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arg—aght gwmmEaTAaTIverTEa aift @aifn
HATATHAT ?

Opponent : The (other) authorities have accepted many means of
knowledge.” Do you approve all of them ?

A=A |
fafay swmfaszq

frafg faurd faur, faan fauar sea afafay fauwe-
frerar | sRdaREsE —uadg afgaan ad ffearaagagio-
sfqarfi: safaaaafifssrasagarfa: afsafasasug fammfag
qeFANTEHTT gozrfewezarsq wafg | @ g a4 FEATAqA©
fasatafaaifafafadersifaqaen ggacadg fagd an of
FEFATAT: Tagarior Jfor gamorfa &7: |
Proponent : No,

THE MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE APPROVED IS OF THREE
KINDS.

Vidha denotes kinds and the compound trividham is dissolved
as the one of three kinds which means that which is of three kinds.

7. Cf. Y.D. on the present karika. The Carvakas recognise perce-
ption only, the Vaidesikas recognise perception and inference,
the Sarhkhya, Yoga and the Visitadvaita, Dvaita, Sddhad-
vaita and the Dvaitadvaita schools of Uttaramimamsa recog-
nise perception, inference and verbal testimony. The
Naiyayikas recognise Upamana in addition, the Prabhakara
school of Pirvamimamsa adds arthapatti to them. The Bhatta
school of Pirvamimarsa and the Advaita school of Uttara-
mimamsa recognise the above with the addition of anupa-
labdhi. The Pauranikas admit the above with the addition of
sambhava, aitihya and pratibha. The Yuktidipika establishes
the independence of verbal testimony under karika 5. It
includes the additional pramanas into those accepted by the
Samkhyas here,
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This is what is to be meant—the single sattva in the form of the

intellect is described differently by the words like perception, etc.,
when it appears to be different through the help rendered by the
powers which have come to be differentiated in nature due to their
form limited by the particular act and which are caused by the other
causes (leading to different means). In this scripture there are not
the (different) inviolable knowledges caused by the senses which have

come in contact with the objects (of knowledge) as they are so in
other philosophical systems. If these (different knowledges) are
admitted, there will be three independent means of knowledge ®

EAFAAH, F9 g9 THIAANET GFA AR IEgE feEmaw-
wq9ET AT ?

Opponent : It may be asked how there are the differentiations in the

means of knowledge due to the differentiation in the form of a
particular arrangement in an object called power.?

g=qd—a<aifzaq | a9 gcaEar AR usEaEg-
afeaaasfa gwrferdaagads<a @ wafa, yar ar wegeow-

sRETrATAAEEEAAfAAsT  FrEFTawEaARAE, g9 ar
Fq HNfIFTAIZIATNRIATAAAAT TAS AT AT e afeaaa-

sfa srafasaafifegraifa wawarfo a gaiaa, agfag goesaq )
wEFaasad  araaaqafafifa 94 9, sagwmE ) 9 fg

8. The Samkhyas unlike the Naiyayikas do not believe that per-
ception, inference, etc., are independent means of knowledge.
On the contrary, the means of knowledge in the form of in-
tellect is one and the knowledge is metaphorically said to be of
different kinds when the other factors which do not form the
means of knowledge directly are different.

9. The meaning is that if the power is itself the pramana, how can
the non-material object like power be differentiated through
the difference in other factors particularly when it is essentially
noa-different from that located into a single object.
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gusgared Eanaie guewaafa afaeamg, 9 g aeamaaz
gfa weftgar araa. |

Proponent : Like the sattva, etc. Just as there is no inter-mixture of
form among the three constituents due to the differentiation of
functions like illumination, etc., though they are located in a
single substance like word, etc., or just as the qualities like
word, touch, form, taste and smell though located in the same
object, are not intermixed because of being apprehended
through different means (i.e., organs of knowledge)'’, or as—
though the powers characterised by nominative, instrumental,
locative, dative. ablative and accusative are located in the

same object, yet their forms circumscribed by particular
action (of denoting different cases) are not inter-mixed. In the

same way it (the case of power relating to different means of

knowledge) should be understood.

If it is argued that the production of different types of power
leads to the production of objects ?

We reply—no, because it is not accepted (by us). We do not
accept baseless boldness of the theory of momentariness without
solid reason even with the fear of punishment, and there is no

scope for that (type of reason) in the present case. Hence, you
should stop (arguing here).

(Other Means of Knowledge included into the three)
AE, 7 qAda TFaq gar fAafquda gar 9 gaEw-
faandify ?
Opponent : Then, how is it known that the means of knowledge is
threefold only and not of many varities ?
IS qqA——
wasAIfagend
gatfor = qrfa garmfa agwammfy | fager wia: fagan)
gagarrrar fages  gawamifageaq | fageansaats g

10. To be cognised through different organs is the test of differen-
tiation in objects,
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qea aagamfagara | afersag fafag g f aEma:
gaut avafewfeaarar samamaferag fafag samsaatarfafa
Fragaa earaiafeyg=aq gagamfagafafa | staar gagamyg
fag gagamifad —gadr faggseaaaasafcla ama:,
gisteafag: aqrefaqafag fa )l agwa: gamwfaga awg
gagaTfagearg | #ea fafauen saoeafy s |

Proponent : BECAUSE ALL THE MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE
ARE INCLUDED (IN THIS THREEFOLD MEANS
OF KNOWLEDGE).

The expression sarvapramanani denotes all the means of know-
ledge. The state of inclusion is denoted by the term siddhatvam. The
expression sarvapramanasiddhatva means the state of inclusion of
all the means of knowledge. The expression siddhatva means inclu-
sion. Adding fifth case termination in the sense of reason we get
sarvapramanasiddhatvat. ‘In this threefold means of knowledge’ is
the remaining expression. It is stated as above because of the in-
clusion of all the means of knowledge, so that it may be (under-
stood) that all the means of knowledge positted (by the other
authorities) may be included in this threefold means of knowledge
only. Or, the compound sarvapramanasiddha may be dissolved as
sarvapramanesu siddham and these words are compounded by the
rule that a word ending in seventh case affix is compounded with the
words siddha (born or known), $uska (dried), pakva (cooked)'* and
bandha (bound) as the expression like Samkasyasiddhah (born or
known in Samkasya) and Pataliputrasiddhah (born or known in
Pataliputra). The state of it is denoted by the expression sarva-

pramanasiddhatvam and adding fifth case affix we get sarvapramana-
siddhatvat. Of which ? Of three kinds ‘of meane of knowledge’ is
the remaining expression.
& qavrRor fafag gwr fagfafa ?
Opponent : In what way the threefold means is established ?
Ssqg—aweqfagaEa, | @ 1fq gawEmiy agq agrs-
fweifa qur sfaaafasam: |

11. Panini 2,1.41
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Proponent : Because of lack of miutual distinction. How the others
are not distinct from these three, we will propound later on.

(Means of Knowledge accepted in Samkhya)
A1g, frraaeqa, fafag gamfafy ?

Opponent : Of What sub-varieties is that threefold means of
knowledge ?

I=qq—
FETRFAIAATAIET o

= a7 o2 aw saafawaferasgafaady Aseaaanm: |
FguTA gMfaaraifaaillad ggu gqrg qeqad graeegea)
qq, GEAFAE WAfT | g g THITIIFIE ISAATINA ST
fe=a: | sggoarafaeq | gawaw g st awafy AR
sfafaaareaagman geefaafs |

proponent ; PERCEPTION, INFERENCE AND VERBAL TESTI-
MONY.

Out of them, the perception is the definite cognition resulting
from (lit. following the) function of the senses which have come in
contact with the object. After knowing through perception one of
the two invariably associated objects and taking this knowledge as
preceding when there is the ascertainment of one of the associated,
it is called inferenee.’> The verbal testimony is the ascertainment of
the extremely invisible object through (someone whose words are)
valid.’® It is merely the enunciation (of the means of knowledge).
The basic definition will be given by the authority himself as percep-
tion is the definite cognition of an object through the senses (ka. 5),
and the like.

(Means of Knowledge accepted by others)

12. This is the explanation based upon the derivation of the term.
13. Cf. Samkhyakarika 6.
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arg, Afasarsyuafa:, gifawgama | gEEEOEn
Ffaq Featie garrr=sfa | sargaEaERsan g
FIATd_ | qqT afgegy |

SEAFAAANT F A ANIAAT F |
saiafarwrase gaa: aeqaasn o

aafaaraEg, | warfa gewafagasemfzaf agoad)

JAATAE wafq Fufowatgn | a7 wufad fa=iga fafaaua

qA1%, T gAaganfas afq ?

Opponent : There is no propriety of threefold-ness (of the means of
knowledge), because we hear less or more number (of the
means of knowledge). Out of the followers of the other
systems, some accept four means of knowledge. (It is on the
authority of the statement) ‘perception, inference, analogy and

verbal testimony are the means of knowledge.”* Similarly, some

accept six because of the following statement :

“Perception and inference and verbal testimony along with
analogy, and presumption and absence are the means of establishing
the object to be established.”

The others hold that these are nine with the addition of pro-
bability, tradition and gesture to the above six. The Vaisesikas and
the Buddhists hold that there are two means of knowledge, viz.,
perception and in ference.' Then, how it is ascertained that the
means of knowledge is of three kinds only and not of less or more
than them ?

(Analogy and tradition included under verbal testimony)
= —frrgafagamd amm ?

Proponent : (As a reply to it first of all we ask) what is, then, the
analogy ?

14:: : NisS.:d.1=3
15. Cf. Note 8 above.
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g1z, Sfagaraeata qreraraagaaray | 9fag: g9, 89
argeata, qregersafager argaafarat aeggoaEg | qFdaiy-
fafereg Farsqaerse waq: @ gefqassagafaTaTad AIEa-
freay wag =fq | @ aear srasd —gar 9134 w9y zfq | a7 afa-
qRATSAATSTTA fATTAAET TN sareggafaaifzasfagasg-
FragegaArfgaaesie gfaqad —qarasn Tag 3fq 1 w7
arg—afauregaaasfaaufagacgaraaaaifzaaesreart-
FTA TAAN JYIAT JT GRIRATAFFaRfaaia: —auaagis
T HTRAT Ffq—agaRTag=aq |

Opponent : Analogy is the cognition of an object by means of its
resemblance to something well known.'® Prasiddha means well
known and by means of resemblance to that sadhanam, i.e.,
knowledge of that which is not well known, is the analogy. The
process of knowing (in analogy) is thus — one who has not yet
known the gavaya asks for the sake of knowing it the other
who has known it ‘of what form is the gavaya’. He tells him
‘as the cow, so the gavaya’. By means of this knowledge one
who has not observed the form of the gavaya and who is
endowed with the impression of the knowledge of similarity
with the well known object propounded by the expounder,
comes to know ‘the gavaya, of course, is of this form’. Some
other states (about the process of analogy) as when there is the
knowledge of relation of name and its denotation in the form
‘this object is denoted by this name’, in the one who is endowed
with the impression of the knowledge of similarity with the
well known object through the statement of an authority and
(again) one observes through perception afterwards that object,
it is the analogy.'".

a7 ayqafagmaaay, arqafag: | a9t TRF T9y
gfa =rcqamaar gfaaar sufag aaggoawa T qge-

16: 9 N. S.1:1.6:
17. In the first explanation the resultant knowledge refers to the
form of gavaya and in the second, to the denotative relation,
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AIATT | JTAT F=Z10 GFTHT | ] @feafq g sara asas
TAgsfasr am gAegTgaFeay qafe aFgfadmiedar
eIEGT+a T |

Proponent : If it is so, the analogy and tradition should not be
mentioned (as distinct means of knowledge) since these are
included in the verbal testimony. The person engaged in
knowing knows the gavaya, which is not well known, by the
force of the statement of an authority and not merely through
the similarity.’® Hence, the analogy is not different from verbal
testimony.

Some different means of knowledge, viz., tradition, is positted
in (expounding the statements like) ‘that which is certainly,
etc., said Yajinavalkya’. That also is not something other than
the verbal testimony because it depends upon a particular
speaker.!®

@1g, 7 | grevitaan | afs graeda ST SEEd
AT & SATE:, I FIA gAFATTSA=I00 Arereaiarald sfq-
afgwafsy wafagift carq | Taasg s sfaarfrcag
afagaravdns weagaay 7 Faan | gfqrifs qeaRa gfq-
AT T TATATATY , TEACTANTEANTIA: FTA: | ARATII-
grqwia zfa 4q sareaay wessamrafgatsd sfagararaasonyt
waagfaqst 7 Fad:, qeAERES qAFAAiT gfd qgAgIAY |
FeATq ? AqraanfT qorag | ardaEfy gg avafaare-
ATTGAEAATE  TERSATIATAS | TAILATGIITATHT: |
fqcd 9T | FERTFAGRTAGTIIID: |

18. It means that the karana in this case is the authoritative state-
ment and not the similarity.

19. The sense is that the validity of a verbal testimony depends
upon the authority of the speaker. The same is the case with
the upamana and tradition.
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Opponent : No, because it requires the similarity. If the analogy
would be verbal testimony, there would arise the knowledge, in
case of analogy also without the mention of similarity as is the
case of the statements like ‘there is the land of the Uttarakurus’
‘there are nymphs in heaven’ (which serve as the examples of
verbal testimony). While propounding (the knowledge of
gavaya) the person who communicates takes recourse to the
words containing the well-known similarity and not to the
words only. The knower also understands through that only
and not merely through words. Hence, it (analogy) should be
mentioned separately (i.e., as a separate means of knowledge).
If it is argued that it is included in verbal testimony because
of the operation through words ? It may be like this. In the
act of knowing the gavaya, the meaning characterised by the
well-known similarity accompanies the verbal operation and it
is not merely the similarity to well known. Hence, it is included
in verbal testimony.

This is also wrong.
Why ?

Because it will lead to the undesirable contingency of inclusion
of direct inference and the inference-by-elimination®® into
verbal testimony. The direct and the implied reasons (in
inference) while reported to for propounding something to the
others, stand in need of the verbal operation. There will be
the undesirable contingency of their inclusion in verbal testi-
mony. This is undesirable. Hence, the analogy is not verbal
testimony.

944, ATaFAisEafals:, ST | AATIITATET
sfaagaaafaamgraad | @ g BtwaggaqaEsand sfa g
SfagaTaT gy | aEARE AT Yd  arae-
YIIIIAE ARTRATAHIAAN | SrFasaasamfa garoeg-

20. Cf. karika 5.
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<@afasad araeataagsay wearfe swrodifa | 5 afg arfor-
fagrufafamaggdiamegegens  wgeay | fow asgfanar-
9erca1q | 77 maaurfarfarTay 7 g7 afgear aFgfanem-
qera gezraisaageaigisa fafa | aaarsgae | sfeq ANawE a77-
famamdear | qEATd wERTRATAL aq | HAF Fqaq fawgq | A
fg weaq wfagargraiaa waasfaafafia aaeawar @7 52-
gearafy qeg grafqafa: @ 1 @ =agfa wiag, faeammaE
aq afeazyeaa aq: aarergrEraafqafafify agramfafa
TAIATAH | FEAT ? ATTELITIHAG | qg 497 agq  fagooig
FIST ITaT TR AT GFET FHTAT  ARIEREATHIIE  3fq
geaTe | adza aarEqErasgaiqafafifa gaoratETay -
et gaTET @1 | @fase Faq | ud fg T qraca oA
qEINFAIH | AT EFAAT Al wqF Aeae faweqafqs qusy
qarsafafa qar agaded  gATEGROIfATaA IHITRT e

qadifa | qearq gesFanaafgaaaaaramemg fafda |

Proponent : Similarity is not distinct because it serves only as an aid.
The knowledge of gavaya arises in the knower only through the
validity of the person who explains. Thinking that the object
is difficult to be established he skillfully uses the well known
similarity. Consequently, the similarity which serves as an aid
for explaining the gavaya adopted by person who is engaged
in explainining, is not something different from verbal testi-
mony.2! If the property of being separate means of knowledge
is desired in case of this sort of means, it is too less to say that
there are four means of knowledge, (In that case) stepping of
the foot and closing of the eye, etc., should also be mentioned
(as separate means of knowledge). Moreover, (it is not different
(from verbal authority) because it depends upon a particular
speaker. Wherever the knowledge arises due to (the nature of)

21. Here, we have preferred Chakravarti’s reading as : $abdada-

rthantram.
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an object, the knower does not fequire the particular speaker
as to whether the person has perceived the object or not, as it
is the case of inference, And, there is the requirement of a
particular speaker in case of analogy. Hence, it is not different
from the verbal testimony. It should certainly be understood in

this way only.2? One who holds that the knowledge is attained
merely through the well known similarity, to him the knowle-
. dge (of gavaya) would arise through the statement ‘asthe
horse, so the gavaya’.?® And, it cannot take place because it
would be erroneous knowledge. The statement that the

analogy is that from which arises the knowledge of relation of
name with the object denoted, is also wrong.

Why ?

Because it leads to the undesirable contingency of infinite
regress. When it is asked out of the many persons sitting here, who
is Devadatta, the reply is given that a man who is wearing a diadem,
decorated with ear-ring, with broad chest, and with red and large
eyes, is Devadatta. The knowledge of the relation of name with the
object denoted arises out of that and it would lead to the undesirable
contingency of its being a distinct means of knowledge and, thus,
there would arise the infinite regress with referenee to the number
of the means of knowledge. And, this is undesirable. In this way,
the analogy meant for the knowledge of others is not a separate
means of knowledge, when one at the sight of both the cow and the
gavaya reflects upon for himself that as this (cow) so is this (gavaya),
here the object being cognised by some other means of knowledge,
it is not a case of (distinct) means of knowledge at all.?* Therefore,
it is rightly stated that this (analogy) and tradition should not be

22. This is to stress the fact of difference between verbal testimony
and the other means of knowledge.

23. It is because in this case the similarity is not conveyed through
an authoritative person.

24. Since it is cognised through perception, there is no point in
accepting upamana as an independent means of knowledge.



140 Yuktididika

mentioned (as séparate means of knowledge) because of their being
verbal testimony itself (and consequently) being included (in that).

(Presumption included in Inference)

frsaraq —aatafaawararagsaamgaEafag: | ga=4-
facggada « aaratafaata aaga: qFesafa=sgaass qe=r-
T agArsgangraafersafaafadafy | agarar -
gaaea qrgdfafzaradfand afqo=a | agmzear qewes gar
wrggAnsEF gfaTad 3fq | s wearatfa: | a7 agaEata-
wregaas qeafagfaaifa agaaserar | arg fgfaan, safa-
grfeolt reafaarfot 51 a3 safqafolt gar aEgaafaa-
facgaasatame faaad fAafafa | a=a #wifesageefadms-
AstfeamcareawrHa T wadifa | a1 afgararfady ssafa=rfon
g7 FAfEAUFNTTIZL afATaguasiai® i Fad Fafn
grgaifFand yaragaasy gfqeaa fqar avug zfa asqg-
AT | FAH ! JEATHALATGAAT TATUTAT A=y
gEged: | T Jar aqen srgaasgeataartofager ouss
sfaqaa fraeaceaiasgaraE ? afardivagrataagzae fg
gfqr:  seadigaraqEsafaat a1 grgeeagfaafaas-
A | Z¢F i 7 qearcdavafagagfa |

Moreover, because presumption, probability, negation and
gesture are included in inference. ‘Should not be mentioned (as
distinct means of knowledge)’ follows here also. The presumption is
(a means of knowledge) where after observing the invariable con-
comitance between two objects and on seeing or hearing of one of
them later on, one gets the knowledge of the other (of the two). (The
example of knowing) through seeing is as after observing the treacle
one comprehends its sweetness, which is the object of the sense other
than that perceiving it. (The example of presumption) after hearing
is as—after hearing the word treacle one comprehends its sweetness
which is not denoted by words. There is the other kind of presump-
tion also. (It is found) when after observing the invariable associa-
tion between two properties, there is the postulation of association
between the (objects of) opposite character also. It is twofold ; with
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exception and without exception. Out of these, that with exception
is exemplified as when it is stated that the conjunct object is
non-eternal, it follows by implication that the object which is not
conjunct is eternal. It is not observed in the case of action, etc,?
Hence, on account of being non-decisive it is not a valid means of
knowledge at all.?® That which is invariable and without exception
is exemplified as—after observing a lion and a boar together near the
cave and on observing afterwards the lion walking alone with its
body stained with the blood of the boar, one comes to know that the

boar is won. It is (however) a case of inference.
Bow ?

Because there is the invariable association between the victory
and the defeat of the lion and the boar respectively. In that case,
when after observing the victory of the lion one comprehends the
defeat of the other which is invariably associated with the former;
what is that other than inference ? The knowledge of the other
relata?” in case of one who has observed the group of relata and also
observed the one of them through perception, is the inference only.
The presumption is of the foresaid nature. (Hence) it cannot be

distinct from that (inference).

(Probability included in inference)

FEAGT ATH FNT: FE FFASHZIIEIAT Ffearaaadiad |
gty argadseraarsatafaia | #a7 ? geargaqafea g
Frororedt gqd, 7 < AifadF | a7 D0 Tay agAaugHar aga-
gammaasEarsaEmia affmaan qrafefata | @ asgaE-
faegaa |

25. Action is not with components, still it is non-eternal.
26. Itis a means leading to erroneous knowledge and, hence,

cannot be called a means of valid knowledge.
27. It may suggest the vyapti (invariable concomitance).

28. This may be a reference to /inga. The Vyapti and linga are the
important factors in inference,
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Probability is explained as—when the words drona* and
prastha®® are uttered, one comes to know the ptesence of half dorna,
etc. The postulation of presence is presumption only.

How ?

Because the word drona is used with reference to the object of
above mentioned measure, neither less nor more. In that case, when
the term drona is uttered, (the knowledge of) the presence (lit.
association) of its components which are found invariably associated
with it and which are denoted by other words, is the presumption
only, and itis already stated that the presumption is the inference
only.

(Negation included in Inference)

AN ATH TAAT IAET WATEATE: GAAT TF FATATAT-
T zed Ifazfzagagseraaaiafafafga: | ax aar
A fATTATZFAFETAT TIT JATITATT UF | qEAISAWETFIAfRT

FATATAY AFANE: | T T FAFARIFA: 1T FATSFAFATAH
gfa aAsTAEY | F99 ? GrEgHAiID; | FawcAiaaaad |

The negation is exemplified as —the presence of fire is known
through the presence of smoke, so through the absence of smoke (is
known) the absence of fire. It is already stated that this postulation
of the association of the objects of opposite nature is the
presumption. [n this case, where is the postulation of association
with exception ? That is no valid means of knowledge at all. As
in the case of iron ball, treacle or the charcoal, there is the absence
of smoke but not that of fire. In some cases where there is
invariableness—as in the example that which is not created is
eternal, that is the case of inference.

How ?

Because there is the possibility of invariable association as in
the case of createdness and non-eternity.

29. An ancient Indian measure for measuring grains or field.
30. An ancient Indian measure for measuring grains or field. 1/16

part of a drona,
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o g waraHegar auafa | qaar vy i G7 TR
afgzedifa argea wafq, ax JgrarEy afgaigarsfaafaggat-
rauafa’a afagfzag=dscaaar | #aq ? a99 fg fear «
qZF 73 AT g@ATSHIFasfaaifaar agraasaarqfzar-
sfaaifafa s =t wiwwadag wafagifa SgramEtaaeE-
graetaefaaifnt faoga: seoaq | serar g g garfasa:
epreTfe 97 wafa g | sratafag=rgaE |

Others explain negation in a different way--when it is told that

Caitra is not in the house, it is deduced that he is somewhere outside
the house.?" In this case, the absence in the house is the reason for

the knowledge of his being present somewhere outside and it is the
case of presumption only because there is the postulation of associa-
tion of the objects of opposite nature.

How ?

As in the statement ‘Devadatta does not eat by day and yet is
fat’. Here, due to the observation of fatness which is opposite to
non-eating, his eating at night, which is opposite to that at day, is
deduced. Similarly, in the present case also through the mention of
his absence in the house, the opposite is postulated in the case of
the one whose absence is referred to. If only the absence would have
been intended, it would have been stated as Caitra is not present.
And, the postulation is the inference.

(Gesture included in Inference)

ez q1q Afwagas: sfeaRaraeassfasonfa
qATEA: | § fg aqendeagdigarafa afgaeadifa gqro-
facg=aq | @ ATFAEAAT | FEAT ? FEATR ArAF=erfzagaa fg
sTTAsgsaraATar afs agaifor wmafs qar agAErafify
g JfaATge |

Gesture is explained as the operation of the (limbs of the) body
like beating the belly and placing the hands side by side and slightly

31. It is not clear how it would be an example of negation and
different from implication according to the pirvapaksa.
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hollowed which is indicative of some intention. That conveys hunger
and the like which are not (otherwise) known, and hence, is said to
be a means of knowledge. That is inference only.

Why ?
Because if the performance of (bodily) operation, which is

associated with the desire for meals, etc., gives rise to the knowledge
of its associate, it cannot be declared to be different from inference.

(Imagination is not an independent means of Knowledge)
srg—ufawr afg gammeaz wfasafa

Opponent : Imagination, then, will be a separate means of
knowledge.

Isqag—aq afawram ?

Proponent : What is the nature of this imagination ?

A1g, AAMET gaR Irageafqreammia=sy argy sarR)
JAd qATATEATEANE:  FOTRIAATAEATAIF LA AT
sfasaeaarggenay ar fg afawr | qar SEaa—

garear fg araasat fqAeaga qma )
TagegasgEe Ffaafaasan

A fg Msaiseqeaegarfeaa qeo faasfe o ms-
wrarq afgafosasy | qaar  sarensy gfqgadiegay faansty

ATAATAATEATHAART  FAZATATATAT  wafeq | qearg
gfada Fgageafaeafafaraaargarcamafafy | g 19—

qUIEAF at AiF: qq: ananresfa
sgagren: wadsy fazzawmia agaa

Opponent : In this beginningless world there arises the sense of what
to do in the presence of knowledge differentiated by the form
of the objects like dead body, desired lady or an eatable object
in gods men or insects, etc., due to the past impression

32. In short, it is the cause of understanding something.
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of the common external objects like women. That is called
imagination. So, it is stated :

“In accordance with one’s experience, there follow different
sorts of understanding (in different persons) in accordance with
their own knowledge, through the sentences without (knowing)

their meaning.”

In the one who has repeatedly experienced the particular objects
as giving rise to pleasure, etc., the knowledge of that object arises
merely through the utterance of the word (denoting that object) even
without the presence of that object. For example, when it is stated
that a tiger lives here, the actions as sweating and trembling of the
body take place even without the external object merely through the
earlier practice. Therefore, being a part of (means giving rise to
the) sense of what to do with reference to gods, men and insects,
imagination is a means of knowledge. It is stated also :

“The entire world understands it in the form of the means

of knowledge and the worldly activities of even the

insects become possible through that.”’33

g=q3 gfgarar gezrfesafaddo sreaugees: | qq94-
facagaad | afs qateamargate: sog: afagasgaray §q
afg sr8Y FARRgAEAATTIHT AATITAG | FEAG 7 oAqr T
fg gszifzeafaido geaered saifagaqawmy | aearm Jva-
sateat afqar | arayerraraaagaatafy Sq—adaq, st
fg geifesafa¥dor wamardq gifafgs:  goaa ) @ wfaa
wfqsadif | ga=aragaan | FEA1q ? SFAAq | SAaRaq fag-
®T WAT: qLHAAAH | qar a9 garaefafy | aifrartafa
¥, wavgoaEi | F fg Afrmmanmgas mafafa gar qar
aeqra: | @ Afew =f 9q 9 afafeaqeag | onRag—afea
AFFF: gegar geerfesafaddo | quar and asar sifafy
fasrgeoay—sifig & wdvenfa ged geeaigsdwafeaatafa
geq qa9 | FEarq ¢ wfafmaaq) T R ax fAzwg soag

33. Vakyapadiya 2.149
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g qg Fegmfeq qral a1 egagmedifa 4 afaf=g gamr-
AEfasay | fFarag—smaemyEmg | afs SgsdiaEsia
g IATTHHTRY  gaEaer e | F o ?
gAgegrEifgFEoEr | FmAEAwafauEgiar  fawen
grgE fAer a1 gENEAF SOAd gEArd aifEd: gaw
gfqwr | aq afazgsay—awaamadarsaeafn sarenfag
sfqafaseaay | 5ft | gowaq 1 @1 g feeaEeaTmET q
afvred sow: | geArq fag gserfesafai@o saeaasy-
ara: sfawran qraafaarEy | gavs g gafagang fEFfag
garofaszfafa feaanag nvn

Proponent : Because there is no possibility of some form other than
perception, etc., in case of imagination. The phrase ‘should not
be mentioned’ follows from above. If the knowledge caused by
the impression of past experience is admitted to be imagina-
tion, it comes to be (either of) perception, inference and
verbal testimony,3*

Why ?

Because we do not get some sort of knowledge through the
means other than perception and the rest. Hence, imagination is not
something different from those.

If it is argued that the above argument is wrong because there
is the possibility of the archaic knowledge ? It may be like this:
there is the archaic (knowledge) of every object which is innate and,
hence, without perception and the like. That (archaic knowledge)
will be caused by imagination.

This is also wrong.
Why ?

Because of the statement made above. 1t is stated (earlier) that
the knowledge of the illustrious supreme seer is of accomplished

34. I.e.isincluded in them only.
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nature. Therefore, it does not stand in need of some means of

knowledge.?®
If it is argued that it may be the knowledge of the yogins ?

No, because it is not held (accepted). We shall establish later
on how the knowledge of the yogins is not without some means of
knowledge.

If it is argued that is the worldly knowledge ?

No, because it is not ascertained. It may be like this : there is
some worldly knowledge without perception, etc., for example, while
going in dense darkness there arises the knowledge immediately that
there is some obstructing substance standing erect before me. It is,
however, not like this.

How ?

Because ii is not ascertained. There arises no ascertainment as
to whether the substance standing before me is manifest or not. The
knowledge which is not ascertained is not accepted to be a valid
knowledge. Moreover, it would lead to undesirable contingency of
infinite regress. If this sort of knowledge also is accepted as valid
(knowledge), there arises the undesirable contingency.

What is the reason ?

Because there are infinite defects (in the mind), because un-

certainty as whether right or wrong caused by desire, anger, avarice,
fear and infatuation gives rise to various alternatives (in the same
knowledge.)*® Hence, the imagination is not the wordly knowledge.

35. The sense is that the knowledge was already in him at the time
of birth and, hence he did not acquire it through means of
knowledge.

36. The knowledge in that is not purely objective but is caused by
these defects and, hence, imaginary. If this kind of knowledge
is accepted as caused by some means of knowledge, the means
of knowledge would be infinite.
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Your statement that due to the past impression of earlier experience
there arises the knowledge of tiger, etc., even in their absence, is
true. That is not accepted as a valid knowledge because that is the
wrong knowledge.®” Hence, it is not a fault. Hence, it is proved
that because of the lack of possibility of some form of knowledge
by means other than perception, etc., the imagination should not be
mentioned (as a separate means of knowledge). Hence, because of
inclusion of all the other means of knowledge (into these three), it is
established that the means of knowledge approved is threefold.

37. Because it arises with reference to en cbjecct which is 10t

present that at time.




KARIKA 5

(Definition of Perception)

ATg—aATaanaq | qeoargaAraedfaefa: | qEEa-

faearaq | smafeag fg geerdai aqaow, gfeafa=ag sf=-
graafasaia ararsaTeeansafrarft sagaacas saafafa
afaq  qussAfgaaaisgafasaiafaaay geafaas
qeErIAT gerEatzart gfgsen acraafaaa | Amfzafa-
fefq argaom: | Feaariefaard | somAaftas aqgug) =R
geertaraafaafa: | qeareaeR e |

Opponent : Let it be so.! It cannot be understood without mention-

ing the definition. Therefore, that (definition) should be
mentioned. The definition of perception, etc., is not settled
because there is the difference of opinion. Some define it as—
‘perception is the knowledge arising from sense-object contact
(and which is) not caused by words, non-erroneous and is of a
definite character.? The others define it as—‘the other (percep-
tion) is that which arises from the contact of the soul, sense,
mind and the object’®. The others define it as ‘the knowledge
which arises due to the contact of man’s senses with something
which is present'.‘ The followers of Varsaganya define it as ‘the

function of the ear and the rest.> Thelothers (define it as) ‘the
non-conceptual knowledge’.® In this way, the definition of

Lo L e T

I.e. even after admitting the foregoing that there are only
three means of knowledge.

N.S.1.14

VaiSesikasatra 3.1.18.

Mimamsasitra 1.1.4

See note on karika 1

Cf. Pratyaksama kalpanapodham,

Pramanasamuccaya of Dinnaga.
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perception is unsettled. Therefore, follows the non-under-
standing (i.e. difficulty in understanding) of the perception,
etc. Hence, the definition should be mentioned.

I=A—
sfafawareaaamt gszq

fafgoasaify fawan wezrea: | wgar fadigsy  swawa=
zeaa: | 7 fafaan | fafaser afafasares | fafacer: gfysafs-
o srenarfaaean | afafoseren gemrAeaon Afraed-
|lqai 7 771\ Feafy Fagafe “gdifrarfo qui o=
fazrarfaaafauarf’” (F10 3¥), steggam afefifa (w10 33)
= agafq | fawg afy adq sfa sfafauag ) freag ? sfeaq)
aferq Fsemagia: @ afafauareaagmg: | smafaugrofata-
Frort Fegafaarfa asqEsEEEaEss guFRmEd qg gefufy
1A | q% 62 TALATAAL: | TIAHTTH | FAT FZATATARICA -
FZETCHAR | THAT: MEE[RA: | QAGALATIT TATAFAATAT T2 |
Proponent : PERCEPTION IS THE DETERMINATIVE KNOW-

LEDGE OF THE OBJECTS THROUGH THE CONTACT
OF THE SENSES.

The objects are those with bear upon or impress their from
upon the cognition, for example, word, etc. Or their derivative

7. This is the interpretation according to the commentators.
However, when the karika is interpreted independently of the

commentaries, it seems plausible that the karika has no
reference to the sense-object contact to distinguish perception

from other means. However, if the term prativisaya is inter-
preted as of each or individual object it may be distinguished
from other pramanas which give rise to the knowledge of
objects in generality. Further, the perception is defined here
in the sense of resultant knowledge and not as a means thereof.
The position is similar in early definitions of perception in
other systems also. The definition quoted against the name of
Viarsaganya is an exception to it.
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meaning is as those which are attained (by the senses). Those
(objects) are of two kinds—specific and non-specific. The specific
are the earth, etc., which are cognisable by (ordinary) persons like
us. The non-specific are the subtle elements which are cognisable by
the yogins and the divine beings.® The author will (himself) speak
later on ‘of these organs, the senses have as their objects the things

specific as well as non-specific’ (Ka. 34). and the author will also
speak ‘intellect is the determinative knowledge’ (Ka. 23).° The term

prativisayam means that which bears upon (or comes into contact
with) each particular object.

What is that ?

The sense. The determinative knowledge in (through) the senses
is denoted by the term prativisayadhyavasaya. The perception is the
light (pure form of sattva)'® without (mixed with) rajas and tamas
which results from the exuberance of sattva which follows (or is
caused by) the function of the senses in contact with other objects.
That is drsta which means perception. This is the means of know-
ledge. The assistance rendered by it to the sentient power is the
resultant. The objects of knowledge are the word'®, etc. Similarly,

8. The cause as to why the subtle elements are called non-specific
as also the gross elements the specific, is given in 38th
karika.

9. The purpose of such a statement is that the pramana as a
means according to Samkhya is the function of intellect. It is
stated to be intellect itself when the act and the agent are taken
to be identical. The condition of sense-object contact distingu-
ishes perception from other means of knowledge.

10. This indicates the state of intellect when Sattva dominates in it.

11. The favour should be interpreted as the false attribution of
knowledge, etc., to the sentient entity. In fact, there is no
change in the essential nature of conscious entity after the rise
of knowledge. The knowledge actually arises in the intellect
but is falsely attributed to the sentient entity.

12. lL.e. the objects of the cognitive organs. The cognitive organs-
ear, skin, eyes, tongue and nose cognise word, touch, form,
taste and smell. Cf. Samkhyakarika 28.



152 Yuktidipiki

the nature of means of knowledge and the resultant thereof should
be understood in case of other means of knowledge also.
(Means of knowledge and resultant)

u1g — i gafed sammranataragifeagayia ?

Opponent : Is this resultant different from the means of knowledge
or is identical with it ?
%9 qraq wiagagfa aaatafafa ?
Proponent : How can it be identical ?
H1g—HEATq ? aAfarasqan | afgrasd fg 9, qEai-
ceaarstratsy sfa ga: wads gfq ?
Opponent : Do you ask why so ? Because it is of the form of know-
ledge. The knowledge is the result in (the process of) knowing.

The object is known through the rise of that (knowledge) only.
Hence, how can the resultant be different (from the process).

SSAA—F UG FIAT FF €7 7
Proponent : How can, in that case, the means be the instrument in
knowing 213
Arg—weowiaeg gfafgamq | fawafawta fg smen-
afa: afrasanfy @F geamara g@Qfq seaaar FLoaral-
STIIEI F ILHATIT: |
Opponent : The idea of instrumentality is due to the well known
character. The illumination of the object characterises the rise
of knowledge. The knowledge is experienced as accompanied
with action.  Through this postulation only the idea of

instrumentality is accepted. It (the idea of instrumentality) is
not real.!’

13. Means is that which gives rise to something. If the result
itself is taken to be the means, how can there be the instrumen-
tality in the means ?

14. What the opponent means is that the intellect whichis an
instrument of knowledge is the locus of knowledge as well.
Hence, the difference between intellect as an instrument of
knowledge and the intellect as a locus of knowledge is
metaphorical.
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S gy —Faerateaear: | afamaordarg | qgad fg
JATTAEATTATEAT, TRATIT  FAagagaqod | a9 faeaifa-
FLMARFARE T wfaga | agFnfamasaEg saag wafafq
dIgaTq | FEAT ? afagearg | 797 fg gzrEgisat aEnan
T agar aragar 3fq 7 a5 afqaqy, vF sEaft gEEw@aEEn

7 faugsd Arfgagsay | qa1 7 arEAq —CqEATEHAT AT
afex fagffa” (F10 30) F971@ 1 T TEIAAARAILT FH-
afgraeatafy aied geafaghaq | swamawfaga = sxazrw
qearATaTRgFafafa Je sav sfaaream | daaeuganfaa
geuifeqed  sfqaefasam: | qew fagweraamaamaifa:
TRTITCRA AL - A TT |

Proponent : The resultant is different because of the difference in
substratum. The means of knowledge known as determinative
knowledge is located in the intellect. The resultant as the
favour to the conscious entity is located in the conscious entity.
There is no possibility of identity in case of objects having
different substrata. The statement that the knowledge being
identical with understanding is itself the resultant, is wrong.

Why ?

Because it is not established. As it is not possible to propound
without the knowledge that the objects like pot, etc., are of their
own form or otherwise, similarly, the knowledge also without the

understanding by the conscious entity’® is neither of the nature of
an object of knowledge nor that of the non-object of knowledge.
This is (in accordance with) the scripture because it is stated ‘thus,
due to that association (of the two) the internal organ though
insentient seems as if possessed of consciousness’ (ka 20). Hence, it

15. The understanding of conscious entity means here the know-
ledge metaphorically imposed upon the conscious entity.
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is not established for (or acceptable to) the Samkhyas that the know-
ledge is of the form of understanding without the understanding
by the conscious entity. The investigation into a case (or argumen-
tation) is based upon the maxim accepted by both the parties.

If it is argued that it is not established on account of the non-
existence of the conscious entity ?

No, because (the existence of the conscious entity) is pro-
pounded later on. We shall propound the existence of the conscious
entity by the statement like ‘the composite objects exist for other’,
etc. Thus, it is established that the means of knowledge and their
resultant are different for the upholders of the theory that the deter-
minative knowledge is the means of knowledge.

arg—afs weraamr: gl F#4  AfFEE gEEsIaT
wafq goet agg sfq ?

Opponent : If the determinative knowledge is the means of knowle-
dge, how is the worldly statement that the object is pratyaksa,
meaningful ?

g=ad — faud geaeggwsa: qeafaacatq qoroearsT | qor
seaufaay sifgufon: geawszar=at wafs wd  goaafaais:

TIAASTAT=T: T1q |

Proponent - The term pratyaksa is used with reference to an object

because the object is (already) measured (known) through it.

Or, it is the cause of knowledge (of that object).!® Just as the

heap of barley which is one prastha in measure is denoted by

the term prastha, in the same way the object known through
perception may be denoted by the term pratyaksa.

arz, 71 segArfa oA | afe goaafraarfze

gerereaiad dig srguragtaarsafsguratafa eng | aeanfadisa:

16. (i) The object of knowledge, (ii) the sense-organ and the (iii)
internal orgaus, being the cause of pratyaksa —all of these may
be termed pratyaksa.
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S=0q - qawrarfageagafa: | gAmea g arfe
arard fafaaq | Fau ? qgdadsIvagaEy | T FEarfaf
FEAIHAT FaTEgean=zaT=aqr 4 wafd |

Proponent : In absence of that it is not applicable to other cases.
There is no common cause in case of the other means of
knowledge.

How ?

The anumana means that through which something is inferred.
Nothing is inferred through fire, etc. Hence, they are not subjected
to the same denotation.

(Use of the term determinative knowledge)
SITg — AETTATIARGY (FALH 7

Opponent : Why is the term determinative knowledge mentioned ?

s=a—sfaggnfageagq | wfafawd gzfadiaag=am

grafewrfag  wfafawd adasguesadaa@sEd a1 aq 9
geafAAqErTad | aeAagEugn 97 FHaan 7 Q6 wafq |

Proponent : (It is mentioned) to prevent over pervasion. If it is stated
that perception is the object related to the senses, whatever is
related to the senses, in the form of a favouring or obstructing
object would (undesirably) come to be denoted by the term
perception. If the determinative knowledge (adhyavasaya) is
mentioned, this defect will not arise.

AIg—H, FATMIIIFING | ATEAIHIANEET  FATSAA |
Fa: ? aATTIfaETASAN | T AAIAART Alcwafzad gfqaay
g9 fafag wdiga 1 A7 37 ameiEeraaaaafagageam: |
FEAT—AEATAGHR A1FM ATHGGIfAGT T gandiE= a
TATAI |

Opponent : It is not so because of the jurisdiction of the means of
knowledge. There is no purpose served by the mention of the
term determinative knowledge.

Why ?
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This is the jurisdiction of the means of knowledge. Except the
determinative knowledge no object is known through which the
object is cognised. Hence, by the force (of the context of means of
knowledge) we can do without the term determinative knowledge.
As for example, in the jurisdiction of adhyayana (study of the sacred
texts), when it is asked that the brahmins should be brought, only

those brahmins who are learned are brought.'

IAY —FIFAT g aaafagerdq | ud afg AAErAr-
qAAH 0 AAag gregifenraa ageed faed wfq adqd
qeqTgsaaaTaAngy fFaq g arygfafa |

Proponent ; (The term determinative knowledge is mentioned) to
dispel the doubt regarding the other organs. The four, viz.,
one of the ear, etc., and the (others) inner organs are related to
the object in the form of the gates and the gatekeepers.'®
Hence, the term determinative knowledge is mentioned so that

there should be no doubt.™
AIE—FEAT qag:, dhA FAraq Hieafzad ITEAT |
a9 % gIui Fegered qfqucEaTay |
Opponent : Let there be doubt. No object is cognised through a

single organ only. Therefore, we shall recognise all of them as
perception.

17. It appears that Pandey’s reading adhiyate in place of Chakra-
varti’s reading adhiyante is a misprint.

18. Cf. Samkhyakarika 35.

19. The sense is that any of the four viz., one of the external and
the three internal organs could be called pratyaksa if the
definition would be as ‘that related to the object’. With the use
of the term adhyavasaya the pratyaksa is restricted to the in-
tellect only which is both the determinative knowledge and the
instrument of that when the difference between the function

and the agent is overlooked.
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g=qd—aategaH fg mreagifa: | afs g agama gar-
ARV dF ASPEARFHT qu+  eqrfaia  aafafq
agraq | Fsafq wEm: oy gdagear” (F10 3%), ‘@9 Tg9-
T qEATq qewen araafs gfgfefa” (w10 36) afgwread
TEATREATTATGY F=q | awaar ar gfafa |
Proponent : If all of them are recognised as perception, that will
imply that we do not follow the scripture. If all of them are
recognised as means of knowledge, the scripture stating that
‘the knowledge is one and that is intellect only’,** will have to
be abandoned. The authority himself states ‘these (organs)
resembling a lamp’, etc. (Ka. 30); ‘in as much as it is the

intellect that accomplishes all the experiences of the conscious
entity’, etc. (Ka 37).%! (This position) is contradicted. Hence,
20. The lineis quoted as a sarra (aphorism) by Vyésa in his
bhasya on the Yogasiitra (1.4). Vacaspati explains it as the
function (modification) of the intellect in the form of the
objects like sound and that in the form of the discrimination

between cosmic matter and the conscious entity is the same.
Though the above two forms of knowledge seem to be
apparently contradictory and different, yet actually they are
one, i.e., form the function or the modification of the intellect.
Vijiianabhiksu, however, interprets the aphorism as to show
that there prevails the false knowledge in the world that both
the intellect and the conscious entity are identical. The
Yuktidipika seems to take it in the sense accepted by Vacaspati
and stresses the fact that even though the forms of knowledge
may differ, the knowledge as a pramana is one i.e., the modi-
fication of the intellect or the intellect itself. There is no
difference between the above two for the Samkhya because the
function and the agent are the same.

21. The two quotations show that in knowledge or experience,

intellect serves as an instrument and is allotted chief position
in both the cases.
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the term determinative knowledge should be mentioned so
that there may not be any doubt.

HATg—, qeagTaHag wafg | gFagy  Fagafassd—
sgregraal fastaufaafad fg adgizaauy | aaeaaqEr goe-
fafq sareareara: |

Opponent : It is not so. It is merely a doubt. In case of all the
doubts the instruction remains as the particular meaning of a
term (in case of alternate meanings) is ascertained from inter-
pretation because a rule must teach something definite even
though it contains ambiguous terms. Hence, we will interpret

the expression as ‘perception is the determinate knowledge’.?

sqd —yAaa ey Afzaafaafars: | @aRaq, ag7 @)
A | 9917 geag: gieq:, freafg srnfaaaa agom
Proponent : Because it is beyond doubt that the operation of the
senses comes to be known (as perception). It would be so if
there would be a doubt (in this case also) but no doubt is
attained here.”® On the other hand, only the operation of
the senses is known (or mentioned) to be the perception.
qrig—Fw g Fre A9 fafrastraasty aafaaaias
AUl AT, AP FHIETT JALAAH 7

22. The sense is that the Sastra itself need not clear the doubts.
The doubts are to be dispelled by the commentators. It is
taken for granted that the $dstra does teach something definite.
If the $astra intends to convey such a meaning, we, the com-
mentators, will interpret it as such. Hence, there is no need
of employing the term adhyavasaya by the sitrakara to remove
our doubts.

22, Itis not that its interpretation was doubtful and there was a
need of clarification, but Tévarakrsna uses the term adhyava-
saya to ward off the wrong conception positively prevailing in
the pecple that perception is the function of the ear, etc. Thus
could be the meaning of the statement of I$varakrspa also.
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Opponent : What is the reason for the fact that inspite of non-
speciality in the causes the operation of the senses like war and
not the operation of the internal organs comes to be cognised

as perception.

Seag-q7 o gear =naifaafa: | wewg ? anenfzea-
TZOATHATT | AT FHTTH, qIEI00 qfqaas: | MougeraeT gen
grgfaafa: | gaar—alrgaen: aisAoET sfa
ATSTITEAT |
Proponent : The operation of the ear, etc., is principal in ihis case.

Why ?

Because of their capability of cognising the objects directly and
(this is) not (the case with) the internal organs for the knowledge
is acquired through the internal organ (and not mainly from it).
Among the principal and the secondary the former is admitted (and

not the latter). As, in the injunction like ‘the cow (and) the goat
related to the deity agni and soma, should be immolated’, the vahika
(which is the secondary meaning of cow) is not immolated.

aig—adrg AnAifeafaia geaafacasgiay 5 v afy
T w7 ?

Opponent : If this operation of thc ear, etc., is considered to be the
perception, what would be the fault ?

geqa—rmifafand afgad faafafgqasn, afmi =
eataytawTy fagramgmanmardg sifasw afgsrageaady age-
dead e | ga: ! q fg ogaem amifagfaoan,  afmar
ardtfea srafafy | e g S asfr faagr, dut Asea-
FUTIETALT TeqeTeq a1 q19d 7

Proponent : (In that case) the knowledge regarding attachment, etc.,
inferred from the sign and the signate and the intuitive kno-
wledge arising in the yogins who have attained various degrees
in meditation and which is beyond inference and verbal testi-
mony would have been mentioned (separately).

Why ?
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Because the pleasure, etc., are not cognised through the opera-
tion of the ear, etc., and the knowledge of the yogins is supra
sensuous. And, when it is expressed as it is done (in the text), the
above meationed (viz., the pleasure, etc., and the objects known to
the yogins) also become the object of knowledge. What obstracts
the character of perception in the case of the determinate knowledge
of these ?

(Use of the term prativisaya)
arg—sfafauangn afg frmaq ?
Opponent : What is, then, the purpose of mentioning the term prati-
visaya ?
SHay —afafawaagnaazsgzrarad | seaaaTay gezfad-
Feg=AATY qFfensTsATgAFTITAIfay wfs AseaaaraEag
gezfafa | sfafagaugorg dot syza: Fav wafa

Proponent : The term prativisaya ie mentioned to exclude the
(absolutely) non-existent objects (from the domain of percep-
tion). If it stated that the determinate knowledge is the
perception, the determinate knowledge regarding the mirage,
the circle of the fire brand and the city of Gandharvas, would
be the cases of perception. They are excluded by the mention
of the term prativisaya.

(Use of the term prati)

A1z—ad5 fawareaaary AT =eaam ) feesfa-
7oA ?

Opponent : If it is so, you should state as determinate knowledge of
an object only. What is the use of the mention of the term
prati ?

geag—sfauge afmsatyg | fagareggann geefad)-
aeg=au faggary argerT: e gfqugn g Braam gfg-
ufeged aqq 1 9 gfasefeggegafaady aissaaageag
gezfaegaeregy |
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Proponent : The term prati is mentioned to denote contact. If it is
said that the perception is the determinate knowledge of the
object, there would have been the ascertainment only with
reference to the object. When the term prati is mentioned, it
denotes going near the object (i‘e., contact). The meaning
arrived at is that the perception is the determinative knowle-

dge following the operation of the senses in contact with the
object.

qg—Heq gAdifaatasy g grefa ?
Opponent : If the perception is regarded as (resulting from) the
contact with the object which does not come in the range of
the senses, which other (means of knowledge) comes to be the
perception ?
I=qA-—~JIATAEY | FEUrg ? afg fagaaaeafags
faud wafq 1}
Proponent : The inference.
Why ?

Because the inference takes place through observing the sign
with reference to the object which is not near.

A —agaraearaag: | ammrafafgaer fagafafeas
A1 | qrarey fg fauaardssaaarger geaga fama faag
fagnfafsrqadsgma mifea | amreafafes = faaafafeaa
qTeqq, Fat afy srgroreay Haai aF wifesanfa

Opponent ; Tkere is no undesirable contingency (of the inclusion) of
the inference (into perception) because there is the obstruction of
a general statement by a particular one. After assigning
the character of perception to the ascertainment of an object
in general the author teaches the inference through probans
and the probandum in particular cases. And, the general
statement is obstructed (overruled) by a particular statement,
as in the statement—give curds to all the brahmins, (but)
butter milk to Kaundinya.
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Iq—TqIEdlg geaered wIeAlfq | gATgmaaEr arfa-
fafaaa =fq

Proponent : The memory comes to be perception. The above excep-
tion does not apply there.

H1g A, &, gArnfasTag | gATTfEsTasag | A9
st fhfaq swfad | =g afadsy srgaiam )

Opponent : No, to the memory also there is no scope (of the applica-
tion of the character of perception), because of the justification
of the means of valid knowledge. And, nothing is cognised by
memory because the memory arises with reference to the object
which is already cognised.?

Ssqd—a ey qfg greArfa |

Proponent : The doubt comes to be perception.

A HAAE, AAAATAALN | reaFAA g geafaeg=aq
T 7 gagissrggrEtstafzagan |

Opponent : No, the doubt does not come to be perception, because
of the mention of the term ‘determinative knowledge’. It is stated
that only the determinative knowledge is the perception.

Doubt is not a determinative knowledge because it lacks in
certainly.

Sw—sfearaugafaey g wag: ud agifeanm-
afgeefrzagcgafaardifa ey 7 wafq

Proponent : There will be the undesirable contingency of the over-
pervasion of the (understanding of the) mutual intention by the
senses. If the perception is (accepted) as arising through the
operation of the senses which are in contact with the
(respective) object, the aforesaid discrepancy does not arise.

24. Tt suggests that novelty is also a criterion for volid means of
knowledge.
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qig—Trna agerq | afs afasefzaegafaay
Frseraaiaeas gezfaeasgiay, 7 vmfefaed fasmandifz-
ATegcAs T qreAid | JEAIHEATAY #3599 |

Opponent : (In that case) attachment, etc., should be mentioned. If
the perception is admitted to be the determinative knowledge
arising through the operation of the sense which is in contact
with the object, the knowledge of the objects like attachment,?

etc., do not come to be regarded as perception because
of their being beyond the senses. It should be mentioned

separately.
gea—a agiq Sfaugnfafreafaaas faux fawg sfqay
Faa afenq Msexaqraeay geefafa | frafg—sreaaarafaaae
faug faug ufq avseaaarmg gfa

Proponent : The term prati is not an adjective of the sense. In that
case it amounts to the perception being the determinative
knowledge through that (i.e., the sense) which is in contact
with every object. On the contrary, it is an adjective of deter-
minative knowledge, which comes to mean that the perception
is the determinative knowledge in respect of every object.

arg—aengaafaaaatafy g, warg agenan | gaar-
AT JT geaered TIeANfT | qurHaEEaE Fasa sreAifa | fw
F10H ? geqFHIed q: afeasaisgaad: | gfangy afasaid-
fafg qaafaged waar | asFaAwaFTafageny | T Fr7-
Fweorer weaifaf: afmsT sauad, safedastgasgm grfe-
EIAATATATAATANE o9 | qenregganfa aear gfawegw sar-
AT | TTTATHEATATR I |
Opponent : If it is considered to be the adjective of determinative
knowledge, the word, etc., should be mentioned. In that case

25. This refers to the internal objects. Attachment, according to
the Samkhyas, isa form or quality of intellect and, hence,
beyond the reach of the external senses.
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of the sense in contact with the object through the compound
in the sense of ekasesa compound. Out of these, by one of
them there is the acceptance of the perception arising of the
external organs. By the second is included the perception
arising of intuition and the knowledge of the attachment,
etc., and the knowledge of the yogins. Thus, the perception
is explained.
(Three kinds of Inference)

HTE—ATATATAIAT FFTTH |
Opponent : Now the inference should be explained.

= qq—

fafaargaEmeaEs

agaTd g vErEy | @399, A99q, arEEgal-
g2 7 | g qafafg srzug=aq | a57 g ag F1e0f @ aOF
JUAT eg=A | AT TGYEAF: 921, FIWIEFT AFAIT 3 |
qEREaTEdfa qaaq | aw fq fawream, fasag gfa g aon
NFTH—A NI Srafaeafed | Aqaa3q Sq qeaa-
dread: | warseTedfa Aaaq |

Proponent : INFERENCE IS DECLARED TO BE THEEFOLD.

The inference is declared by the authorities as threefold—
apriori, aposteriori and based on general observation. That which
precedes is said to be the cause. In the worldly behaviour also an
object having another particular object as cause is called to be
having it as the preceding one. As the cloth is (said as) having
threads as precedent; Yajnadatta is (said to have) Devadatta as his
precedent. The term apriori (parvavat) means that which has cause
(mentioned as a sign). The effect is called posteriori, because it is
derived as that what remains. It is stated also—the remainder of
the fire is not produced from anything else which means that the
son cannot be born of someone else (than the father). Aposteriori is
that which has the remainder.

(Apriori)
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SERCECRCIRIUL i gezar wiasa<d wraen 9fq-
qIAF | AT JAT AAET Afgsacd ge2: |

Out of these apriori is explained as—when after observing
that the cause is ready (has come to sight), one comes to know the
futurity of the effect. As for example, (one comes to know the)
futurity of rains (after observing) the rising of the clouds.

ATg —AAIEIRIEIMANFTAT | 7 fg Fenaw 3
Freol wafa, ararfzfafrasfaaraaraarg |

Opponent : This is not a (proper) example because it is non-conclu-
sive. The rising of the clouds does not necessarily becomes the
cause of rains because there is the possibility of obstruction by
the causes of it (i.e. obstruction), like the wind.

S=aa—afz afg srevwfar  agFifcaraaasgrdanm-
sfaafudt gezar wraea =afFd sfqoady | qaar g avggerz-
raageqe sAqrLaqar Frasionfafeedai qagaass q2eq, qa
AT |
Proponent : Apriori is that when after observing the causal power

seized amongst the assisting powers and free from obstructing
element, one comes to know the (future) manifestation of the
effect, just as after seeing the clay possessed by the potter who
is active and having the instruments like the iron rod, (one
comes to know the future manifestation) of the pot.

(Aposteriori)

AYIA—A3T FrEfagfa gezar FoagarE 9fqeEd |
qIAT FATIF AT FATIITH |

Aposteriori is that when after observing the accomplishment of
the effect, one comes to know the existence of the cause; for

example, one comes to know the meeting of the couple after
seeing a boy.
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AIF—ATEEIRTZINY | FF1=arq | A 7 gganafag@s
T AT FrgAiay, Srordrarmaaaicfa faaesaong |
Opponent : This is not a (proper) example because it is non-con-
clusive. It is not that the birth of a living being is caused by
the meeting of the couple only because we hear of the special
birth of Drona, etc., without it.

9=ad — 7T afg swigfaaaaafie gsear ammaed
sfaqea agr q9aq |
Proponent : The aposteriori is that when after seeing the sky as red

with the radiance, one comes to know the rising of the moon
or the sun.

qTg—uagfd ATIAEIH | sAFrFag | 4 fg awrsg-
wmssafwed s=mfafaa wa wafg  feeafz  feaefs-
fafaeisfa

Opponent : This is also not a (proper) example because it is non-
conclusive. The radiance of the light in the sky is not caused
only through the moon and the sun. On the contrary, it is
caused by the conflagration of the quarters, etc., also.

gsaa—aar g A0q< gezar gfez afqaad aar qeaq

Proponent : The aposteriori is that when after seeing the flood in
the river, one comes to know the past rains.

ATg —Uqafq ATRGIZIOH | AAFTAg | Agqeey fg

fafraaasfag wadify Eafaaaadgamrsfiefc | aeaegaa-
ATq |

Opponent : This is also not a (proper) example because it is non-
conclusive. There are various causes of the flood in river as
the melting of the snow, break of the dam and the play of the
elephants. Therefore, it is wrong.

Seqd—ART qfg a9 ge2aT WAF qfaTaq: AFT a1 geaar
drafafa qar aaaq |
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Proponent : The aposteriori is that when after observing the leaf,
one comes to know the root of the water lily or when after
observing the sprout one comes to know the seed.

(Direct Inference and Inference-by-elimination)

HAAT GATET qAFAANIEIOH | qqFd —aasraifafa s

- gE—AFrEqEEEAE | AarEtarai gggarsamtasarafafs-

ffqaeam:  sEfraaradaafogas aE@wEmm ) a gar
safrat fgnfaagadiat Jawafasd: sfaga: o qar g@-
dud afaafasafs | mqeaqraag gar- sfamnmd aifa fGa-
famaagesa: | Fraaqy a1 grgeFE | fagarsh aerrggray-
FIATATHF BTG ANFT A A AT A FHET AT F AT AT

AF: | qEATq afeaar Jear o g gfq | gEnrFArAESE | g
Fear  qatgegergeonfa Iqeeatfa wafq o wrfefa=ne-

qraeaiq |

Or let the above mentioned be (accepted as) examples. As
regards your statement that it is non-conclusive, we reply that (it is
possible) due to the capacity of the direct inference and the inference-
by-elimination. We shall state later on that the desired object is
established through direct inference and the inference-by-elimination.
The inference-by-elimination is used through eliminating the other
qualities of the objects (undesirably) involved. When the undesira-
bly involved objects like melting of the snow, etc., are negated
through place, time and the distinguishing marks, there arises the
valid knowledge without doubt. Through place as—there is no
possibility of melting of the snow in Deccan. Through time as
in the rainy season. Through distinguishing marks as— because the
mudga (a kind of sea bird) gavedhuka (a kind of grass eaten by
cattle), Syamaka (a kind of grain), piece of wood, reed, fibre and the
urine and dung are not observed and the warmth and turbidness,
etc., are observed. Therefore, through elimination it is ascertained
that the water is due to rains only. Therefore, it is not non-
conclusive. In this way, the foregoing examples become correct




i70 Yuktidipika

because (of the possibility) of the capacity of the consideration of
the place, etc.
(Inference based on general observation)

AIAFAFIGSE ATH FAFISANTEATTALGTAET AR
FIATAR ° gesraraea ot afqgeay | qaar Fafagafa-
graey 35zaT #3f9g AFqROTegEaTfeaed afaTad |

The inference based on general observation is explained as—
where after once observing the invariable association of two objects,
one comes to know the invariable association of the objects of some
groups at some other place and at some other time.?® For example,
after observing sometimes the relation of smoke and fire, one comes
to know at some other time the existence of some other fire through
some other smoke.

AT —ATREYRZIN | afFReq g | G499 FIAW
Fafagdaaafaaranaasaras SEEICIERICRIRC IR 1R
afagard | a@ar Fafaq arigaaar qafaverg  gefqoafaqaaarn-
7 wrgaaq: foeraug gerrafaofa affead, agsx ad-
qug Afseqaaeqr=a aNqUE  FeearaIAagad | qqr o
afq Farorafaa s |

Opponent : It is not a (proper) example because it involves the undesi-
rable contingency of lack of differentiation. Everywhere in the
case of inference it happens that after observing somewhere
the invariable association of the two objects, one comes to
know the invariable association of the object of that genus at
some other place. For example, after observing the production
of pot from the lump of clay accompanied with the instruments
at some place, one comes to know production of some other
pot from some other lump of clay accompanied with the instru-
ments. Similarly, after observing at one place the rains through

28. Briefly, it is the inference through analogy.
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flood in river, one deduces the other rains at some other place
through some other flood in river. In this case there will
arise the undesirable contingency of lack of differentia among
the three (above mentioned kinds of inference).

Ssq3 —7a1 afg agqaraFe fafasaqorgaasy gty
TETARTHIAY I ATATATIGEEH | TAAT JATRTET FAL 1%~
ATAFT AT FATFILOT F TIRISTHIA |

Proponent : The inference through general observation is found
when after observing the distinguishing characteristics of one
of the objects taking place simultaneously, the same characte-
ristic is inferred as possessed by the rest. For example, after
observing the ripeness of one fruit from a tree, the ripeness (of
fruits) of other trees is inferred.?®

ATZ—Oqefq AECGIEIOH | FAAFFAG | q fg wawi
w1l geawrd arar wafy | q@afazwEtaeasany,  fafaa-
AT |
Opponent : This is also not (proper examplc) because of non-conclu-

siveness. The ripeness of all the fruits does not take place
simultaneously in all the trees because they are sprung up at
different times and because of the differentiation of the (other)
causes (of fruition).

SA—aT qfg AHFRTHAI(ET T JUE AUl

STHIAX | TRl AF JATHAIAET [T GHRISTAGS  qag
AT |

Proponent : The inference through general observation is when after
tasting one drop from the ocean the saltiness of rest of the

29. Here we have followed Pandeya’s reading based on Manus-
cripts. Chakravarti reads phalantaranam in place of vrksa-
ntaranam. The befinit of Chakravarti’s reading could also be
included in Pandeya’s reading if we interpret it as Sesanam
(phalanamiti $ega) vrksantaranam ca. The word within paren-
thesis is justified by the force of the word ca which implies
that there are two objects connected together.
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water is inferred. Or, when after observing one boiled grain in
the cooking pot, the boiling of rest of the grains is inferred.

WTQ—#H&’FF@ETE’(WE | AFTAASAZIT E&HEHTTF(QTET-
T ‘GraEy et gafargamifafs’ (F10 €)1
qAd AT GfFETATY FAFTOAETEATAAT 4 U @A
TFATATAFTTAH EIESARE G ar gufana: g | T 79,
ASHATAATATSTIAFAT |
Opponent : This is not a (proper) example because it does not com-
prehend all the objects. The authority himself states after-
wards, “‘the knowledge of the supra sensuous objects is obtained
through the inference based on general observation (ka. 6). If
it is supposed to be the nature of this means of knowledge,
there may arise the knowledge of the subtle elements, the
principle of egoism and the cosmic matter through the observa-
tion that the cause, its effects and the composite objects are of
the nature of pleasure, pain and indifference, but the knowle-
dge of the conscious entity will not arise because no object
similar to it is available.?

g=aq —aar afg Fafagao auiareratr=argrasds-
aRiqaraTg faeasdiasa-argaasass gatawd  gfqafasaar
AIATAAIEEH | JIIT—IFqT  TRATR A LA CqGaq e 1eq=l-

geesAIfaat IATAITATAFAAS | a1 qrarardrar gfgqas
refcagqavatafagTeadiar draaaaarg IfgTgHE |

30. The sense is that in case of the above interpretation, this kind
of inference would give rise to the knowledge of the objects of

its own genus (or similar to itself). The conscious entity is
stated to be an object of inference by the Samkhyas.

However, this means would not lead to the knowledge of cons-
cious entity. There is no object similar to conscious entity the
knowledge of which would lead one to the knowledge of
conscious entity.
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Proponent : The inference based on general observation is that when
after observing the invariable association of the characteristic
with some characteristic, later on observing the one characte-
ristic, there arises the knowledge of some other unobserved

characteristic in some dissimilar case. For example, after
observing Devadatta’s attaining to some different place through
movement, the movement is inferred in case of the invisible
planets through their attaining to some different place.
Similarly, after observing that the length in case of the castle,
etc., is caused by growth, the growth is inferred in case of
the medicines and trees by observing their length.

HTE—ATEATIITZIOH | qF GG | FTATT FTITEAT-
fermar: roafafy qanfagss waar | seanfa = aeazfeasragong
F1aig nfgaerore T | JEAT ATIATATATNG 2L
HIGHT: |

Opponent ; This is also not a (proper) example because there is no
differentia from the former. You have admitted earlier that
the knowledge of cause from the effect is aposteriori inference.
In the present case also the cause in the form of movement is
known from the effect in the form of attaining to some other
place. Hence, there arises the undesirable contingency of the
non-difference of aposteriori inference and the inference based
on general observation.

g —d, #fqga 1 a7 fg fagwa: &0 Freo-
afgmeay geeuafefa sawewafaafer | a g aafeq qmra)-
362 | FEATA? FATTAATHAT | qreredarargarganfa g3 |
garg—asafaarufgarareg sdvan gfqaresn: zfq) aegamE-
Ay gzaq, aastaa: wea gasarfafy ) a9 afg
fagnarfes: sfasgifa | waifagfasgrsifasargaraman
gagFan: | ¥ g dwafarasaggsarmE sfy areaaeg-
{19 |
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Proponent : No because there is no fixed rule. The sense intended
by us is that the aposteriori inference is there where the cause
as a rule is inferred from an effect. This does not hold good
in case of the inference based on general observation.

Why ?

The establishment of the objective nature (lit. common quality
of being meant for other) is observed to be proved from the
common quality of being composite. As it is stated also—the
particular renowned objects are effective in proving on account
of constancy (lit. their virtue of being free from exception).
(The constancy) is observed in case of the object to be proved
and the general means of establishing it. For example, the
word is non-eternal because it is produced. This being the
case; the original position of the upholder of the fixed rule is
abandoned. By this only are rejected the apparent probans
which are non-established, contradictory and non-conclusive.

Since they are the cause of doubt, perverted knowledge and
absence of knowledge respectively, they cannot lead to the
valid knowledge. Thus is explained the inference.

(Verbal Testimony)
Ag—aATcagaqy i aqufafy ?
Opponent ;: What is the difinition of verbal testimony ?
™I —
acgsfaTegasasg uyn
Frear arg fefagaasamrgHFETmaan g
sav Afq: | srean qrsat Afqueaafa: | smar srarseE-

ATeq: | FFTY Ae@dta: | qEargeRr 22 zfq ) s "fa-
wreasfa: | A fazeaafa: | gemfnfadsag: | a1 ggma-

31. The portion of the karika-tallingalingiparvakam is not
commented upon by the Yuktidipika perhaps under the
impression that it is easy to understand.



Karika 5 175

gfanguad sfameafas aqemafgas awam, sage: grafa—
gaard gagarar fagat gamofafy | Gaae sarfafaasaanat
= Tt g as fagragaat faszar arafaerfEEi
FrgeEAAET AgacqeHaaafag  wafq | gusdsaaroa: |
Aregfaarqaad 9 qeEHrAy |

Proponent : VERBAL TESTIMONY IS THE RELIABLE STATE-
MENT.

The verbal testimony is the statement of the one who is free
from attachment, etc., made in respect of the objects the cause
of which is not known. Sruti means revelation. The compound
aptasruti is dissolved as the $ruti which is apta. Or, the apta is
he who has got reliability. The a is in the sense of possession,
just as a bulky pot.?® The statement by the reliable man is the
reliable statement. It is the residual of the words used three
times, through the rule that one remains when there are many
words of the same form. Through the mention of the first
aptaéruti the author propounds as the veda is not composed
by human intellect, and inciting for the highest aim of life, it
is undoubtedly the means of valid knowledge independently.
Through the second (aptasruti) it is proved that the statement
of the smrtis composed by Manu, etc.,, the Vedangas,
treatises on logic, history and Puranas as also of the cultured
persons engaged in various arts and unwieked in mind are also
the valid means of knowledge. The word tu is for restriction.
The verbal testimony is the reliable words only and not the
words in general.

(Verbal Testimony cannot be included in Inference)

oF afy agxd qeAradd fawarfansamt fAfaseang-
grssaatafeaaauaifefas aza@sa: afqfaw wadifa saern-
qifq saromifa | uq: 93fad gwF aared sfqegsafafa v

32. Tunda means bulk and fundah is that which is possessed of
bulk.
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33.

Yuktidipika

It, being so, automatically refutes the view stated by those
belonging to the other school (i.e., Buddhists) that the word
$indipa (balbergia sisso), etc., are included in determinate infe-
rence because they are possessed of three characteristics.*® Thus
are explained the means of knowledge. By these the objects
of knowledge should be known in a befitting way.

The idea is that the Buddhists refute the independence
of verbal testimony as an independent means of knowledge
trying to include it in inference. While doing so they try to
show that the meaning of the words can be understood by
means of inference. In this process they obliterate the subtle

distinction between the words in general. which do not consti-
tute verbal testimony and the words of the authorities which
constitute the proper verbal testimony.



