KARIKA 6 AND 7
(Scope of the inference based on general observation)

Aig—aeg  aEamfasTaraRaiar gergmgafs: |
gafrasdswrafs  AqdsgaraeAAAIAET | X @dieEan
ATATEATGATTTTOATATET TAATTRTATEATTA e | SATTIAF-
& gFATEfafgaa ™ | IAASATH L IITH | IT IgAA-
Jarafg: gamr: geaqaraiaag sfa gaegaa |

Opponent : Let there be the cognition of the objects liable to the
contact with the senses through perception, and that of those
which are not liable to the sense-object contact, but in whose
case the invariable association between the sign and the
signate is observed, through inference. The objects, which are
supra sensuous and as such are different from the two (kinds
of objects) mentioned above, are not known through percep-
tion and inference. If they are supposed to be known through
(revealed) scriptures, it leads to the undesirable contingency
of establishment of all the theories (of opposite nature).
Therefore, it is deduced that they are not cognised at all.!

Consequently, it is wrong to say that through these means
of knowledge only there ensues the knowledge of all the

objects.

ST —efaqed AAFEIRAHEARGT @, fF afg
ffae | a7 geads qEgssTadt gmggEErasafaeaE sfa
FeaT T ATEATARATIRTA T ATHISFIITFI |

areaasg FearEatfaarmi sfafzrgamm)

1. If the scripture is rejected, there remains no source to know
them.
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ATATETAATIG AR TARTEA R FgaonrHatai - gufy-
T gAFeae: | 797 ! q41 fg sasaifaaanad gagana-
AT NI} FAFAIAATRAAAATHIAN | TF AFATENAT
qeSTaaar Sradfaqawcafag:, FTAFTLET garfasrdaaaar
qeqadeafag:, wgATEAt 9 gurgcarasafag:;, -
eqify gamarnfafzfify aafae agrda wadfa | au

g AYAT AHTAAIGSE qU7 qed FagRe  gafaraggang
JERIEATAZUTET: | FAT Frafq=rrEE 3fq Aq earenaq, gafa
geaEq HIATATIEIAY  gRaTsAFaRgIg g fAnart qareNy F1
wrafassiul ggufacgaaw | Feng ? Ffoufaist Fma-
MNg=afear eaureard gaFdifa | gsargaaq | FE ! Feaea-
fararg | afz gea7 age gEaEr goqrewwfasag ggaqrere-
qrAEf ggAA araeaq | asargfagafaaad auEEmEa-.
FREAEFAIAIASSgwae: | qea fag amrageEd-
ot Ratal gafama: |

Proponent : It would have been the case if the inference would
have been taught as of one kind only. On the contrary, it is
threefold. Itis right to say that the apriori and the aposte-
riori inference are having as their objects the things about
which the relation of sign and signate is already cognised.
Consequently, the cognition of all the objects is not admitted
through them.

THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE OBJECTS BEYOND THE
REACH OF THE SENSES ARISES THROUGH THE

INFERENCE BASED ON GENERAL OBSERVATION.

It should be granted that through the inference which is based
on general observation the objects which are beyond the reach
of the senses, are cognised.

How ?

For example, after cognising the invariability of production
and non-eternity in the pot, the non-eternity is inferred in case
of word, etc., through observing their production. Similarly,
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it is cognised that the fragrance is caused through sandal wood
because the former is of the nature of the latter. Since both
the cause and the effect are of the nature of pleasure, etc., the
effects are cognised as arising from the pleasure, etc. Through
the composite nature of bed, etc., their nature of serving the
purpose of others is cognised; the nature of serving the purpose
of others is established in case of the conglomeration of cause
and effect because of their composite nature.? In this way, all
that is desired to be established is included. There will arise
the undesirable contingency of non-cognition of the conscious
entity in case of those who hold that the inference based on
general observation is identical with the aposteriori inference,
for the latter serves as the means in the cognition through the
effect (and there is no effect of the conscious entity).

If it is argued that it can be rendered faultless by taking vrtti
(functioning) as an effect metaphorically ? It can be like this.
Though there is no effect from the conscious entity, yet it is
stated that the specific objects like conscious entity, the
unmanifest, intellect and egoism are known through their

function occurring at present.

Why ?

When their power of functioning is metaphorically taken as
effect, it relates to the conscious entity.

That is also wrong.

Why ?

Because of the mention of same other reason. If the knowledge
of the conscious entity could be well attained through its

function, the author would not have spoken of the nature of
composite as serving the purpose of some other as the reason

2. For finite nature and homogeneity cf. the arguments to prov-
the existence of cosmic matter (ka. 15), and for the nature of
serving others’ purpose by the composite objects cf. the argu-
ments to prove the existence of the conscious entity. (ka. 17).
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(to establish the existence of the conscious entity). That
statement is not that of function. Hence, the difference between
the aposteriori inference and the inference based on general
observation should be certainly admitted. Therefore, it is
established that the knowledge of the objects beyond the reach
of the senses arises through the inference based on general
observation.

(Direct Inference and Inference-by-elimination)

qeq gawwEaeg gfasaq | @ gda gfq o qan-
AerorHTHA frqg—

a3 3q: TaEaw qreafagl ggsad
T Aiasaiavaarfzacs afedfsa: o

tawg fg grgaex fpfagg—ararorgrare g 1 g7
AT Aregggardl qeafaafagdead aaraarigaomsaf’ |
FaTETe ya: afvwmomeas: gagaga ot | 1 93 g
qIIAAIET AgTga egwqu greafagrgufeeg qar Sarea
wafq 1 gar g eTrgEmEEgtaqaEt g doeng Faar
afwiaa: areafagraafamad qeisdiareat wafq | qaar @ 3q
TTHTIRA A THFAIAFIALAATAToSI¥N  Srgeafa:  gewafq
gfearaa: sararfafa qar gazatareat wafa 1 a=x gqr Aiar g
qagraafgafaamasd  faamraarama g3 gfqara)
AT FIATATOGET  qgIal  GHRAATAAF-
ea1q, azrsaafaarad afiwecaq |

Only through the difference of application it is twofold—

direct and the inference-by-elimination. The authorities record their
definition thus :

The direct inference is that when a reason is employed in
its very form, and the other (i. e., the inference-by-elimi-
nation) is that when another is implied through elimination
of other objects,
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The form of the sign is of two kinds—general and particular.
Out of these, the general sign is that which consists with the signate
and is employed (resorted to) in its essential form as a probans for
cognising the probandum. The particular sign is exemplified as—
finite nature, homogeneity and the nature of serving others object
in case of an assemblage. The direct inference is that when the
sign is employed for the establishment in the very form of the
signate without eliminating the other stands. The inference-by-
elimination is when the sign is employed to prove the signate
through exclusion after eliminating the topics of discourse which
are other than the object to be proved. For example, if there arises
the possibility of the origination of the universe by atoms, the
conscious entity (without cosmic matter), god, (previous) works,
fate, time, nature (of the universe itself to grow), accident, and then
by way of elimination it is deduced that it arises of the cosmic
matter only. When the direct sign is put in the form of a sentence
with reference to probandum, etc., by introducing some other
knowledge similar to the one held in his own mind, the
sentence containing the component parts of syllogism is contrived
because the meaning cannot be communicated to others without
sentence.®

(Component parts of Inference)

LRI CRC DI SR IGIERERRIEERER R EREE CiE
qAquET sArEargd | afasgageragagfaraata auafs-

qraargafa |
The component parts are as follows—inquisitiveness, doubt,

purpose, conjecturing the (other) possible (alternative) and to throw
aside the doubt. These are the components of explanation. Proposi-

3. We prefer the punctuation of Chakravarti who does not give
any punctuation after upaniyate to Pandeya’s punctuation who
inserts full stop, because yada in the first part and tada in the
last part make it one sentence rather than two.
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tion, probans, example, application and the conclusion are the
components of propounding something for others.

(Inquisitiveness)
a7 sigfa=sr faamar | wfeaq Ffagraag—ged ag-
faseifn | frafaardfa 7 ga doa sfa saggae sag—
AIAVIATALAAAAT FOEATT | FZTITATATIGHALAT EH—
gqanEggd Afq | agygd srdegmvsaTaRammfe, wEIEE
gafaurorrfe | srawfy sear AgEwd o gq goo Gl

aredtfa 7 fEmeaifrEmnan sasafafy g —areagcafy-
T, daza meraife: | safafy ? afy qEzawcska aqse
gugfaatarEdiataqafeaacafaamrauaraitatamaganEe-
gaaiftarasdarfaiifa agaaq sasqeaaaafaarREsarag
fq assreangag wadifa | s aredifa faesiay a9 amEgal-
gezTagaTATIgEAsty qarat 7 @ify fagaragfassand aua-
qIgIATCATRE (e famAas Iaenagarad  god  eqrAfquaye-
grarqERagRIAnfagaguarefas  faatraarcegdifa

garzAraaal fAwagu, swmAaafaaifefa aafeaq, gara
g grearaeanw gfaAwr | aregen geFarvmfa gew sfq ar

gfasr |

The inquisitiveness is the desire to know. After approaching
someone one says—I want to know the conscious entity as
whether it exists or not. When (with an object to contradict
his statement) he is asked how does the doubt arise, he replies
both the alternatives are observed in case of the object not
perceived. The object not perceived is found in both the ways :
existence as well as non-existence. The (imperceptible objects
like the) other part of the disc of the sun and the moon are
existent and the horn of the hare, etc,, are non-existent. The
soul is also not perceived. Hence, arises the doubt as to
whether it exists or does not. While asked as to what is the
purpose of the reflection, he replies—the knowledge of the
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scripture with its sum and substancc and the attainment of
liberation thereby.

How ?

If the soul exists, through the knowledge of the soul with its

essential nature, viz., its difference from the cosmic matter,
indifference, all-pervasiveness, etc,, which goes against the

wrong notion of the non-existence of the soul, the attainment
of liberation is certain, and consequently the statement of the
scripture that the liberation is attained through the discrimina-
tive knowledge of the manifest, the unmanifest and the cons-
cious entity becomes meaningful. If itis ascertained that the
soul does not exist, through the inference based on general
observation (it is ascertained that) the other similar objects
also do not exist and, thus, after foresaking the theory handed
down (to us) by the sages and mostly deceitful in nature due to
the cessation of the notion of knowing the soul, the person
who has attained the void which does not depened upon
anything else as an object of meditation, will get the final
release which is of the form of suppression of the suffering
arising of the three substances.! Itis possible to ascertain
the meaning because it is grasped through the threefold
means of knowledge. When this (position) is ascertained, the
affirmation of the probandum after throwing aside the doubt
is proposition. That which is the ascertainment of the
probandum is the proposition as ‘the conscious entity exists’.

(Probans)
AIIAGATATAA gg: | AregasAafq argd fagd | anmE:

H&Iq: | GrgaEd GUIETHA  raaauigagTy | Grgagge qqr-
wragfagaraw | 9 fg afq qrad, gaafaeraggeam ) qamE-

4.

It brings out the basic difference between the Buddhists and
the Brahmanical schools of Indian philosophy. The Buddhists
vehemently criticise the existence of the soul while the doct-
rines of Brahmanical systems are centred around the existence
of soul.
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TgHAgATaLEAsTaNEEEy | faglhdnad 33 a5 T
qregagATfacaasm: gq=9: qsagaravigF 9afd |

The probans is the brief statement of the middle term. It
(derivatively) means that through which something is
proved. It comes to mean the distinguishing mark. The term
samasa means brief. The expression sadhanasamasavacanam
means the brief statement of the probans. The term sadhana is
mentioned to negate (exclude) the fallacious reasons (or those
appearing like reasons).® They are not the probans because
they cause the doubt and misapprehension. The term samasa
is mentioned to provide scope for the other members (of
syllogism). The probans is merely the specific mention of the
middle term. That which is its elucidation in the form of its in-
variable association with the probandum is stated to be the

other members (of syllogism).
(Example)

SAEIAT fAzad gozra: | JEq raaEy 4T 98-
wifscafazerd agat geera: | qaar d@gasif gaudd 3w,
AT AAAEALIAAH | fqisceadiqaer  gafgaata-
frafasacarazrada fa 7 azd Favdgeara s=aq |

An example is the illustration (or) parable That which is the
illustration of invariable association of the probans with the
probandum is the example. For example, the objects
functioning collectively are observed to be of the nature of
serving the purpose of another, asitis observed in the case
of bed, chair, chariot and the house. The counter example is
included in that only because it is of the form of the inference-
by-elimination which excludes the (other) possible qualities

5. Since sadhana means that which proves something, that which
does not prove something, cannot be a sadhana. Thus, the
fallacious reasons are excluded.
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undesirably coming in it. Therefore, the counter example is
not mentioned (here).®

(Application)

AT IRF FANTHGIT ST | ATeqeq A faqrar-

HAANE, TLAET T AAARTEFNTHLIT | AT
AT EAFSTFAAIZAGT AFFAT9IT | q97 qearsfazarnfe-
AT gUGTATAIEAYE  adafrastHag=dy | g9qr wgAE:
dgacarcaral ud agufafafn guddfageay | AsEt av @
=Y |
The application is to draw together the probandum and the
example into the same action. For example, drawing together
into the same action of the probandum (which at present is) in
the form of nature of serving others object by eye, etc., and

the example like bed, etc. The same action is not possible
instantly in case of the probandum and the example because of
their being different objects. Hence, on account of the non-
visibility of that action the action is applied to the two on the
basis of the similarity of the characteristics in the terms like ‘as
is this, so is that also’. For example, just as the bed, etc., serve
the purpose of another because they are composite in nature,

similarly the eye, etc., should also be of the nature of serving
the purpose of another. That which is mentioned as other is
the conscious entity.

(Conclusion)

qgmrcafastivaTE frmay | ggEsEraEgIudear I
qAXETE: qfaauaq | qgar—aenRfea Ry sANmIgaEt
qreqrara-aTg fafoserr: gyt amafaoafaay | aEaaa-

A% AT PoiraEaTERAtaQaseafaln @95y qar are-
wAF ArFrfaaadad |

6. The example is of two kinds : showing positive concomitance
and the negative concomitance. The former is based upon vita
while the latter, on avita.




186 Yaktidipika

The repetition of the proposition through the above mentioned
process is the conclusion. The repetition requiring (. e.,

through) probans, example and drawing together (of the
probans and the probandum) is the conclusion. The collection

of these members of syllogism carrying a special meaning due
to their mutual relation is stated as the single sentence (vakya)
as ‘therefore, the conscious entity exists’. When many sentences
with their own sense secondary (to the whole) are combined
due to their service which they render to the other meaning (of
the whole), the scripture is also resolved to be one sentence.

arg—fesraraafaarmw | qrsafatdmfe agagm:
eafazaga=a quafauEea | g91 g =agasy g ga-
YA TATT FTATEIN | 99 agaard afaggaracy
fSrsrariat a7 a1 | GERT TUAHAITYIE J Feeay |
HAATAATALFIH A, srer“rermﬁrau fafeaat fg arfaxfaarfzat
LA, em‘tf‘tariawmqng‘ﬁ arfeg gatsaw | fFErag—
TMAAAFAICATFT A | ATIATFYTTHIRA e | A fg mgat
frogaisar g3faeamad | F AWy fgmacadiEofay
gq: | aENEALF agfwama ) qagwa wiafefa 39 enkag
geg faarafay aeafans ofy gafaswafs, saga wafa
genrRareafqy argd wiasrsfa | ggsagagsAg | FEA ?
afagaTg | FEAATE—F O FATAE eIy g3fagEarn-
qumafa graae g | afasd Jaq 1 qearfaaraEsATT: |
sfaarear gfafgar | waq ? aemfaafaa afearsgemang
RIEEFAAIRMT  TEEE:  ArEATAATRATATATA AT |
afe grearaamel  sfasg=a3 I9 aegE AN servaEd AT
eI qafy gfasm greAifa, ffaafaag ( areamsd
g gErFggfa: | T a@ran fanasaeamafag a@aq ofq
f& = ggereongaafaes, argarsgaRwq ) @ fg argaaamg-
g9+ ggfradqeaguaiase 9 grEEganfagd @a | qa
FFTEARYST GHTETFA gdfefd T Fagaq | qEATEAAUAT |
fearag, aagasd = fasgfagagagq | af g aamagy
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o i et samrearfersTar AaAT FEAFTORARTAT S
srfaaaeaay gz sAaArfs: graagesa: qisgaicgaa wafa |
qentq garangumtased | fagrfvaraeaiv gfa 39 @y,
fag fg 4 argaq | qeara fadm Fa: | geArEanfgaEafe-
gAfIsEREA A, 9 caeAcATafafd | gagcagaad | wEaTq ?
awg fgur faeaer gs=gr qugawEmg | afg @ AarEada-
Aszq | §9 fgar faeas 1 qaify fiq: 9s=992: s@a: agamr-
fracgedser fagawnad asgfafs | frsarag, gsera-
AN, WeRTIAGusfAseTagq | afaga g 3fa
o WY AT Jq GreAqra faqedy g geared: T ? ool ar
77 faewd ? frsa: ? qafe amasgss: afwrad aq saas-
A& aread | FEAq ? 9 fg awstag qar asafadstEa
geaq 3fq | s afwrey daifegasr aEaEagaacTs-
Faacafaqe: | frsarag —gsersaaataraasdazs ggafaar-
aifwararg | graaERa areTfaaarfaaaee gsraaagar:
gearag (27 7) & | afaard =7 fasmasy qEgaraed g59q |

Opponent : The inquisitiveness, etc., should not be mentioned because
one can know the object for himself without those also and
because expounding of the object for others is also like the ascer-
tainment for oneself. The propriety demands that ‘as the
knowledge has originated in the knower, the other should be
made known in the same way’. There is no role played by the
inquisitiveness, etc., in the case of one who is engaged in
knowing the object for himself. Hence, their mention is not
proper for the knowledge of others also, And, the mention of
doubt iy purposeless because the object is already known. The
proponent and the opponent are firm with regard to their

stands. They have no purpose to enquire into the doubt of the
other with an intention of contradicting it.

Moreover, (the components like) purpose and conjeturing the
other possible alternatives should not be mentioned. They are
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understood through the admittance of the probans itself. No
purposeless activity arises in case of the great men, and
their activity is not directed to the impossible object like the

levelling of the Himalaya. Therefore, the mention of these is
meaningless.

If it is argued that the activity (to know the truth) is found in
the presence of them only ? It may be like this. There is the
activity towards knowing the reality in the presence of inquisi-
tiveness, etc,, and it is not (found) in their absence. Therefore,
they will serve as the means.

This is also wrong.

Why ?

Because of over-pervasion. Since the activity (towards knowle-
dge) is observed in the presence of soul, internal organ, senses,
light and the objeet, these would also be the means. This is,
however, undesirable. Therefore, the mention Of inquisitive-
ness, etc., is purposeless.” The proposition, etc., are not properly
defined.

How ?

Since the proposition is admitted to be a statement of the
probandum, there will be undesirable contingency of its
application to the probans and the example, because the
ascertainment of probandum holds good in the case of other
members (of syllogism) as well. If the proposition is said to
be the ascertainment of the probandum, the ascertainment of
the probans and the example of that probandum would comes
to be proposition, because there is no difference in reason
(i. e., causality). It cannot be restricted to a particular (object)

The meaning is that though there are several things serving as
causes, yet the mention should be made of those which are
most necessary. The inquisitiveness, etc., are also not that
necessary in inference to mention separately.
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without (making) efforts (in this case).® Moreover, the defini-
tion of probans is improper because there is no mention of
definition of middle term (sadhana). One who gives the defini-
tion of probans as the brief statement of the middle term,
would have stated the nature of middle term earlier. After
that only it should be stated that the probans is the brief state-
ment of this. And, it is not stated so. Therefore, it is not a
(proper) definition. Moreover, the mention of brief involves the
undesirable cantingency of negation of detailed mention. If the
term brief is mentioned, what is gained ? (On the contrary) the
middle term in details like ‘the inclusion into one class is
observed in case of the composite objects like the components
of the body which are of the nature of cause of the effect’,
comes to be stated as the non-probans.® Hence. the mention
of the term brief is undesirable.

If it is argued that it is faultless on account of the mention of
the probans ? It may be like this, The probans is the middle
term according to us. This is mentioned here. Therefore,
though the dulness of your intellect that which is undesirable
is imposed upon us; it is not through our mistake.

It is also wrong.

Why ?

This, which is divided into two, is the middle term of five
kinds. The probans is desired to be of the form of direct sign

10.

The sense is that if the proposition is taken to be an ascertain-
ment of the probandum, there should be other statement
speaking of the ascertainment of probans and example as they
are also equally the components of inference and all the com-
ponents should be ascertained.

Since it is in detail, it cannot be included under the present
definition.

We prefer Chakravarti’s reading pramadat to prasadat of
Pandeya.
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and that by elimination. It is, in this way, divided into two. Out
of these, the direct is sub-divided into five.!! It is, therefore,
impossible to speak of the nature of probans as applicable to
one taken out of the group. Moreover the definition of example
is not proper (lit. inapplicable) bzcause it involves contingency of
pervasion over undesirable (objects) whether it may be under-
stood with reference to the words or the objects denoted. The
example is the instance. In this case (it may be asked) whether
the instance refers to word through which the probandum and
the probans are exemplified or the object where they are
exemplified.

What is the use of this consideration ?

If the word is accepted (as referred to), the definition of appli-
cation is contradicted.

Why ?

No single action is applicable here in the form °‘as the state-
ment of the object, so the probandum,.!? If the object denoted
is accepted (as referred to), it will contradict the fivefold com-
ponents because the object referred to is not included into
them. Moreover, there would be non-difference of the example,
application and the conclusion because they also refer to the sense
denoted by probans and the proposition. The nature of a middle
term conveys invariable association which forms the character
of example and application. The conclusion denotes the pro-
position and it is not proper to take it as an independent
component.

IS A—AZ=AA A fAT A TG ATATAATCA TTATAATS

fastrareafaarafafy st g7:—a, sadag | SFaRaqg qIET-
garenry fawraren: | @dTm AguE: Fdsd FAAAT ATEA-

4 i

12.

We have not been able to locate the names of five sub-divisions
of direct inference.

We prefer to omit na hi as done in Poona Manuscript and
accepted by Chakravarti.
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sarentd fanfeagfin: wamd, @ cad cqaguaga at) a3q
FEAATN A sPeqraATeqrenfq AFurATIFRY | FIIIfATH—
agaa afrerafardcqrsqeaaagagueral fg aat fafa=a: ae-
Facgen sareana: | fF = fagwrsasgararg 7 fg audama-
waafgamaEsag, feafz g3 gfgardr aggza—iF
fasraa zfa srazanfeardid gsafafs | &Fa gwo, fF faa-
sfaer 3fa ? $a: gora: ? g | geg A 9A9gER A A
qrean: | FafqaEdaa @99 gog  sfa e zaxamfe
qergiq | Sfawdamafa afy safagaframaamammfy a =T
Fa7 GSA | qAT F wadad seaftua fRfsag afagha wadl-
egegafaa<fa aras wafa, wsa zagaadaagyaEiagE-
fafq | azcgad fafemaang duam=afafs sadaq) woq?
SFacATq | IFaNaq afq aagAW gg=mafafy | oqd wNEE-
qAIITEA FA | A g wrggesia & At aa arsad
sfq d afq arsadag \ agwgaq aga wEiffa—a, aAwgo-
TAIG | A AT gedrq acg fasarfay qeafamagarasaer-
aummaaaafafa | frafs o gaar  afqedmEgsEaaT
gaarta @gafafa | geegad aremfaarfaa: sfasregermr-
sqgseraafa Ay fa sgFawaq | FEAg ? fasEr:
ggara afg qeodia: | gafy aeagssawfagan fagarnmat-
qeATase quifn 4 gfy  fsraEwagasmasamergeaes
I FUA qregearagree 9fqswn, 9 g raarasEdia-
geaq | fearag agwEsfadag g3 g fasmrEn @
gz a1 WAt qar fF gas: wedisy T Fasisa afglaar
aforwt afq wada qeaar afasr | aeogFaH argaTgIRAT-
ggaamaT fq wuIaq | wEwr ? AEufagaE g9
gregacaafaa: qar zf sfasraauaraam s qregae-
qrace, T P argAd greafafy % fagar, oF @eE-
FATHAAT IAATHTHEAIT F5  FIITA[ALHG | FLATG 7
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areqasyafq ear argafafa OF fageag st arsgamE-
fadmg | fag fg 7 @rad, gsw fafzeefafs | agad 9ar-
Aigue afy gswar  @gawraifefa, s @, agaaRad
FEAT ! GEIGAGNATAAT | AqUa garEagw fFaq, arad-
srwqifwaraars ggffa aur fasragy | sosawaagaraudifa |
waq facawafaawasg: sgaa: | $99 7 7 fg anrawsseamgay
zfa Fear | aegAagad wsardHeaAstsTIaEIR geeTRaAvITAT
gfa, @eg qrasssal geaiAq: | agad STIIAEN qreaq 3fa
HIATANT] | FEATT ! AGFEAY gfg gravegea wEAfama |
weRsaraEd &1 fasearm:  qgar gavEadt g |
ggaqafwgaes  qrEgEIgaAIsIEagaataaa fa a9-
saFarsges H14 fasreara: | gIgEaq afasgaaifagrans
FeErgaafaraaEl aragarracatafa gaae o wEg ?
sgfasrarg | @ exggemty: sfasmad | 5 afy svga=ad sfqsm
JAITEIHIATAT &q: | aeg gHaggwifacafdasa s |
FrETTETANTATAARFFATHGIT  I944: | qIAS
greafagy syrarzfageny fawwan | genragaanag | fEereag
uFET graanraafireraraTaitEcad AW | 397 19y
ud o dggvd gEal  weareY,  amfwsargcarfaersgaaiag-
AIIAANAFH 9 AT AT A ATAFIHAINT-
Arfaaeoat aFATAAGIUEIIAIIAGAATAGET  FFATN
forqmmaera, A AFRIAUHATHEAGTIAG NI A TATATN G -
AIESAT | AAFET I qreqgHacagHIfacaaaonar aad-
amfaend gggserearfaasaaara? @ g % g gfq-
sgeaaifaararg  geraaafaraaEt aEgaraatafa gae-
JFTH | TENTHFT FATAFAT AT |
Proponent : As regards your statement that the inquisitiveness, etc.,
should not be mentioned for making the others know since they
form the components of determination for oneself, we reply

that it is not so, because of the reply given above. It is already
stated that the inquisitiveness, etc., form the components of
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explaining something. All should be favoured; it is for this
that the explanation of scripture is preserved by the wise; not
for themselves or for those who possess a similar intellect.
When it is conjectured so, there is no uselessness of these for
those who are learning (the scripture). Hence, the statement
that ‘the ascertainment of the wise in the form of the account
found in the scripture is for the favour of those who are
confused, possessing wrong knowledge and are not wise,” be-
comes contradictory and is not dJesirable. Moreover, because
no rule is admitted. We do not prescribe that they should be
mentioned necessarily. On the other hand, when the opponent
asks as to what do you want to know, he should necessarily be
replied as ‘the words’. In what form ? ‘Itis eternal or non-
eternal ?” How does the doubt arise ? Because of their having
a form. These are not to be stated to the one who does
not ask.

If it is argued that the uselessness is applicable everywhere
because of their uselessness in some cases, the reply is that i
cannot be held so because it would apply to the other cases like
proposition as well In some cases the proposition, etc., are
not mentioned. This would lead to the undesirable contin-
gency of their non-mention in all the cases. In this way, you
have stated that some object is surely familiar to someone. This
another statement also serves as a proof. Since both the
objects are conveyed, both should not be mentioned as is the
case with the word.

Your statement that the doubt should not be mentioned
because of the certainty, is also wrong.

Why ?

Because we have already replied. It is already stated that it
should be mentioned when it is asked. By this only the
(objection regarding the mention of ) purpose and conjecturing
the possible (alternatives) is answered. One who asks as to
what is the purpose or is this object possible, to him it should
be mentioned. As regards the statement that the inference takes
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place in presence of those only, we reply—it is not so, because
it is not accepted by us. We do not say that the knowledge
of reality takes place only in the presence of proposition, etc.,
(and) hence, they form the components. On the other hand,
they serve as the means for one to whom they are the compo-
nents in the process of knowing. Your statement that on
account of admitting the proposition as the statement of pro-
bandum, probans and the example would be the proposition
only, is wrong.

Why ?

Because the knowledge arises only in the presence of desire to
know, etc. Although the term probandum denotes the other
objects also as it is proved to denote something unspeci-
fic, yet the proposition is the ascertainment of the probandum
after dispelling the doubt in case of the object about which
there are the desire to know, doubt, purpose, conjecturing the
other possible alternative, etc. It does not hold good in case
of reason and example. Hence. it is wrong. Moreover, beeause
of non-contradiction (i.e., non-obstruction) in their presence,
When the desire to know, etc., are present in case of reason
and example, their ascertainment is surely the proposition as
in case of ‘whether the word is a product or not’; ‘whether the
intellect is eternal or momentary’. Your statement that the
definition of probans is proper because there is no exposition
of the middle term (earlier), is wrong.

Why ?

Because it is well established in the world. Defining the proposi-
tion as the subject which is desired to be proved you also do
not mention the definition of that which is desired to be
(i.e., probandum),

Why is it so ?

The reply is obvious that because it is well established in the
wordly behaviour that the probandum is that which is to be

proved. Similarly, defining probans as the brief statement of
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the middle term we also do not explain the middle term
first.

Why ?

Because it is well established in the wordly behaviour that the
term sadhana means that by means of which something is
proved. Or, even after accepting your position, because there is
the indication to the inference in vicinity. The characteristic
feature (linga) is a probans in our theory and it is mentioned
with reference to your argument that (the mention of brief is
wrong) because the probans is of five kinds inspite of its divi-
sion in direct and inference-by-elimination; we say, it is
wrong.

Because of the force of the mention of the term brief (samasa).
For this reason only the term brief (samasa) is mentioned so
that it is understood that the probans is merely the mention of
the form of the middle term. Its explanation is the other
components. By this only the undesirable contingency of
negating the detailed description. is answered.

How ?

Because it is not the meaning of the term brief (samasa). As
regards your statement that the definition of example is not
applicable because it involves the undesirable contingency of
its pervasion over undesired objects when postulated to be

applicable to either of the word or the meaning, (we reply),
let it refer to the words as example. Your objection that the
definition of application is contradicted in this case, is wrong.

Why ?

Because in the case of impossibility, the operation is understood
with reference to the other relata. In case of the impossibility
with reference to the words we understand the operation with
reference to the meaning. Or, let the object be denoted by the
example. As regards your argument that it contradicts the
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idea of fivefold component because the object denoted is not
the component of the sentence, (we reply) we understand the
operation with reference to the word when it is not possible in
case of the object denoted. As regards your argument that the
example, application and conclusion cease to be distinct com-
ponent as they expound the meaning of the proposition and
the probans only, we reply that is not a defect at all.

Why ?

Because it is not admitted. It is not admitted by us. On the
contrary, the proposition is the meation of the object to be
known. The probans is the statement of the means of knowle-
dge. Showing of the invariable association of that with the
object of knowledge is the example. Drawing together of the
objeet to be proved and the example into a single action on
account of the similarity of qualities is the application. The
indication of the function of the collection (of these) for the
establishment of the object to be established is the conclusion.
Therefore, it is wrong. Moreover, because there is not a fault
in that kind of posulation as is the case of (i.e.. there is no fault
in) postulating the instrumentality of one. As the sentence, so is
the meaning. Both the word and its denotation are prominent
because both refer to the same object. This being admitted,
after having in mind the single object which is complete and
devoid of sequenee (in the process of knowledge) and which
has attained the form of the probandum, the probans and the
doubt on account of imposing upon it the powers in the form
of audibility, non-eternity and productivity, is expressed as
separate (i.e., separate ways) by the speaker. There followes
identity of probandum, probans and doubt due to their being
the qualities of a single object. In this way, inour theory
the probans and the example, etc., will be different components
of a single probans, which stand for the powers denoting the
quality of the probandum and its invariable association. Hence,
the statement that the example, application and conclusion
will not be different components because of denoting only the
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meaning of proposition and probans only, is wrong. Therefore,
it is rightly stated that the direct inference has ten com-
ponents.'®

(Direct Inference should be mentioned first)
qET JITEARIAN ARIRIAET wea | fF sy ?
gAqaaTfaeag | adiaer fg agw afvaga: qeagag: |
aareaaifear egsquifany gaEaerg gfafr  gwgeafaeg-
warAmTEarR rarr afearaae qreag | wEAq 7 g gfa-
TUATAARIL=AT | JT 791 FgfAqarazamafean 7 sa5-
YT a1 geaArarq qenaafa gy sfq ww Feafaga
AATTZEATSBANT A1AqE T0qq | qar afq & afedw: g ?
gequ g afifege afafn so@zga gam@zaseay | T IO
wratfesn  sFaqoEy afw@ud: ggERg aFagady g
FEFNsaqfasy gegad wafq | aEAreardayam siq fag
AT TEgATAEa ez rRatar anfara gfq |
The authorities consider its use earlier (to the avita) to be
right.
Why ?
Because (in this way) the definition of inference-by-elimination
is not contradicted.’® The inference-by-elimination is defined as
that which favours the probandum through elimination. When
the nature of the probandum like cosmic matter is known
through the probans like homogeneity, etc., and the conclusion

is drawn through negating the opponent’s stand, the definition
of elimination is not contradicted.'®

13. These are inquisitiveness, doubt, purpose, conjecturing the
(other) possible alternative, throwing aside the doubt, pro-
position, probans, example, application and conclusion.

14. We perfer laksanavirodhat as found in poona manuscript and
accepted by Chakravarti in comparison to Pandeya’s reading.
lak sanavirodhat.

15. The text demands na before badhyate.



198 Yuktidipika
Why ?
In the inference-by-elimination only the elimination is
mentioned in the beginning. Consequently, it can be positted
that as the manifest cannot come out of atom, etc., because of

being contradicted by reasoning, similarly, it cannot come out

of the cosmic matter also because of the lack of reason (in the
favour)., Therefore, the exclusion also is known through the
inference-by-elimination.

This being the case, what may be the elimination ?

when the object is ascertained in its very nature, the right con-
clusion is drawn. (Otherwise) it will have to be stated that
from the reason like homogeneity, etc., stated above it is con-
cluded through eliminating (the others) that if the manifest
does not come out of atom, etc., it comes out of the cosmic
matter.® Hence, the direct inference is used first, and this being
the case it is established that the supra sensuous objects are
known through the inference based on general observation.
(Causes of non-perception of existing objects)

ATE—A, T XA ISTTAFTHTATATHAZON | Af qrara-
qFeeRIAMREE ORIy FAeeTEd arafeg -
qeagiAt T AIsT@fearaarafa qEnRy qgu | gIr—

afegrreameatfafraamarmdisaaraEm |
alerqrg saauraTRiwwaamAmivgru=a nen
qAfqguaEg qaar NigEae aga: | afaardren-
SHATAAATH, | gfzaamaresesadam | FAIsAqeArssHal-
QAT | QIEATALTEAT | sHagrArfgroa@an | At
GATHIAE AZEAT | GRAIFAgraadFadragwio | qaar-

SEFINRATRAT, | 7 Figfq wfag auamreagaes: | qEmR-
gad @Al rrangaAaTEtaf |

16. The sense is that if the avita is not employed, one will have to
eliminate the other things even after proving one thing.
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Opponent : No, because the objects which are not known on account of

some other reason are not known (through the inference based
an general observation). If it is admitted that all the objects
beyond the reach of the senses are known through the inference
based on general observation, it comes to mean that the objects
which are not cognised due to some other cause also are known

through that (type of inference) only. To explain.

(THE NON-PERCEPTION OF EVEN EXISTING OBJECTS
IS CAUSED) BY EXCESSIVE DISTANCE, (EXTREME),
PROXIMITY, DEFECT OF THE SENSES, UNSTEADINESS
OF MIND, SUBTLETY, INTERVENTION, SUPPRESSION
AND MIXTURE WITH OTHER SIMILAR THINGS.

Out of these. by excessive distance is explained as—the non-
perception of the bird soaring very high. By extreme proxi-
mity—just as non-perception of the collyrium, etc. By the
defect of the senses - just as non-perception of the word, etc.”
By unsteadiness of the mind —just as the non-perception of the
cart, etc.'® By subtlety—just as the non-perception of the
atom. etc. By intervention--just as the non-perception of the
(hidden) gold, etc.’® By suppression—just as the non-perception
of the planets due to the suppresssion by the light of the sun.
By intermixture with other similar things—just as the non-
perception of the lights of many lamps. By the word ca is
intended the non-perception of the supernatural powers in the
objects as in the case of the non-perception of gods, etc. The
knowledge of them cannot take place (through the inference
based upon general observation) because of the absence of any

1%

18.

19,

Even though sometimes the word is uttered, it is not heard due
to the defect in ear.

Sometimes it happens that the cart passes nearby, but is not
perceived as the mind does not come in contact with the eyes
at that time.

The gold exists in mines butis not perceived as there is the
layer of earth obstructing the vision.
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similar characteristic. Hence, it is wrong to say that all the
objects beyond the reach of the senses are liable to be cog-
nised through inference.

I — AT ArAH TG Isgaasawid fwfaeamraar-
FRIIIATARIGTGA | qaar gHyqrafeaaes aFITaET a5
wgui, ag1 aa1 g fagwd sfgoay sfvarr =7 @3 qEaE-
SFUUTEHAGIGITCT: | TF INFATFT T IATASTAAGITH A=
AAMEITAAGGAAN  qRAIaggFAGHIAT | qAr ArfagHIar-
afeqaey FATAERHIFIIAALTT qEAITAT AFIUFIHIAT T
qar  SfqaRAEEAAFAAISTAEG@I FETHIISAATTAATH-
gguafqaragfang | qur fafafaagzadioafad gao-
gfgaifad a1 wessgaass rEfeRg 3@ wEEHTEEAT
FFTHTTAF AL |
Proponent : Some objects not cognised due to some other cause can

be cognised through the inference based on general observation.
To explain, there is the cognition of the bird near the eye

without effort; as it gets away it is cognised through the appli-
cation of eyes with much effort as long as it disappears
gradually. Thus, knowing the increase in disappearance due to
the increase in distance, the total disappearance afterwards
also is inferred to be caused by the same reason. Similarly,
after observing the indistinct form of the object placed in
extreme proximity as the person engaged in inferring gets
away, he acquires the capacity prompting the appearance and
infers that the non-perception of the black antelope and the

collyrium is caused by extreme proximity. Similarly, after
perceiving earlier the sound near the mountain, the river or the
ocean, which troubles the ear, and not perceiving it afterwards
the sound at the same place, one infers the defect in his sense
of hearing.

(Scope of Valid revelation)
aemizfa arfag aQanrcamaraEeayg ugn
qearafy srfagfraaammfaed  amagesamaan-
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araes | qaafafy fawd wfg fafaafa | srcarmrareatafs
faafaorarg | vagad wafg —aenmafy  @rmrEAgERIAERER
fagaft sasargafn caangs  sroulagfasaaE-
FAqIAA a7 euAiqaTagqrfa  gRgargdzd  qEranTar-
e |

20.

21

AND THE IMPERCEPTIBLE OBJECT WHICH IS NOT
ESTABLISHED THROUGH THAT ALSO IS ESTABLISHED
THROUGH VALID REVELATION.

Through the expression ‘and the object which is not establi-
shed through that’ the author speaks of the non-application
of the inference based on general observation to the object to
be known through valid revelation.?’ The term ‘imperceptible’
refers to the objcct. The expression ‘is proved through valid
revelation’ refers to the knowledge (of the object). The
statement comes to mean that the object which is not proved
through the inference based on general observation and the
perceptibility of which is also not experienced and of which
the nature of being object of knowledge is obstructed by
some other reason or the object like heaven, liberation and
gods, etc., which are absolutely beyond the reach of the senses,
and are devoid of common characteristic, are established
through valid testimony.?!

(Valid Testimony does not imply justification of all theories)

It suggests that the Samkhyas favour the theory of pramana-
vyavastha according to which the scope of each pramana is
limited. Or, in other words, each means of knowledge has
specific object to be cognised through it. Itis in opposition
to the theory of pramanasamplava according to which the
scope of the pramanas is not restricted; many pramanas
may be simultaneously applied to cognise the same object.

It shows that the objects of valid revelation are of two kinds :
paroksa, i.e., not cognised by other pramanas because of the
obstruction through some cause mentioned above; and the

atyantaparoksa which are not at all cognisable through any of
the other pramanas.
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Taafafgyagaammatafs 3q eadaq, afk aato:
gaiEaT a9 afared Istegaaedar gmmafaagansg-

wread | Ud afq gatarmaeasfaaeafafar arafa-
frgafifafeaasay wiffa: gasaq ) qar = afy fasrgams-
qaarfafaama: e qeng faosg waar gQoIe 9gE
AreqrAd ATl | CaSAIgETH | FEN ! ATAAQAEATATAT-
fraea | awr@UTiERIGIE g ada A fEatagEar-
MeATAgHATTENHEAE, T gaqrq | afe ardggaiie
wag oA | fFaErag | @mfaed 7 eI Rieatan |
geq geafa A1 fawasaen afeafaed a=aisamfy age gamor-
facazansgaasay | saxar  gfqareaararfyfafaaarms-
geeratamafaafa: @ | caarfeafagrmasaias
gerreagafwaTEa giaaefeacaq arnmsatens fagrEmm-
sateazfafa | :

If it is argued that it is not valid because it involves the
undesirable contingency of the proof for all the theories (right or
wrong) ? It may be like this. If the revelation is held to be an
authority, the authority of the persons proficient in each scripture
should necessarily be admitted. In this case, because of the
authority of all the teachers and due to the varied function of
reasoning® on account of many alternatives, there arises the undesi-
rable contingency of propriety because nothing will be absolutely
ascertained. This being the case, the attainment of liberation
by the aspirants would be obstructed.?® Therefore, just like a
physician you have followed the advice given by others only. It does

not satisfy us.

22. Logic is such a method through which anything right or
wrong can be proved. Even one thing proved by one logician

can be disproved by some other more powerful logician.

23. Since the nature of the objects would be uncertain, one will
be confused and would not attain the knowledge leading to

liberation.
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It is also wrong.
Why ?

Because of the non-ascertainment of the (nature of) validity
(by you). We speak of validity with reference to the great seers
devoid of the vices like attachment, etc., who are of doubtless
intellect and who have visualised the objects beyond the reach of
the senses, and not of every body. If some other has these chara-
cteristics, let him be reliable. Moreover, there is no defect in accept-
ing the authority in one’s own field. It should surely be admitted
that it goes without saying that the statement of one in his own
field is valid without some other reason. Otherwise, there would
be the non-acceptance of the rules, for the maintenance of the
ethical code, which are not perceptible and are propounded by
works on different branches of learning. This proves that the scri-

pture is different from all logical process. Since reason is investi-
gated by powerful statement, the revelation is different from the
probans, which requires the reasoning.?*

(Revelation cannot be included under inference)

A1E 4, FFagafaF1ImfEaTaggaT | 91 Fasaria-
gaistrercaal faud geeraawd e safdasy fegas-
gifd g3 w=3ifT za1d gsarg A 9 3 gfqafagg-
Fafq | qearagaraafas gaafafy |

Opponent : No, because it (the word) is the means of understanding
through positive and negative (examples). Just as the quality
like productivity brings about the ascertainment of the non-
eternity of the object because it is observed in case of the non-
eternal and is not observed in its absence, the word also which
is observed to be used in its own sense and not in other
similar meanings is the cause of understanding. Therefore,
it is not different from inference.

S=qq —aeaifafsagraararanfasays . w1 gfgefa:
erfafa ?

24. The scripture does not require reasoning for its validity. It
is valid in itself. The probans, however, depends upon reason-
ing for its validity.
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Proponent : Now, how could we understand the word Candra, etc.,
in the sense of unique object ?

ATE—ATTAAAET=AFNERT  gARY - F997  Jqd,
sifageaufFarg =, qar feearfawss:, geaRFsAEFEEyg
ATFATATEAL: |
Opponent : The term candra is also used from the point of view

of many components in many numbers®® (i.e., singular,
plural, etc.,) as also generality, substance, quality and action.
Similar is the case with the words like Dittha, etc. Therefore,
these kinds of words also are not different from inference.

S=Ad—EqTTEAT afg sadgaEcatafy ?
Proponent : How can there be the inference in case of heaven,
etc. %% :
aTg —AraaAsfagaeaEaq | a9q1 FTAFIATATHT-
cqrai arrgneafaaift gadizavaggafy wran | qeArRemi
arEgnaafaardfa axmwafa amrafaeaE weafag | gang-
AAAATTH 3T |
Opponent : It (the heaven) is inferred because of its capacity of
non-contradiction with authoritative statement. As the state-
ment of the authoritative persons like Hairanyaka is true, so
the lord great seers are also authority. Therefore, the state-
ment of these also is true. Thus, commonness of objects
can be postulated in this case also. In this way, the valid testi-
mony is inference only.?’

25. We prefer Chakravarti’s reading vacanesu instead of Pandeya’s
reading avayuvesu.

26. No object similar to heaven is observed, and hence, there
is no inferential criterion to apply a particular word in that
sense.

27. The sense is that when the word uttered by a worldly person
is considered to be authoritative, the words of the great seer
like Kapila talking of supra sensuous objects should be con-

sidered as authority.
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Iy —agFaaagsfa e ggaTsesRsgATA Aty
a7 g 9, aufgaraa ) a9 fg aq spagrogmfaar gandar-
qrraegaTazag, % afg cant@ameasagaafaearomg | geara-
gfgararagaraeaisafafy | S a1 aFEvaEg ) aganata
A9 AERATATHARTAIAIRATaALATd q4: | a1 fg gawaarfafa
fag averasafasfa ggsama agaaitea fqeaameafa
T Fafauanday | aFgfanaheeg qe3: | qErE fAga )
i =reaq faadang | 7 fg fag dara fawafa | weaes g 3o
faaga: | @ g7 fz @wsd) qmreaR, FraFaR g e T werrgafa
Fatat 7 guaf |

Proponent : As regards your statement that the word is inference
only because it serves as a means of understanding through

negative and positive instances, we reply, it is not so beca use
it is not admitted by us. We do not speak of valid testimony
with reference to the objects like tree which are experienced
in our day-to-day life. On the contrary, we admit so in case,
of the absolutely non-perceptible objects like heaven. Hence
because of our non-acceptance it is not a defect (lit. censure).®
Or, even after we accept it on account of the requirement of
particular speaker. Or, (even) after accepting the position of
taking the nature of testimony in case of all the words, we
speak of its distinction from inference. (To explain) the
probans like productivity, etc., used even by a kapalika of
wicked deeds, bring about the ascertainment due to the require-
ment of the invariable concomitance. It does not stand in
need of a particular speaker. The valid testimony, on the

28. The sense is that the Samkhyas accept pramdnavyavastha and,
hence, the objects to be cognised through verbal testimony are
not the objects of daily experienee but those which are ati-
paroksa (absolutely beyond the reach of the senses) like
heaven,
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other hand, requires the particular speaker.?? Hence, it does
not serve as a probans. Moreover, on account of inversion.
The sign does not change in some other places. The change is
certainly observed in case of word. The same word in some
other place or at some other time does not convey its own
sense and refers to some other object.

graegigaaeafifa Iq TaRaq, EEegTAd AWTEIST-
qafaay | qemegsrifaeag wfy | ggEgaeew ) fagae-
1 | 7 fg gaafaaaer fafga soasat qarfag Aaasad)
MEFEIAAFIRTAL TATEY  AVTAFAT | qeqred faga | fw=meag
qufraarg | 7 fg fagea dnfaamy 3oz afeq g orsaea 3w-
fraw: | gaar wafaifasat sreaSsdg weag | Efa: g=3y,
qq1 Arfydaard; arAgLr=ay Arerd | qeate waar fagd |
fFarag, swear  fafagvmg | @mmafas faga 0 3 f&
ANATIFST NFAsy  FEETETa s a1 fAaafagy | weaEg
a7 Fagfagrasgs g fafqazaa | g9r FgwEaw: wEmn
wrtegsaTfay afagr ardy fafqawr | qeara a fagq

If it is argued that it is due to the non-cognition of the relation
between the two ? It may be like this. The other relation (of
a word with some means) is not observed in some other place.
Hence, arises the change in the meaning.

This is wrong because of dissimilarity from sign. It is not
that when the signate like cow established through perception is
observed, the sign is not perceived. The word, on the contrary,
is present but is not found used in the sense of cow, etc. Therefore,
itis not the sign. Moreover, on account of the restriction with
reference to the place. The restriction with reference to the place

29. The inference depends upon the validity of probans irrespec-
tive of the man putting forth the probans because it can be
verified through other means. The object of verbal testimony,
however, cannot be verified through other means and, hence,
depends upon the authority of the speaker only.
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is not observed in case of sign. There is certainly the restriction
with reference to the place in case of word. To explain, the verb
savati meaning to go, is prevalent in the residents of Kamboj only.
By the eastern people ranhatiis used (in the same sense); dati, in

the sense of cutting is prevalent in the residents of the east only.
Among the residents of north it is prevalent as datram and not
anywhere else.?® Therefore, the word is not the sign. Moreover,
because of its use in accordance with the intention of the speaker.

The sign is natural (in case of the signate). It is not possible to
locate smoke in water, air, sky or somewhere else after drawing it
away from fire. The word is used where there is the intention of the
speaker. For example, the words like vrddhi though well known in

the sense of increase, etc., are used in the sense of a¢ and aic.®!
Therefore, they are not the sign.

gatfagranfaacarsg=araia 3fa aq warag gatfagmE-
ufsT: wez: Fatfaganfaaeardaaar: geu=amQRT TRITTH:
A Fa9 ? quRg UEEISENEE JATIR! WAg | qAWT
ATATSHT  TERATTWNIATH | TaTafq geasaArar: | qEnT=gsaey
@raifas: grasal FFA9aAT OSAq 39 | oaRAguey |
FEA 7 GIUAFATAGIFILATETT | gaafa weafqearnsy-
HIATYAL TeaeATAFA AT | FEA1F 7 7 fg a97 ag=ade97
gated ad: weaEd aFgT=gIEadr 9atd fag arvagral-
uzafsgad | g9r 9% wedl saggfea: qeafafaammde:
gawgnfaad  wwdegas  fag  #swmfaazar gatdwams-
HYH | JEAT Weal fAGH | AGARTGHAH, ARG AT 108
ARSI | JEZFa9 | HATIIORIAT | ATATATHIE
wsgafagisy sfa sarara: | &6 =r7aq | srarfeaeacan sfa-
U FATNT 7 qRETRANSAFALed, qYAEeT qIeq: | JEa-
JFIRT AIAGAT FIATAAAE | FFgETHIaaEfagae-

30. A similar idea is found in Mahibhasya 1.1,1
8190 Pagint TP



208 Yuktidipika

AT reERaifansRIArAgaTAatafa, s g9 —vagEgIeaq |
FEAM ! gATOIfFagea | gegaeadi araraieneddrn, a1 g
gamoifagar 7 g gaafawar | W4T § GREAATATARAGAN-
AT q: | FEAIIATORATCEAN G AT gfafagy | qEqTeasaar-
framrargrsgamaamm =fT )

If itis argued thatit is nota fault because of the capacity
of word to denote every object ? It may be like this. The word is
capable of denoting every object and the object is also capable of
being denoted by every word. Their power of denotation is limited
through the effort of the man.

How ?

This word should be the conveyer of this object only. And, this
object should be meant by this word. The effort of the man is in
this direction. Therefore, the natural relation found in the word is
manifested by the intention of the speaker.

This is also wrong.
Why ?

Because it easily implies the undesirable contingency of its dis-
tinction from inference. After postulating this also the distinction of
the word from the inference easily follows.

Why ?

It is not that the sign is (capable of being) used to prove every-
thing and is distinguished from other objects (limited with a parti-
cular object) through the intention of the speaker as the power of
the word, which can be used in all the senses, is restricted through
the intention of the speaker. For example, the single word uttered
in this way and standing in need of being restricted (to a certain
meaning) by the person, is capable of denoting all the objects, in the
same way, (it is not that) the single sign through some reasoning
is capable of conveying all the objects. Therefore, the word is
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not a sign. The statement that the commonness is accepted in case
of moon, etc., from the point of view of its components (to be under-
stood), is wrong because of the uncommon character (of the word).
This is contradictory to (the maxim) that the object is established
through the word in the absense of inference (i. e., where the infer-
ence is not applicable). Moreover, because commonness, efc., are
to be established. The mutual distinction in genus, quality, sub-
stance and action, and the combination of all is to be established.
Therefore, it is wrong to say that the commonness standsin need
of them. As regards your statement that there is the inferential
nature in words like heaven, etc., because of the common quality
of non-contradiction found in the valid statement, we reply that it
is also wrong.

Why ?

Because it (i.e., common quality) is with reference to the means
of knowledge. 1t is true that there is some postulation of common
quality in case of them, but that is with reference to the means of
knowledge and not with reference to the object of knowledge. Your
first opinion is that in the case of inference the object cognised is
general. This is negated in case of heaven, etc., because of their
being unique. Hence, abandon the doubt that the valid testimony
is only the inference.??

e QARG IS gaAg | e@wian: wear
SHITH | FEATG ? TATTFIXN qaqTgaaes: | 7eq fg wsaaqm:
TAAASTATAA AT ATAIT § T TATUH | FATE TAH |
AT FAENR qFAHTHEA, ofy qewwd faudeafafa) a=
emifaweaErad: gATIFAeAT | qenrgar  fawwear
9% garfkaraatfadanen @ gfs  arifagarEn
Forieqaar agusar wfq grAvfy | gaq @ gIAETH | FEArq ?

32. The sense is that the inference always gives rise to the know-
ledge of generality only while the verbal testimony gives rise
to the knowledge of unique objects also.



210 Yuktidipika

I gIqRGARIT | FT @A PPradeenaifafargeae-
AT gATOTgAATAfT qrEgwaAArT T ! gI0 Ay wfe=-
EAETET T FrIgAgsErAfAagaTasay | qad gy
qATA: TGT: | 7 = gq79 eqrafagy gamorgwded | aF afg
WeRE WA JAATTTAENIT J9 7 Fas cqaiay: fF
afg wear warsyarufafy sraq | sgaraer T gqmoegfATaE-
T TAFATHITAIRNHE  JaIsAT+a<cd gaxi q9s9d | Jeqr-
garmtadfgs gafaar aifeaswarn  Savsfafaduaaen zf
feaauaq—ergararefagd ag aaarammarETeafafy |

waney fafquen  gwroeafafas sora@sgaaEaE T
ST STRATIY | CAENT Fe-gaaaiafa seqaneasaq 11g-oll

Someone else, who asserts the non-difference between valid
testimony and inference states as follows. The words like heaven

are not the means of valid knowledge.
Why ?

Because the object denoted by them is not cognised through some
other means of knowledge. The word, the object denoted by which
is not cognised through perception or inference, is not a means of
valid knowledge. However, the other word (i.e. object denoted by
which is cognised through some other means of knowledge) is a
means of valid knowledge. For example, (the mangoes in the)
grove of mango-trees on the bank of the river are ripen, the cart
loaded with treacle is riverted (are the words leading to valid know-
ledge). And, the object denoted by the words like heaven is not
cognised through some other means of knowledge. For example,
as the object conveyed through the expressions like ‘the soulis
all-pervasive because of the possibility of pleasure, etc, every-
where’, are not valid for the Buddhists because the suabstratum
‘of the qualities is not proved for them. Similar are generally the
vedic words.

It is, however, not correct.
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Why ?

Because of the exclusion of all the words without logic. What is
the logic here that the sentences, the objects denoted by which are
not cognised by the persons like us, are not valid even when they
come from the authoritative persons ? It should be admitted by all
that someone is trustworthy and his statement pertains to the supra
sensuous object. Therefore, in this case your (theory) also involves
the undesirable contingency. It is also not that the means of
knowledge requires the other means for establishing their objects.
If the validity of words is held to depend upon some other means
of knowledge, not only the heaven, etc., but all the words would be
invalid. And, due to the admittance of the nature of establishing
all the objects without depending upon any other means of know-
ledge in the case of inference, the nature of being a distinct means
of knowledge is well applicable to the valid testimony. Therefore, it
is right for the person desirous of felicity to avoid from a distance
this kind of theories of the non-believers in the vedas, which goin
contradiction with the sacred texts. Hence, it is well established

that the objects not established through inference are to be establish-
ed through the valid testimony.

In this way, the objects of the threefold means of knowledge,
liable to be cognised through the sense-organs and those not cognised
due to some other cause, are explained. The object, different from
this, should be understood as non-existent.
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(Cause of non-perception of the cosmic matter)

ATg, 74 TATALATATATAF: | AFIASHT FTITALAT-
qraed: | afg samfaerd  aafagufefrgrafasridi-
AMI | g qEq  AfIgIRATHIA A g AS I TSTE |
Fearq ! fasearg | Mfsmaar, sfasaf=iagma @ 791
SAAEATA, AAfeaqaafaTAgoI | T arevarq, wafaararEai
TANAFI | ATfATATg, ATENATT | 7 FHIATHGIURFATT |
O F ORI SgIA A AeaTaTa tHeed:  suraenfa
wafaarordiarafs acasag: | adaEsI FROEL TEI-
e aFaeafafa |
Opponent : If it is so, there arises the undesirable contingency of the

non-existence of the cosmic matter because no other cause’
(than non-existence) is observed for its non-perception. It is

not the subject of perception and it is not perceived due to
the causes of non-perception like excessive distance, etc. It is

not that its non-perception is due to excessive distance, extreme
proximity and intervention.

Why ?

Because of its being all pervasive.? Nor is it not perceived
due to defect of the senses because of its being non-perceptible
(even) to those possessed of perfect (lit. defectless) senses.
Nor is it due to unsteadiness of mind because of its
non-perception (even) by persons of steady mind. Nor is it

1. It refers to the cases listed in the 7th karikd. The objector
further alleviates the application of all these causes of non-
perception to cosmic matter.

2. As it is all-pervasive. it is neither extremely distant nor extre-
mely near. Nor is there any intervention between it and the
senses.
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due to its subtlety; otherwise it would lead to the undesirable
contingency of the existence of the hare’s horns, etc.! Nor is
it due to suppression because it is not possible (in case of

cosmic matter). Nor due to its intermixture with other similar
things because it is single. Therefore, for those who intend
(to establish) the non-existence of the object which is not
perceived in the absence of some other cause (obstructing the
perception), there arises the undesirable contingency of the
absolute non-existence of cosmic matter just like that of hare’s
horns. If it is not acceptable to you, some other cause for its
non-perception should be stated.

(Subtlety causes the non-perception of cosmic matter)
IPA—AATAGHA  AqTAeET  FILOFIUTIIT: TATAET-
qTATEE 3fq, AATSE |
atgraragqaafsaatwmamE,
gad aafaarordarafoacagay sfa qagaaq | FEarg ?

FraAiaTa: | sfeq fg gaaen dleraragqaasat |, T a9-
faarordam | f5 ag ? s=ua

wraasagaAfea: |

garaeq fg sa sqafeafrdagafoerafaafasam: |

T g wfaernat saafea | aearfgaaisageamE: |
Proponent : As regards your statement that there arises the undesi-
rable contingency of the non-existence of the cosmic matter

due to impossibility of some other cause of non-perception.
let it be like this :

1. If it is argued that whatever is not perceived exists butis not
perceived due to the subtlely, it would imply that the horns of
hare also exist, but are not perceived due to subtlety. Here, we
perfer the reading visanddinamapi sattvapra...as found in
Poona manuscript in place of visanavadasattvapra as accepted
by Pandeya, because the earlier fits better in the flow of the
argument.
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THE NON-PERCEPTION OF THAT (COSMIC MATTER)
IS DUE TO ITS SUBTLETY AND NOT DUE TOITS
NON-EXISTENCE.

Your contention that it will give rise to the undesirable
contingency of existence of hare’s horn, etc., also is wrong.!
Why ?

Because of possibility of some cause (of its non-perception).
Even though it is not perceived on account of its subtlety,
there is some reason for its existence which is not found in
case of hare’s horn.

What is that reason ?
The answer is :
SINCE IT IS APPREHENDED THROUGH ITS EFFECTS.

We shall propound later on how the cosmic matter is appre-
hended through its effects. There is, however, no effect of the hare’s
horn etc. Therefore the arguments are dissimilar.

1g —uanfy SfTAFITAIFAT, UHT FacA | GreFAraa-
Jrafeafiegay eqa wasrararfefa | aenragmAnagFtafy |

Opponent : In this case also the other proposition becomes mean-
ingless because the purpose is served by one only. When it
is stated that it is not perceived due to subtlety, it is implied
that it is not due to its non-existence. Therefore, its mention
is meaningless.

S=qq—, Frqraraafagdan | v fag acfasgd
FAfq aq @aaamEmE:  fadaramtegaefats: | o
atgrarfamarasquatcafaraamn  gfaqrafas gwEEa:
sAETed 3f | gwfenz faey &Y sgsta: qys=a3q fafe aaafa |
f& fag wafq ? agad aen=adm: 7 qaaufaafagy Sardarfafa

1. Here also we perfer the reading visanandmapi sattvapra...in
place of viganavadasattvapra...
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afasend ggid wafq 1 a7 Aiaer wfasr ateraraaguate: |
qeg =rdtaen gafgaatadtaafasdo, . JgEaadn |
FIY ? I TAATISTIAATAET  FATEAgaIafeaeaey qrerar-
agaafeng et | gaafzafr | afs  gEweaTTERaTEf-
T, FEqsgIafsavay: | wfea 3T Feq sowfen |
TEATATSHTAN | 4 J=WEAE, afeq: dieraq qeqaafsy-
fxfa

Proponent : No, because it is meant for the acceptance of direct
inference and the inference-by-elimination. This being the case,
by making two propositions the authority suggests that the
object intended is established through the direct inference and
the inference-by-elimination. And, stating earlier (to other
proposition) that it is not perceived due to excessive subtlety
the authority propounds that the direct inference should be
used first. And, applying the both to the same object the
authority suggests that both of them establish the object colle-
ctively.

What is proved ?

What is stated by the other systems that the direct inference
and the inference-by-elimination are not the reason of know-
ing some object separately is desired (by us also) and is treated
here. Here, the proposition of direct inference is that it is
not perceived due to its subtlety, and that of the inference-
by-elimination is in the form of negating the qualities of
the object undesirably involved as ‘not due to its non-exis-
tence’, the probans here is related to both (the types of
inference).!

How ?

The non-perception of the object, which is not directly per-
ceived but is apprehended through the effect, is due to its

1. Viz, the non-perception is due to its subtlety and it is appre-
hended through its effects.
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subtlety as it is in the case of the senses. If its non-perception
would have been due to its non-existence, it would involve the
undesirable contingency of its non-perception through the
effects also. And, its apprehension through the effect is surely
there. Therefore, it is not due to its non-existence. If it is not
due to non-existence, it comes to mean through elimination
that it is not perceived due to its subtlety.
(The Existence of the cosmic matter inferred through
its effects)
Arg—fF gaeaad a3 warmaaefaa fagamEs
zfa ?
Opponent : What is that effect which you adduce as a sign for the
existence of the cosmic matter ?

AT —
wgarfz == w1d swfafasd asq 7 0=
afg wgedsrfraafaguifaguaeat 1F gaa faagd
3% Jegafreereasfacary: |
Proponent : AND ITS EFFECTS LIKE INTELLECT AND THE

REST ARE SIMILAR AND DISSIMILAR TO THE
COSMIC MATTER.

We shall come to know later on that the intellect, egoism,
senses, the non-specific (subtle) elements® and the specific
(gross) elements are dissimilar as well as similar to the cosmic
matter.

(Relevance of mention of dissimilarity and similarity)
Arg—aEqraTaTaEgFanaq | f5 gafugdzgsan swia-
fa=d ged 7 wgarfs svifafy ?
Opponent : It is not right because of the lack of relevance. Taking

recourse to what is it stated that the effects like intellect, etc.,
are similar and dissimilar to the cosmic matter ?

1. In Samkhya the term non-specific denotes the subtle elements
and the term specific, the gross eiements. The reason is given
in karika 38,
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Iqq —eAFIAFAAAATATFHIGATSATAT  sATAFAT |
garfs = qregiagrgagsEsfaafaraen T aerfa  faang-
facdandfad  wsqad | qEErAEftAE | AEwETEITIETE
zfa nsn

Proponent : That the liberation is attained through the discrimi-
native knowledge of the manifest, unmanifest and the soul
forms the subject matter. These cannot be known without the

knowledge of the mutual dissimilarity and similarity, for this
purpose it is mentioned. Therefere, the mentionof dissimilarity
and similarity is not without reason.

nzfa =it gfeadifarmt aoafaagar Gaaafgsq o

Here ends the second discourse of the Commentary
Yuktidipika on the Sathkhyakarika



