 64, 84, 85. 
bhütala-jüäna, 85.

bhütala-gräbi-pratyak$am, 81. 
bbutärtba, 31.

-bbümi, 32. 
bbeda, 8, 270, 275.
bbeda-agraba, 366, 403, 404, 411, 412.

413, 419, 42a
bbeda-agraba =  akhyäti, 365,428. 
bhedagraha =  agrahapa =  akbylti, 413. 
bhedägraha =  apoba, 404. 
bbedin =  visipt&i 269. 
bbautika, 294. 
bbrlnta, 4, 17, 18, 282. 
bhränti, 25. 
matEntara, 150, 305. 
mati =  sfiam-pa, 352. 
madhya, 278. 
madhya-desa, 178. 
madhyastba, 162. 
mana8, 31 ,160, 293, 294, 318. 
manasikEra, 312, 328. 
muno-dhatu, 293. 
mano-vikalpa-santäna, 316. 
mano-vijnEna, 28, 29, 312, 328. 
mano-vijnana-dbätu, 29, 293. 
mano-vijfiäna-santana, 316. 
manvlna, 161. 
mahä-karunä, 32. 
mahä-tika =  tik-cben, 325. 
mahä-bbüta-saipghäta, 117. 
matra, 92, 129, 355. 
mänasa, 261, 314, 817, 318. 
manasa-jnEna, 413. 
mânasam jnäna =  vicära 293. 
mânaaa-pratyakça, 43, 164, 271, 309, 312, 

316, 318, 828.
mänasa-pratyak§a-utpada-kriyä, 312.
mänasa-pratyaksa-janaka, 312.
mänasa-pratyaksa-visaya, 312.
mänasatva, 292.
mänasätman, 316.
m âyî, 367, 368.
mitbyä, 6, 399, 403.
mlmäipsä =  dpyod =  vicära, 333.
mlyate, 384.
mukbya, 1 1 1 .
mudgarädi, 93.
mürta =  paricchinna-parinSmavat, 181. 
mürtatva, 414.
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mürdhan, 31. 
mpga-madSdi, 368. 
meni, 65.
yatbâ-kathaipcit, 291. 
yatbä-tathatäm, 896. 
yathä-dpstam, 396. 
yatha-pramäna-svabhävena, 52. 
yatbä-prasaugam, 92. 
yathärthänubhaya, 390. 
yathä-svam-pramanaib, ISO, 136. 
yad-Skäram, 34. 
yadpccha-sabda, 406. 
yukta, 74, 81, 286. 
yujyate, 383, 389, 393. 
yogäcära, 370. 
yogin, 81,189.
yngi-pratyaksa, 30, 31, 32, 88, 56. 
yogya, 19.
yogya-karana =  säksat-karin, 28, 314.
yogya-pratiyogy-aaupalabdhi, 77.
yogyatä, 53, 63, 71.
yogyatva, 117.
yogyl-karana, 814.
yojanä, 6, 20, 80, 409.
yojanlya, 145.
yojayati, 226.
rasa, 253.
rabita, 399.
rüpa, 16, 23, 63, 134, 154, 173, 194, 217, 

283, 320, 384, 411, 415. 
rüpa-äyatana, 173, 175. 
rüpa-ksana-antara, 312, 319. 
rupa-kganäntaram =  dvitlyo visaya-kga- 

nah, 320.
rüpa-kganüntarasya upädänam, 312. 
rüpa-ksanäntarasya aabakärin, 312. 
rüpa-ksap&ntara-sahak&rinS indriya-vij- 

üänena j ani ta, 312. 
rüpa-prasäda, 204. 
rüpa =  rupa-skandba, 177. 
rüpa-viyeka, 278. 
rüpa-vi§aya, 279. 
rüpa-skandba, 173, 175. 
rüpa =  syarfipa, 18, 36, 74, 94, 193, 216, 

234.
rüpatä, 422.
lakgana, 15, 112, 117, 314. 
laksana =  laksyate anena, 62.

lakgapa= sSmagri= hetu-pratyaya-aama- 
grl, 61.

lakganatya, 86. 
lakgya, 16, 159. 
lakgyate, 18, 396. 
labbate, 41.
linga, 48, 53, 66, 85, 109, 115, 157, 234, 

898.
linga =  gtan-tbsigs, 212 . 
linga-trairüpya, 223. 
linga-prast&va, 81. 
linga-bbüta, 81. 82. 
linga-rüpena, 85. 
lingnja-yikalpa, 6. 
laingika, 355.
loka-praaiddbi-yiruddba, 164. 
lokottara, 32. 
laukikägra-dbarma, 31. 
yaktp, 180, 247. 
yaktptya, 198, 199, 200. 
yacana, 92, 111, 161, 395. 
yacana-mätram, 390. 
yarpa, 16. 
yarnätmaka, 16. 
yartamäna, 260, 261.
yastu, 8 ,1 4 , 36, 37, 63, 68, 76 ,77 ,79 ,94 , 

114, 134, 170, 180,193, 194,196,199, 
253, 265, 284, 424, 426. 

yastu-abbäya, 388. 
yaatu-traya, 267. 
yastu ■ daräana-bal a-pravptta, 174. 
yaatu =  paramärthasat, 35, 68. 
yastu =  paramartha-sat =  gyalakgana =  

=  ksana, 76, 422. 
yaatu-bala-pravptta, 157. 
vagtu-bbüta, 265, 412. 
vastu-rüpa, 16.
ya8tu-rüpa-yivikta>äkarah =  kalpito ’bbä- 

yah =  kalpita-anupalmbhah =  dpsya- 
anupalabdbih, 195. 

yastu =  vidhi, 80. 
yastu-syabbäya, 270. 
yastutah, 123, 132, 394. 
yastutab sat, 121 . 
vastutya-yyâyastbâpana, 304. 
yasträdi, 368. 
vasty-antaram, 77, 82, 119. 
vastv-ätmika, 390.
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yasty-äbhäsa, 264. 
yahni, 264. 
yabni-äabda, 264. 
yahni-sTalakçana, 429. 
yäkya, 118, 147. 
yäkyärtba, 161. 
yScaka, 19. 
yäcya, 19, 159, 413.
YScya-YScakatya, 23.
Yäcya-Yäcaka-bhäva, 22.
Väcyamäna, 167. 
yäcya.väcaka-rüpa, 81. 
väcya-väcaka-saipsarga, 276.
Yärtä, 190.
yS«, 868.
yäsanä, 261 , 291, 293, 294, 867, 868, 882, 

400, 419, 426 , 428. 
väsanä =  sSm artbya, 367. 
väsanä =  püryam  jnänam , 868. 
yästaya, 287 , 855. 
väsyatva, 868.
Yikalpa, 6, 15, 21 , 22 , 82, 43, 71, 74, 80, 

195, 207 , 258 , 261 , 266, 270, 2 7 1 ,2 7 5 ,  
276, 277, 285 , 302, 316, 859, 8 6 2 ,3 6 4 , 
366, 405, 406, 407 , 409, 410, 412, 413, 
418, 425, 427 , 428.

Yikalpa =  atad-YyäYftti, 293. 
yikalpa  =  adbyayasäya, 262, 409. 
yikalpa =  adbyayasäya =  niäcaya, 295. 
Yikalpa =  anusandliäna, 406. 
y ik alp a  =  vitarka, 20. 
vikalpa-antara, 404. 
yikalpa-ayikalpa, 364 . 
yikalpa-ayikalpa* rüpatä, 272. 
yikalpa-udaya, 315. 
yikalpa =  kalpanä, 45 , 284. 
yikalpa-gocara, 30G, 410, 411. 
yikalpa-janana, 362. 
yikalpa-janakatya, 318. 
yikalpa-jnäna, 21, 164, 410, 411. 
vikalpa-jnäna-gocaratva, 164, 427. 
yikalpa-jfiäna-gräby a =  v ik a lp a .v ijü än a-  

yi?aya, 164.
vikalpa-jnäna-pratibhäsa-abbäya, 425 . 
v ik alp a  =  dv.ndbl-karapa, 20. 
vikalpa-dbl, 269. 
vikalpa-pratyaya, 265, 271. 
yikalpa-yoni, 405.

vikalpa-rüpa, 259, 260. 
vikalpa-rQpatva, 862. 
yikalpa-yäsanä, 261, 270, 298, 294, 868, 

413.
yikalpa-Yäsanä-Yäda, 368. 
yikalpa-väsanä-väsita, 305. 
vikalpa-yÿnâna, 21 , 164, 260, 261, 867. 
Yikalpa-yjjnäna =  kalpanä, 165. 
Yikalpa-yi?aya, 21, 417, 418. 
yikalpa =  sayikalpaka, 297. 
yikalpa=sayikalpaka-praty akça, 278,422. 
yikalpaka, 6, 51, 317. 
yikalpaka =  anuyrtti- yyäyptti - kalpaka* 

286.
yikalpana, 51. 
yikalpayati, 295, 363. 
vikalpasya avast bä, 409. 
yikalpäkära, 305, 411. 
yikalpâdhiçfhâna, 305. 
yikalpitâ, 38, 361, 386. 
yikalpotpatti-Saktimat, 46. 
yikalpyate, 266, 405, 406. 
yigrabayant, 375.
yigrabavSn =  p ram äna-siddbab =  n a  tue* 

ebab, 375. 
yicära, 20.
vicära =  mlmaipsä, 333. 
yicära-asaba, 305. 
vicära-saba, 304. 
vicäraka, 294. 
vicäryamäna, 882. 
viccbinna-gamana-yacana, 367. 
vijätlya-praipäpa • samplava • niräkarapa 

308.
yijnäta, 282.
yijnäna, 5, 6, 16, 20, 21, 22, 28, 31, 39, 

42, 44, 50, 58, 160, 164,166,173,259, 
264, 267, 283, 284, 293, 294, 315,320, 
331, 848, 358, 355, 364, 370, 376, 877, 
383, 884, 388, 414. 

yijnäna-janaka, 264. 
yijnäna-pratibhäsa, 381. 
yijnäna =  mnnas, 310. 
yijnäna-vädin, 6, 82, 50, 369, 370. 
vijnäna-visaya, 353, 386. 
vijüäna =  visitsta-jnäna, 6. 
yijnäna-skandha, 6 , 160, 173. 
yitarka, 20.
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▼itarka =  vikalpa, 17.
yitti-rüpa, 31.
yitti-sattä, 40.
vidadhat, 268.
yidyamlna, 129, 152.
yidhi, 62, 68, 69, 70, 76,193,199, 415,424.
vidhi — bhäva, 199.
vidhi-rupa, 417.
y id h i-rü p a = a 8 ti-rü p a = sa t= dravya ,422. 
yidhi-rüpa-yiçaya, 415. 
yidhi-rüpa =  sattä-m ätra, 417. 
yidh i — sattya =  yod-pa =  ggrup-pa, 200. 
vidhi-syarüpa, 415. 
yidhi-svarüpa-yigaya, 415. 
yidblyate, 69. 
yldheya, 62. 
yinäga, 93, 94. 
vinäga-niyatatva, 92. 
vinàga-betvantara-anapekça, 92. 
yinaäyati, 64, 93. 
vlpakça, 415, 417. 
vipakça-hlna, 234. 
ylparyaya, 6, 260. 
viparyaya-sâdbana 203. 
viprakarga, 207. 
yiprakyçta, 65, 78. 
yiprakpçta-yastu , 77. 
viprakysta =  na âakya-darâana =  adrsya, 

64.
yiprakrsta =  tribhir viprakarçair yipra- 

kr§ta=deäa-käla-8yabhäya-yiprakrs(a, 
107.

vipratipatti, 17, 38, 92, 398. 
vipratipatti-nirâkaraça, 5, 38, 92. 
vi pray uk t a-satpskära, 61. 
vibhaktatva-vyavasthâpana, 196. 
yibheda, 303. 
vibhrama, 17. 
viramya-vyâpàra, 364. 
yiruddba, 59, 93, 188, 190, 369. 
viruddha-desa, 190.
viruddha-dharma-saipsarga, 61, 128, 135, 

196, 282.
viruddha-dbarma-gamspsta, 8. 
viruddhävyabbicäri, 221. 
virudhyate, 389.
virodha, 8 ,59,104,135,186 ,187 ,190 ,191 , 

284.

virodba-käryakärana-bhävSbbävau, 104.
virodh&rtha, 191. 
virodhänayagati, 186. 
virodhitya, 188. 
vivakçita, 245. 
viveka-8ambandhau, 273. 
viâada-pratibhâsa, 863. 
yigadsbha, 312. 
viâadâbha =  yiSadâbhâsa, 319. 
yigadatS, 363. 
vigilia, 127, 296, 303. 
yigiçfa =  upakârya, 288. 
vigiçta-viçayatya, 304. 
yiâiçta-yyavabâra, 291. 
yigiçta-gabda, 303.
vîgiçtatva =  sambandba =  samavSya, 288. 
vigeva, 23, 59, 125, 400, 409. 
vigeva =  dharma, 59. 
yigeçaça, 65, 127, 276, 355. 
viâeçana-vigeçya-bhâva, 276,287, 289,291, 

292, 295, 296, 355.
vigeçaça>vigeçya'bbâva-sainbandba, 191. 
vigeçana-sambandha, 347. 
yigesapa-yigegya-sambandha, 855. 
yigesapatS, 281. 
viâeçya-vigesana, 291. 
viâeçya-viâeçana-bhSva-sannikarga, 77. 
yijaya, 38, 105,118, 293, 310, 318, 320, 

353, 362, 377,384, 385, 386, 387,395, 
415, 416.

yigaya-kçana, 820. 
yisaya-grabana-dharma, 289. 
vigaya-laksaça, 371, 408. 
yigaya-yipratipatti, 38. 
visaya-visaya, 386. 
yisaya-yiçayin, 289, 290, 376. 
yiçaya-yiçayi-bhâya, 287. 
visayatà, 41, 408. 
visayatva, 41, 282, 371. 
visayàkâra, 384, 386. 
visayl-kriyate, 281. 
yïnigcita, 31.
vyksa, 69, 70, 94, 132, 133. 
vrksa-mâtram =  yrkja-svarüpa, 16. 
vrksa-svabbâva, 132. 
vrksa-svabhâva =  yrkça-vyâpya, 70. 
vj-ksatya, 76. 
yjlti, 286.
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▼edanl, 265, 293, 311, 386, 899. 
vedana =  annbhava =  grahana, 267. 
vedana =  vedanl-skandha, 385. 
vedanä-saipjnä, 831. 
vedya 365.
vedya-vedaka-äkara, 399. 
vedyate, 391.
vaidharmya, 138, 219, 882. 
vaidharmya-udaharaça, 244. 
vaidharmya-dpstinta, 114, 242, 266. 
vaidharmyavat, 208. 
vaiyakarana, 845. 
vyakti, 85, 40, 112, 267. 
vyakti-jati-Skpti, 301. 
vyatirikta, 127. 
yyatiricyate, 218.
vyatireka, 57,110,125,145,186, 215,219, 

243, 248, 416. 
vijatireka-viçayatva, 249. 
vyatireka s s  vyavrtti, 244. 
vyatirekitE, 274. 
vyatirekin, 122, 128. 
vyabhicara, 135. 
vyavaccbidya, 217. 
vyavaccbeda, 101, 193, 217, 295. 
vyavaslya, 259. 
vyavasayltmaka, 15, 257, 298. 
vyavasthita, 217. 
vyavahrta, 82. 
vyavahartavya, 82, 875. 
vyavahartum =  pravartayitum, 85. 
vyavablra, 84, 117, 162, 228, 277, 289, 

818, 379, 389, 398, 400. 
vyavahara-mttra-visaya, 304. 
vyavabriyate, 82, 887, 898. 
vyakhyEta, 19. 
vytghlta-Bfiuya, 398. 
vyEpaka, 14, 76, 104, 118, 124, 140, 141, 

142, 369, 415, 416.
vyäpaka - anupalabdhi, 92, 104, 141, 

431.
vyäplra, 125, 131, 280. 
vyäpara-anubandhita, 425. 
vyapära-kaläpa, 273. 
yyâp5ra-pâramparya, 427. 
vyapara-vyapäri-bh5va, 875. 
vyäplrantara, 364. 
vyâpâravat, 813.

vyäpta, 76, 98, 116, 189, 140, 142, 174, 
238, 415, 417.

vyäpti, 180, 186, 187, 234, 247, 248. 
vyâpti-viçaya-pradaràana, 160. 
vyäpti-sädhana-pramäna-viaaya, 137. 
vyäpya, 61, 104, 118, 124, 141, 142, 869. 
yyapya-vyäpaka-bhava, 116, 127. 
yyäyptti, 16, 50, 135, 266, 306, 381, 416, 

425.
vylyrtti-bheda, 134, 876. 
vyavrtti-rüpa, 305, 
vyutpatti, 1 , 18. 
vyutpatti =  parlkça, 1 , 
yyutpanna-sanketa, 20. 
äakti, 112, 269. 
äaktimattva, 5. 
âakti-yiâiÿta, 368. 
âakyate, 28.
âabda, 2, 19, 81, 112, 154, 162, 163, 165, 

202, 234, 276, 405, 409. 
aabda-SkSra, 164, 259. 
sabda-kalpana-ullikhita, 264. 
säbda-pratyaya, 166.
Sabda-bbavanâ =  Sabda-visant, 259. 
sabda-bheda-pratyaya, 126. 
sabda-yoni, 405. 
sabda-väcya =  abhillpya, 264. 
labda-yikalpa, 413. 
àabda-vise8a, 23. 
âabda-sva-laksaita, 23.
Sabdäbhäva, 163. 
äaakä-piälcl, 53. 
sarlra, 2, 122 . 
säuta-rasa, 253. 
sSstra, 101, 157, 174, 221. 
sästra-kära, 155.
Siqisapl, 60, 69, 70, 132, 133, 146. 
sinisapS-Bvabhäva, 70, 132. 
gimäapttva, 76, 94. 
iukla, 92.
suddha, 33, 265, 355. 
iuddblrtha, 33.
suddbärtha =  svalaksana =  artha-kriyl- 

klri-ksana, 33.
äunyatl, 31, 32, 34, 94, 311, 334. 
äunyatl =  vijüâna-mâtra, 32.
SQ oyatva =  g y a b h ä v a -ia n y a tv a , 9 4 , 4 1 4 . 

lu a y a - v ld in ,  3 2 , 4 1 4 .
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sesavad-anumâna, 208.
sesänumäna, 114.
srotra-vijnâna, 28.
slesa, 253.
sad-vidha-citta, 867.
çaçthî-tatpuruça, 289
saipynkta-samaväya-sannikarga, 412.
saipyujyamàna, 375.
sajpyoga, 259, 267, 287, 288, 380, 420.
saipvàdaka, 16.
saipvit, 317, 318, 355.
saipvrti, 25, 32.
saipyedana, 44, 362, 363, 383.
sarnvedana-dhapna, 259.
saipvedana-mätra, 388, 396.
saipyedana =  sva-sam vedana, 42 .
saipyedana =  saipvit =  saipvitti, 385.
saipäaya, 2, 3, 6, 17.
sajpsaya-lietu, 107.
saipsara, 241.
sajpsarga, 276, 380.
saipskära, 6, 39, 113, 175, 191, 279, 293, 

294, 368, 371, 382, 413, 428. 
saipskära =  pürva-saipskära-pätava, 281. 
saipskära =  väsanä, 291. 
saipskära-samOha, 20. 
saipskära =  sambhüya kärin, 311. 
saipskära-skandba, 293. 
saipskära =  smpti-janaka-sâmagrl, 368. 
saipskära =  emrti-blja, 83. 
saipskärya, 354. 
saipskfta, 125.
saipskrta =käranaih (=säipskäraib) sam- 

bbQya kfta, 125. 
saipskrta =  krtaka, 241. 
sakala, 194.
sakala-saipskära-anädhäratä, 294. 
sak§ät-käritya, 292. 
sankalana, 293.
sanketa, 23, 165, 263, 264, 276. 
sangata, 288, 291.
sajätlya - vijätiya - ubhaya - santati-janana- 

sakti-yukto gbatah, 190. 
sanj&ä, 6, 21, 166, 293, 311, 377, 412. 
baqjnin, 276. 
sat, 198, 354, 424. 
satata-gati, 177.
sati vastuni r_=pratisedhye sati vastuni, 79.

satkärya-väda, 175.
sattä, 858, 404, 415, 419, 421.
sattva, 109, 130, 189, 160, 170.
sattva-vikalpa, 269.
sat-pratipakça, 221.
satya, 81.
sad-asad, 19.
sad-asad-dharmi-sad-asad-dharma, 405. 
sadätanatva, 369.
santäna, 8, 190,194, 270, 804, 312, 316» 

332, 333, 334. 
santâna-apekça, 8. 
santäna-älambita, 313. 
aantanäntara-niiuittatva, 369. 
sandigdha, 274.
sandigdha-vipakça-vyâvrttika, 184, 371.
sandigdha-vyatirekitä, 263.
sandeha, 246.
sandhäna, 295.
sannikarga, 38, 265, 380.
sannik?$ta, 280.
sannidbäna, 85.
sannidbi, 105.
sannipäta, 311.
sannibitaL, 65, 227, 352.
sapaksa, 130, 416.
sapakçe eva sattvam =  anvaya =  vyäpti, 

109.
saptamï-artha, 14. 
samagra-sämagrlka, 80. 
samanantara, 62, 354. 
samanantara-utpanna-nirvikalpaka, 427. 
samanantara-pratyaya, 27, 271, 278, 311, 

312, 319, 371, 428.
samanantara-pratyaya =  manasikära, 882. 
samartba, 5, 426. 
samartbana, 289.
samaväya, 259, 275, 287, 347, 420. 
samaväya-tadvantau, 290. 
samaväyi-kärapa, 319. 
samäkalayet =  vikalpayet =  utprekçeta, 

292.
samäna, 59. 
samäna-käla, 319, 367. 
samäna-jätiya, 28. 
samäna-jatlya-vikalpa, 315. 
samäna-vigaymä, 280. 
samânâdhikaranya, 81, 82,199, 208, 405.
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samäropa, 364. 
gamäropita, 74, 133. 
aamâropya, 62. 
aamäropyamäna, 411. 
aamärüijha, 267. 
samäveta, 13.
gamudäya =  dharmi - dharma - aamudäya, 

179.
gamudäySrtha, 2. 
samudSyena, 116. 
samprati, 31. 
gam-pratyaya, 149.
8am-pratyaya=8ama-kallna-pratyaya,152. 
samplava, 303, 304, 364. 
samplava — aankara, 302. 
sambadhyate, 80.
sambandba, 1, 2, 53, 66, 69, 129, 191, 

232, 264, 281, 285, 287, 290,350, 295, 
357, 375.

sambandha =  upakära, 295. 
sambandba =  pratibandha, 129. 
gambandhin, 287. 
aambandhi-sabda, 155. 
sambhava, 85, 260, 286. 
sambhava-abhaya, 115. 
sambbara-prScurya, 295. 
sambbaya-mâtram, 238. 
sambhavatl, 224, 399. 
sambhäyanä, 199. 
sambhäyyamäna-pratipakpa, 170. 
sammoha-niräkäranärtham, 398. 
aammugdba, 294. 
samyak-prameyam, 398. 
samyag-jiiäna, 1, 10, 74. 
samyag-jiiäna =  pramâpa, 4. 
sarüpaka, 264. 
sarapakatva, 264. 
sarva, 38, 82, 113, 166, 176, 286. 
sarya-anityatva-sadhana-dhannah, 127. 
sarya-j&atä, 56,186. 
saryajnatya, 119, 198. 
sarvato-vyäyrtta, 33. 
sarvatra-ayiâeçât, 40. 
aaryathä, 264. 
sarvadä, 369. 
sarva-yiçaya, 294.
sarva-sambhavah =  atiprasangah — sar- 

yatra-pravrtti-prasangah, 239.

sarya-äkara-jfiatä, 56. 
saryätmanä =  ekena gyabhäyena, 270. 
sarvätmanä =  sarvair upädhibhlr ekas- 

yabhärah, 269. 
sarySnityatya-vadin, 234. 
aaryärtha, 293. 
sarvärtha-vttcaka, 165. 
garvärtba-yäcyatya, 165. 
saryendriySSrita, 313. 
sayikalpaka =  pratlti, 46. 
gayikalpaka, 15, 40, 42, 60, 257, 271,295r

296, 301, 312, 313, 410. 
gayikal paka-j nana, 16,143. 
sayikalp'aka-pratyaksa, 425. 
sayikalpaka-niryikalpakaa, 317. 
gahakärin, 312, 319.
sahakärin =  eka-kârya-kârin, 354. 
aabakäri-pratyaya, 279, 354, 418. 
sahakäri-pratyaya — äloka, 382. 
sabakäri • bheda =  hetu - kärana - samagrl,

297.
gahacarya, 53. 
gahänayasthäna. 59,196. 
aahopalambha-niyama, 355. 
säip'vyta, 302. 
süipyyayabjrika, 301, 304. 
aäkära, 384. 
aâkàra-pakça, 259. 
säkSra-ySdin, 40. 
sâkçât, P7, 124, 292. 
säkaät-kära, 363. 
sSkgat-käritya-yyäpära, 15, 43. 
sätmaka, 215.
sädrsya =  särüpya =  tad-Skäratä =  vi- 

payatä, 347. 
gädhaka, 4, 394.
sâdhakatama-kârana=prabxçtopak5raka= 

adhipati-pratyaya. 380. 
sädhakatama • kärana =  pramS • karana, 

351.
sädhana, 119, 132, 150, 170, 395. 
sädhana-dharma, 128. 
sädhana-nirbhäsa-jnäna, 10. 
sädhana-yäkya, 113, 148. 
sädhana-yäkya-ayayaya, 153. 
gädhanatya, 323. 
aädhanäbhäya, 141. 
sädharmya-drstänta, 266.
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sädharmyavat, 120. 
sädhärana, 55, 56, 415. 
sädhärana-grahana, 415, 416. 
sädbärana-hetu. 183. 
aädhäranatva, 266.
sädhya, 62, 66, 69, 73, 119, 132,133,135, 

136, 140, 149, 150, 154, 157, 170,234, 
249.

sädhya-gati, 142.
sädhya-dharma, 65, 66, 128, 136, 149. 
sädhya-dharmah =  svabbävah, 136, 137. 
sädhya-dbarmin, 113, 137, 151, 176. 
sädbya-niyata, 249, 151, 
sädhya-nirdeäa, 155. 
sädhya-nirdesa =  paksa-nirdesa, 150. 
sâdhya-niàcaya =  sädhya-vidhi, 140. 
sädhya =  pak;a, 153, 169, 
sädhya-paryäya, 170. 
sädbya-pratiti, 91. 
sädhya-pratipatti-adhikarana, 89. 
sädhyäbhäva, 141. 
sädhyäbhidhäna, 162. 
sädhyatva, 156, 170. 
sändratara, 370. 
sännidhya-anumiti, 65. 
sämagri, 62, 296, 354. 
sämarthya, 3, 19, 62, 63, 81, 82, 86, 143, 

151, 161, 293, 317, 367. 
sämänädhikaranya, 278. 
sämänya, 19, 23, 36, 40, 217, 264, 304, 

305, 412, 413.
sSmänyato-drsta-anumäna, 78. 
Bämänya-dharman, 304.
8ämänya-mätram, 270. 
sämänya-laksana, 398. 
sämänya-visesasya darsanam, 78. 
sämänya ( =  sädrsya), 40. 
sämänyaTad-bheda =  äkrti, 408. 
sämänya vad • visesa, 303. 
sämprata, 285. 
sämya, 412. 
särQpaka, 259.
särüpya, 13, 14, 35, 40, 46, 49, 50, 194, 

347, 351, 355, 363, 368,371, 372, 373, 
380,384, 394, 404, 408, 419, 420, 426. 

särupya= atad-vyävytti= anya-vyävi’tti=  
anya -yoga - vyavaccheda =  äkära =  fib- 
häsa, 51.

särDpya =  anya-vyävytti =  apoha, 42, 
413.

särQpya-j&äna, 15. 
särüpya-pramäna, 88, 302. 
särDpya-laksana, 38, 48. 
särOpya-saipvedana, 41, 386. 
särQpya =  samänädbikaranya, 423. 
särQpya-samutpattl, 371, 408. 
särllpyätmaka, 313. 
särüpyätmaka-avasamvedana, 394. 
sälaksanya, 404. 
sälambana, 175.
siddha, 81, 83, 127, 135, 154, 190.
siddbänta, 28.
siddhi, 2, 4, 158.
sidhyati, 186, 314.
sukhädi-svalaksana, 430, 431.
sukhädy-äkära, 386.
süksma =  atîndriya, 78.
süksma-käla-bbeda, 8.
sütra, 174.
sthäpayatj, 321.
sthäyitva, 93.
stblyi-dravya, 375.
stbita, 189.
sthitam jüänam =  jüäna-väsanä, 294.
sthiratra, 377.
sparsa, 293, 311, 331, 400.
spasta, 400.
spastatä, 371.
sphuta, 171.
sphutatva-visesa, 398.
sphutäbha, 30, 363, 397.
smarana, 277.
smrti, 6, 39.
smrty-upasthäna, 31.
smrti-janaka-sämagri, 38.
sva-anvayin =  alika-sämänya, 425.
sva-äkära, 410.
svatah, 7, 69.
svatantra, 92.
svatantra-udäharana, 92, 357. 
sva-para - prakäsa =  sva - samvedana, 

357.
sva-praakäs, 376. 
sva-pracyuti, 193. 
sva-pratibhäsa, 18, 22. 
sva.pratibbäsitva, 393.
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svabhäva, 8, 59, 60, 64, 65, 69, 70, 72, 76, 
87, 93, 122, 124, 125, 127, 128, 131, 
217, 224, 234, 239, 251, 283 289, 290, 
423.

svabhäva =  sädhya, 136. 
sväbhäva-abhäva-avyabhicärin, 194. 
svabhäva-pratibandha, 69, 122, 239. 
8vabhäva-pratibandha =  vyäpti, 145. 
svabhäva-linga, 61, 70, 407. 
svabhäva-vitarka, 20, 327. 
svabhâva-visiçfa, 64. 
svabhäva-visera, 64, 125, 301. 
svabhäva-visesa-rahita, 108. 
svabhäva-hetu, 120, 122, 125, 126, 127, 

129, 136, 233, 417.
svabhäva-sambandha, 267, 268, 287, 290 

295, 420.
svabhäva-sambandha =  viseçaça-viâesya- 

bhäva, 287. 
svabhävänumäna, 70. 
svabhävänupalabdhi, 82. 
svabhäväntaram, 94. 
svamata, 346. 
svayam-prakäsa, 29. 
sva-rasa-vinosa-svabhäva, 134. 
sva-rasikatä, 48.
svardpa, 15, 23, 60, 87,112,154,267,364, 

387, 413.
svarQpa-apoha, 419.
svampa - abheda= svabhäva - anatirikta=

svabhäva-sambandha, 290. 
svarüpa-mätra, 296.
svarUpa-läbha =  svabhäva-läbha =  ätma- 

bhäva, 122. 
svarüpa-vitarka, 17. 
svarQpa-vedana-auupapatti =  365. 
svarüpa-sambandha, 191. 
svampänubhava, 364. 
svalaksana, 14, 15, 22, 23, 32, 41, 51, 68, 

87, 89, 121, 129, 172, 179, 192, 194, 
264, 289, 302, 303, 304, 305, 312, 315, 
320, 327,-361, 397, 405, 406, 412, 413, 
414, 415, 423.

svalaksana =  ananya-bhäk =asadhärana, 
414.

svalaksana-älambita, 312. 
svalaksana-avagähitva, 424. 
svalaksana=ksana, 121,291,304,422,423.

svalaksana =  ksana =  artha - kriyä - kä- 
rin =  paramarthasat =  vastu, 274. 

sva-laksana-paramärtha-sat, 7 ,111 , 292. 
svalaksana =prathamo visaya-ksanah, 320. 
svalaksana-bheda, 408. 
svalaksana-särüpya, 368. 
svalaksapa-sälaksanya, 368. 
svalaksana =  vastu =  vidhi-svarüpa, 80. 
svalaksana =  vidhi-rüpa=vastu=artha*  

kriyä-kärin, 78. 
svavacana-niräkrta, 170. 
svavacana-virodhin, 170. 
sva-väcyatä, 276. 
svavisaya-sarva-gata, 404. 
sva-saipvitti, 384, 386. 
sva-samvidita, 410, 393. 
sva-saipvedana, 83, 104, 327, 355, 383, 

386, 392, 393, 394, 395, 409. 
sva-samvedana-anurüpa-artha, 388. 
sva-saipvedana =  anuvyavasäya, 43. 
svasamvedana-pratyaksa, 391. 
sva - samvedana - pratyaksa - jiiäna - siddha, 

83.
sva-samvedana-rüpa, 394. 
sva-sattä-mätra, 66. 
sva-sattä-mätra-bhävin, 65, 66. 
sva-sattayä, 48, 53.
sva-santäna - mätra • prabhava =  älaya- 

vijnäna-prabhava, 370. 
sva-sadräa-äkära-ädhäyakatva, 264. 
sva-sädhya, 417. 
sva-svabhäva-dhärapa, 120. 
svägocara, 410. 
sväpeksa, 410. 
sväbhävika, 291, 295, 420. 
sväbhäsa, 363. 
svärtha, 149.
svärthänumäna, 48, 70, 149, 166. 
svänga, 271. 
häna-upädäna, 5. 
hänopadäna-buddhi, 886. 
hetu, 2, 4, 10, 48, 53, 62 ,66,82,127,133, 

136, 141, 159, 212, 213, 244, 249,303. 
hetu =  kärana =  rgyu, 209, 211, 212. 
hetu-kârapa-sâmagrï, 296. 
hetu =  gtan-thsigs, 212. 
hetu-cakra, 171. 
hetu-drstänta, 154.
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hetu-pratyaya, 62, 134. 
hetu-pratyaya-sâmagrJ, 62. 
hetnmat, 394. 
hetu-sattä, 127. 
hetutva, 66.

hetükytya, 122, 160. 
hetv-antara, 93. 
hetv-antaräpeksatva, 369. 
hetv-arthas, 194. 
hetväbhäsa, 179.
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