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PREFACE

More than twenty years have elapsed since we have first treated
the subject of Buddhist logic and epistemology as they were taught
in the schools of Mahayana Buddhism. Our nearly unique source at
that time was the Nyaya-bindu and tika, this solitary sanscrit remnant
of what has been a vast field of literary production. Since that time our
knowledge of the subject has been considerably enlarged. Important
sanscrit texts have been discovered and published in India. The inter-
connection and mutual influences of Indian systems are better known.
The Tibetan literature reveals itself as an almost illimited source of
information. Prof. H. Jacobi has contributed a series of articles on the
early history of Indian systems. Prof. J.Tucci has recently elucidated
the problem of Buddhist logic before Dignaga. Prof. de la Vallée
Poussin has brought to a successful end his monumental translation
of the Abhidharma-KoSa. Prof. Sylvani Lévi has enriched our know-
ledge by important discoveries in Nepal. Prof. M. Walleser has founded
in Heidelberg an active society for the study of Mahayana. A great
deal of work has been done by Indian and Japanese scholars. The
Nyaya-bindu is no more a solitary rock in an unknown sea. Buddhist
logic reveals itself as the culminating point of a long course of Indian
philosophic history. Its birth, its growth and its decline run parallel
with the birth, the growth and the decline of Indian civilisation. The
time has come to reconsider the subject of Buddhist logic in its histo-
rical connections. This is done in these two volumes of which the
second apears before the first. It contains translations which aim at
being intelligible, a reservation mot unnecessary in Indian matters,
since we have witnessed translations by authoritative pens which read
like an absolutely unintelligible rigmarole. In the copious notes the
literary renderings are given where needed. This will enable the reader
fully to appreciate the sometimes enormous distance which lies between
the words of the sanscrit phrasing and their philosophic meaning
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rendered according to our habits of thought. The notes contain also
a philosophic comment of the translated texts. The reader who would
like to have a vue d’ensemble of Buddhist philosophy as it is repre-
sented in its logical part will have to go through the labyrinth of
these notes and texts and make for himself a statement as well as an
estimate of that doctrine. This task is facilitated in the first volume
which will contain a historical sketch as well as a synthetical recon-
struction of the whole edifice of the final shape of Buddhist philosophy,
as far as it can be achieved at present. The second volume thus con-
tains the material as well as the justification for this reconstruction.

The first volume is in the press and we hope that it will appear
before long.



A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC,

NYAYA-BINDU

BY

DHARMAKIRTI

WITH

A COMMENTARY (TIKA) BY DHARMOTTARA






CHAPTER L
PERCEPTION.
§ 1. SussecT MATTER AND PURPOSE OF THIS WORK.

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

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

1 pratipatti = bstan-pa.

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

8 Vinitadeva, p. 81. 10, has interpreted the first sentence as containing an
indication 1) of the subject-matter (abhidheya = samyag-jfiana), 2) of its aim
(prayojana = vyutpatti), 8) their connection (sambandha) and 4) the aim of the aim
(prayojanasya api prayojanam), the latter referring to the real importance of the
study of the theory of cognition, since cognition is involved in every purposive ac-
tion. Dharmottara objects to the unusual prayojanasya prayojanam. He takes
the first sentence as a whole, indicating the importance of a study of the theory of
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subject matter of this treatise —is the cause?® of all successful human
action, the importance (of a theory of cognition is alone) stated (di-
rectly). (2.3) But by making such a statement the subject-matter (of
the work), its aim and its fitness? (for that aim) are (indirectly) in-
dicated. Indeed when it is being stated that right knowledge, the
source of all (successful) human action? will be analysed in the pre-
sent work, it is also implied that right knowledge is the subject-mat-
ter of this literary composition, its aim is an analysis of (the pheno-
menon) of knowledge, and the work itself represents the means
through which the analysis (is achieved). (2.5). Directly stated is thus
only (one) point, the importance of the subject matter, (the other points),
its fitness etc., are then implicitly understood.* The (prefatory) sentence
alone is not adequate to give a direct statement of the subject mat-
ter, the purpose and the connection between them (separately). By
naming directly only one point, it indirectly alludes to all three. (2. 7).
The word «this» (knowledge) points here to the subject matter. The
words «will be investigated» — to the purpose. The purpose here meant
(is double). For the author it is the task of composing the work,
whilst for the student it is the task of studying it. (2.9). Indeed, all
reasonable men set themselves to work when they have some useful
aim in view. To the questions® as to why has the Master written this
treatise and why should it be studied by the pupils, it is answered
that its purpose is an analysis (of knowledge). It is written by the
author in order that he may himself become the teacher for those

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

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

2 sambandha.

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

4 Lit, p. 2.5. «Therefore by the force of direct statement (abhidhana) of
the importance (prayojana) of the part (which is) the subject, connection etc. are
expressed». Dh. thus insists that the first siitra, as a whole (samudayartha), refers
directly to abhidheya-prayojana, i. e. to the importance of a theory of cognition,
the three usual preliminaries are then to be understood implicitly. Vinitadeva
thinks that abhidheya and prayojana are expressed directly (read mion-du instead
of som-du, p. 32. 2 of M. de la Vallée-Poussin’s edition in B, 1) and
sambandha indirectly. The importance of a theory of cognition is then conceived
by him 28 a prayojanasya api prayojanam (p. 33. 8).

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

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

1 s@marthyat.

2 samiaya.

8 artha-samsayn.

4 anartha-samsaya,

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

6 Cp. the same simile Tatv.. o. 3. 6.
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tion about the ritual to be followed at the (re-)marriage ceremony of
one’s own mother?; or that the aim could possibly be attained in an
easier way than through this book; or again that it was altogether
useless. If any such presentiment of uselessness arises, reasonable
men will not apply themselves to the study of the book. By stating
the subject matter etc. some useful purpose is (always) suggested,
and this checks the suspicion of uselessness. Reasonable men are thus
incited to take action. Thus it is clear that the connection (be-
tween the subject matter and the purpose) is stated in order that
the book may be credited with efficiency, since such consideration
incites human activity.

§ 2. RIGET KNOWLEDGE DEFINED.

(8.5). Right knowledge is knowledge not contradicted (by ex-
perience).2 In common life we likewise say that (a man) has spoken truth
when he makes us reach the object he has first pointed out. Similarly
(we can also say) that knowledge is right when it makes us reach
an object it did point to. But by «making us reach an object» nothing
else is meant than the fact of turning (our attention) straight to the
object. Indeed knowledge does not create an object and does not offer
it to us, but in turning (our attention) straight to the object it (eo
ipso) makes us reach it. Again «to turn a man straight to the object»
is nothing else than to point it out as an aim of a (possible) purposive
action. Indeed, (one should not imagine) that knowledge has the
power forcibly to incite a man (against his will).?

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

2 This is the Buddhist definition of empirical knowledge (samyag-jiidina =pra-
mdéna). It is opposed to the definitions of the Mimamsakas (artha-avabodha),
of the Carvakas (artha-dariana), the Naiyayikas (prama-karana) Madh-
yamikas and Yogacaras held that this knowledge is a transcendental illusion
(@lambane bhrantam). With this reservation the first accepted the realistic Logic of
the Naiyayiks, the second adhered to the reform of Digniga, cp. my Nirvana,
p- 156 n. For Vinitadeva, p. 34. 1, 40. 13, and Kamala§ila, Tattvasg., p. 392.6,
the definition refers to the field of experience only (prapake-visaye) and thus agrees
both with the Yogacara and Sautrantika views (ubhaya-naya-samasrayena).
But the Tipp., p. 18—19, thinks that the Yogicara idealism is here forsaken and
the Sautrantika realism adhered to. Asto Jinendrabuddhi’s view cp. Appendix,

3 Thus jadnam is a jii@paka-hetu, not a karake-hetw. These remarks are
probably directed against Vinitadeva who explains purusartha = prayojana,
siddhi = s@dhaka (grub-par-byed-pa) and purvaka as hetu. He thus converts
jiidna into a karaka-hetu. Kamala§ila, just as Dh., defines avisamvdditva as
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(3.9). For this very reason (as will be stated later on)® the
only ultimate result of an act of cognizing is (simply) a distinct co-
gnition. When an object has been cognized, man has been (eo ipso)
turned towards it and the object reached2 The (proper) function of
cognition is thus at an end just after the object has been cognized. (3. 10).
For this very reason cognition is concerned with an object not yet co-
gnized. But when it has been first cognized, the same act of cognition
has also drawn (the attention) of man and has made him reach
the object, (i.e., reach it by his cognition). Any further act concerning
that very object cannot be regarded as its cognition3 Consequently (a
purposive action directed towards) an object already cognized will not
be an act of cognizing it.*

(3.12). (Turning now to the different modes of cognition we see
that) when an object has been apprehended by direct experience? it
has been converted into an object of (possible) purposive action
through sense-perception. Because (we say) that sense-perception has
pointed out an object, when the function of that knowledge which
consists in making us feel its presence in our ken is followed by a coc-
struction (of its image).® Therefore (we say) that an object has been
pointed out by sense-perception, when it is cognized as something
directly perceived. (3.15). Inference (or indirect cognition, differs) in
that it points out the mark of the object, and by thus (indirectly)
making sure (its existence) submits it as an object of possible purpo-
referring to a possible, not to an actual successful action (= ablimata-artha-kriya-
samartha- artha- prapana-saktimattvam, na tu prapanam eva., op. cit p. 392.7).

1 About pramana-phala cp. infra, text, p.14. 16 and 18.8 cp. transl. and notes.

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

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

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

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

6 This is the real definition of sense perception, it is conceived as a moment
of indefinite sensation (rijiGna) which is followed by a construction (kalpand =
vikalpa) of a definite image. The definition as given on p. G. 15 is made vipratipatti-
nir@karandrtham, cp. the same definition infra. text, p. 11,12,
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sive action. Thus it is that sense-perception points out a definite?
object, (i.e., an object localized in time and space) which appears be-
fore us directly,? and inference likewise points out a definite object by
way of the mark it is connected with. These two (methods of co-
gnizing) point out definite objects, therefore they are right know-
ledge. (3.17). What differs from them is not (right) knowledge. Know-
ledge is right when it makes us reach the object, and it makes us
reach it when it has pointed to an attainable object.® But an object
pointed out in some different way, not according to the above men-
tioned two (methods of right knowlegde), is either absolutely unreal
as, e. g., water seen as a vision in a desert —it does not exist, it can-
not be reached —or it is uncertain as to whether it exists or not
as, e. g., every problematic object. Since there is no such object in the
world, which at the same time would be existent and non-existent,
therefore such (a problematic object) can mnever be attained. (3.21).
And all imagination* which is not produced by the (real) mark of the

1 niyata i3 here contrasted with samsaya and viparyaya, it is the same as
niseita. Cp. niyata-pratibhdsa on p. 8. 10, and niyata-akare on p. 70. 11, where
the meaning of niyaia varies.

2 pratibh@sa = nirbhasa = abhasa = pratibimbana, cp. Tipp., p. 12. 12.

8 Lit., p. 3.17. «There is no other vjjiana. What points to an object, which
it is possible to attain, fetches, and by fetching it is right knowledge». We would
have a better meaning if this first sentence were united with the following two.
«No other sensation (vijfiana) indicating (zdarsayat—upadarsayat) an object cap-
able of being reached is such as «makes reach» (prapaka) and through making
us reach (the object) is right knowledge». But the Tibetan translation does no$
support this interpretation. Viji@na in logic loses its meaning of an indefinite pure
sensation (= nirvikalpaka-jAiana) which it had in Abhidharma where it was con-
trasted with samjf@ as a definite idea. With the Yog&caras and Madhyamikas
it is often contrasted with j#i@na which has then the sense of transcendental
knowledge (= Tib. ye-3es). Here it has the general sense of knowledge, idea, or re-
presentation, just as in the term v{jfi@na-va@din; jAana and vijAiana are here used
indiscriminately, as the next following jfi@nena proves, anyaj jAiGnam is then =
mithya jiianam as p. 3. 23, cp.my Nirvana, Index. However there are some contexts
where, as will be seen below, we must take into account the original meaning of vijfiana
or vijfiana-skandha as pure sensation, Cp. Vacaspati’s remark that when jiana
stands instead of vijfiana = viststa-jiana it excludes every element of smrti or
samskara, cp. N. vart, p. 48. 5—6 and Tatp, p. 114. 1. But the relation
may be reversed, cp. Jinendrabuddhi, £. 40. a. 7.

4 kalpand meaning primarily «arrangement» (yojand)and wvikalpa meaning
choice, dichotomy (dvaidhi-karana), are both used in the sense of imagination, but
pure imagination (wipreksana-vyapara) is distinguished from constructive imagina-
tion (lingaja-vikalpa). A doubt appertains always to the imaginative part of know-
ledge, not to sensation, yas tu samSayah, (sa) vikaly akasya jiignasya, Tipp., p. 10.11.
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object, which operates (freely) without taking notice of limitation (by
reality) can but refer to a problematic fact (about which we neither
know) that it exists mor that it does not exist. Such an object can
never be reached. Therefore every cognition other (than perception or
inference) is not a source of right knowledge, since it presents an
object which cannot be reached, an object which is (either) abso-
lutely unreal (or) uncertain as to whether it exists or not.!

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

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

2 Although the school of Dignaga (they are called the later Yogacaras, or
the Vijiianavadi logicians, or the Sautrintika-Yogdciras) deny the reality of an ex-
ternal world corresponding to our ideas, they in their logic and epistemology in-
vestigate cognition from the empirical poiut of view, cp. Candrakirti, Madhy.
vrtti, p. 58. 14. transl. in my Nirvina, p. 140 ff. Therefore their definition of reality
as efficicncy (artha-kriya@-karitva) and of knowledge as artha-kriy@-samartha-
artha-pradarsana are purely empirical. But they contend that their analysis of em-
pirical cognition leads to the establishment of an uncognizable transcendental sub-
stratum, the sva-laksana-paramartha-sat, the «thing in itself». The validity (pra-
manyam) of empirical knowledge is thus established by a subsequent step (pare-
tak). The question whether the act of cognizing carries in itself (svatak) the feeling
of its validity, or whether this is due to a further cognition (paratah) is very much
debated in Indian philosophy. The school of Dignaga has thus established the
validity of cognition in opposition to the condemnation of all logic by the Madhya-
mikas. This pramanc-viniscuya-viide is represented by Vicaspati, Tatpar-
yat., p. 7.28.
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quality or a different place or a different time! Indeed every vari-
ation in its characteristics (makes the characterized object) «another»
object. (When we say that) the real object is «other», (we mean) that
it either has another quality or another place or another time (than
what is contained in our cognition).? Thus cognition representing one
form of the object, is not to be considered as a right cognition when
the real object has a different form, e.g., the yellow conch-shell seen
(by the daltonist) is not a right cognition of this conch-shell, since it
is really white. Neither is cognition right when it wrongly represents
the place of the object, e. g, the radiance of a jewel seen through
the chink in a door, when mistaken for the jewel itself which is in
the room (behind the door), is not a right cognition of this jewel.*
(4.6.). Nor is our cognition right when it represents the object as

1 The proper place for these remarks would have been, as stated by the
Tipp., p- 11.8, later on, p. 16, when discussing the non-illusiveness of sense-per-
ception. They are directed against Vinitadeva’s theory that the image may be
wrong while sensation is right, since the real object is nevertheless reached by
subsequent purposive action (artha-matrasya praptelh, Tipp., p. 11. 4).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1 artha-kriya-samarthe must be interpreted as artha-kriya-sadhana-sa-
marthe (Tipp, p- 12. 13, read evam uttaratrapt....). But an alternative explana-
tion is likewise suggested by the Tipp., p. 12.13-15, according to which artha-
kriya-jianam would be anantara-karanam in the first case, and with respect to
belaviour it would then be vyavahitam sadhana-nirbhasa-jiianam.

2 abhilasa, desire.

3 artha-kriyG-nirbhise jfiane, lit., « when there is knowledge (sc. conscionsness)
reflected in purposive action».

4 Vinitadeva has interpreted pétrvaka as meanig hetu.

% arthe i3 here derived from the root arth, the usual etymology is from the
root 7 with the unadi suffix than.

¢ Vinitadeva has explained artha-siddhi as meaning prayojana-nispatti,
but this is wrong. since samyag-jfiina is a jA@peka-hetu, not a karaka=hetu,
cp. Tipp., p. 13.8.

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

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

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

(5.5). Indeed, successful action is possible when (knowledge) has
rightly constructed ® the object whose (existence) has been pointed out
by sensation.® And this is done by right knowledge alone, not by wrong
knowledge.* How could cognition which has not rightly constructed
(its object) lead to successful action? Wrong knowledge indeed does
not lead to it. That knowledge which alone leads to it is right know-
ledge. (5.8). For this very reason it must be carefully investigated.
And since it is the only cause of every successful human action,
therefore the author, when stating this, (has emphasized) that «all»
(success) is preceded by right knowledgeS3 (5.10). Thus the meaning
of the (prefatory) sentence runs as follows,— because every efficient
action is preceded by right knowledge, therefore this knowledge is
investigated in the present treatise.

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

! Vinitadeva and Santiralksgita(?)think that a succesful action may hap-
pen accidentally when acting upon a supposition, as e. g., when you approach a well
and reach water without knowing beforehand whether there really is water in the
well. They thus interpret the word «all» as referring to both ways of behaviour,
obtaining and abstaining. They maintain that success is mostly (b@hulyena) achieved
when acting upon right knowledge, but may be accidentally produced by uncertain
or wrong cognition. Dh. denies that, but he has a special theory about accidental
successful action explained in his Pramana-viniScaya-tika, cp. Tipp., p- 10. 18,
18. 12 f,, and ¢nfra p. 17, 8. Cp. also Kamala§ila, p. 404. 2 and Dh.’s own words
above, p. 3—4.

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

3 pradariane = Gdariana = upadarsana=alocana=mnirvikalpaka-pratyaksa.

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

5 Lit.,, p. 5.10. «The word 4t is used in the sense of «therefore», yad and
tad are necessarily correlative».
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§ 8. VARIETIES OF RIGHT KNOWLEDGE.

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

2. Right knowledge is twofold

(5.17). 1t is twofold, it has two varieties. By stating the number,
the division into two varieties is indicated. There are two varieties of
right knowledge. When the division into two varieties has been stated,
it becomes possible to make a definition of right knowledge which
(will consist of definitions) confined to each variety separately. (5.19).
Otherwise it is impossible to indicate a unique essence which would
embrace all varieties. Therefore the indication that there is a number
of different (varieties) is nothing but an (indirect) way of stating that
the essence (of knowledge)is double. Without mentioning the number,
ie., the different varieties, it is impossible to express this double
essence. The number has thus been stated at the beginning, because
this is the only way to specify the essence of knowledge.

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

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

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

1 This remark is a repetition of what later on,p.17, text, is said in regard
of the twofold division of inference. But there it is quite natural, since two absolutely
different things are designated by the term «inference», a method of cognition and
its expression in propositions. In this place the remark is strange, since the author
has just been dealing at some length with a general definition of right knowledge.
It may be Dharmottara had the feeling that his definition of right knowledge
a8 uncontradicted by experience was, to a certamn extent, merely verbal, meaning-
less without reference to its both varieties of direct and indirect cognition. Vini-
tadeva’s comment contains the remark about the impossibility of a general defini-
tion only in the right place, i. e., with regard to the definition of inference.

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

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

1 gyutpatti.

2 pravrits.

3 samaveta.

+ artha-saksat-karitva.

5 laksyate.

8 pravrtti-nimitta. The Tib. translation contains, p. 13. 5, a characteristic
addition «pratyaksa has not the meaning of being dependent upon the senses».
This definition (aksam pratitya jiianam) belongs to Prajastapada, p. 186.12.

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

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

§ 4. PERCEPTION DEFINED.

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

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

1 The tenet that there are only two sources of cognition, the senses and the
intellect, has a capital importance for the whole Buddhist system. Cp. the discussions
about pramana-samplave and pramana-vyovasthd, in Nyayavart., p.b.1, and
Tatparyat, p.12.3ff; cp. Candrakirti’s polemic against it in my Nirvana
p- 141, The realistic systems admit a greater number of pramanas and maintain at
the same time that perception is the chief pram@na. In the Buddhist view both are
mental constructions on the basis of pure sensation, in this they have equal force.
Perceptive knowledge is directly produced by an object (vastu), inferential is indi-
rectly produced through the medium of somethingidentical with it or through its effect
(tadatmya-tadutpatti), cp. Vinitadeva, p. 39. 1. The Buddhist division pretends to
be exhaustive since it corresponds to the double essence in every object, the particular
(conceived as the extreme concrete and particular, the unique, the ksana, the sva-
laksana) and the general, or the coordinated, the similar. The concrete individual
object as far as it represents a complex of general features is not considered as a
particular (sva-laksapa). All general charecteristics are universals even when in-
cluded in a concrete object. Every cognition of a universal is not sense-cognition.
The term inference thus has a much wider connotation than our inference. When
80 understood perception and inference represent the passive and the active part
in cognition, the senses and the intellect. They have thus an equal force, because
they produce knowledge together, they can produce no real knowledge separately.
Without any possible sensation it will be pure imagination, without any inferring
or comparing (sar#pya) it will be pure indefinite sensation.

2 saptami-arthe.

8 pratyaksatva-jatyd = Tib. mion-sum-iiid-kyi rigs-kyis, cp. Tipp., p. 17.2~—
pratyaksanam bahutrat.
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characteristics of non-constructive and non-illusive (cognition) are
predicated. (It is not a definition of its essence.! What its essence is)
you and I very well know (in general). It is a kind of cognition which makes
us (feel) that the objects are present to us directly. It is (now intimated)
that it should be viewed as (something) non-constructive and (something)
containing no illusion. (It may be objected, that since we do not very
well know what these characteristics mean, we neither can know what
direct knowledge is. But this is not so!) We must not imagine that if
(the notions of) non-constructive and non-illusive are not familiar to us,
we must refer them to some different special kind of direct knowledge
which hasbeen given this name and is here spoken of. The term «direct
knowledge» (or perception) is familiar to everybody from itsapplication
(to that variety of direct cognition) which makes the object present
to our sense-faculties and which is invariably connected with them.
(6.22). This (perception) is referred to, and the characteristics of
being neither a construction nor an illusion are predicated. Not? to

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

2 Thus this celebrated definition (kalpanapodha) of Digna ga whichis discussed
almost in every sanscrit work on philosophy or logic is not at all supposed to re-
present any exhaustive definition of perception, but only an indication of one of its
characteristics. The feeling of the presence of the object in the range of our sen-
ses i8 its essential function (saksat-karitva-vy@para) and it is followed by a constru-
ction or judgment (vikalpena anugamyate). The Buddhists admit both pure sensation
(nirvikalpaka = kalpandpodha) and definite perception (savikalpaka), the latter
under the names of pramana-phala, artha-pratiti, saripya-jfiagna. The same dis-
tinction is already contained in Nyaya-sttra I. 4, where, according to the interpre-
tations of Vatsyayana, Uddyotakara and Vacaspati, the word avyapadesya
refers to the mirvikalpaka, and the word vyavasiyatmaka — to the savikalpaka
pratyaksa. The difference between both conceptions consists in the prominence
given by Dignaga to pure sensation (nirvikalpaka) as the only source of know-
ledge through which we come in touch with « absolute reality» (paramarthasat),
with the «thing in itself» (sva-laksana). In my «Logic and Epistemology»
(German translation, p. 192) I ascribed the distinction of pure sensation and
definite perception to Digndga, and its introduction into brahmanic Nyaya to
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be a construction means to be foreign to construction, not to have the na-
ture of an arrangement (or judgment). « Not an illusion» means not contra-
dicted by that (underlying) essence of reality which possesses efficiency.
This essence consists of patches of colour which are the substratum
underlying the arrangement (of parts in an object).* Non-illusive means
knowledge which is not at variance with this (direct reality).

(7.8). (However, as they stand) these two characteristics are in-
tended to clear away wrong conceptions, not (alone) to distinguish
(direct from) indirect cognition. The characteristic of «not being a con-
struction» would have been alone quite sufficient for that. (7. 4). But if
(the second characteristic) of «not being an illusion» were not added,
(the following misconception would not have been guarded against.
(There are some who maintain that) the vision of a moving tree (by
an observer travelling by ship) and similar perceptions are right per-
ceptions, because (there is in this case an underlying reality which) is
not a construction. (7.5). Indeed a man acting upon such a perception
reaches something which is a tree? hence (it is supposed) that ex-
perience supports® his perception. It would thus be consistent know-
ledge and so far would be direct, as not being a (mere) construction. (7. 7).
In order to guard against this view the characteristic of «not being an
illusion» has been inserted. It is an illusion. It is not a (right) per-
ception. Neither is it an inference, since it is not derived from some
mark in its threefold aspect.* No other way of cognition is possible.
We maintain therefore that the vision of a moving tree is error. (7. 8).

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

1 By pure seusation we may cognize the presence of an object which is a
patch of blue colour, (we shall have nila-vijianam = nilasya vijAanam), but we
will not know that it is blue (we will not have the nilam iti vijfignam), since this
knowledge is arrived at by contrasting it with other objects and contrast (vyavrtis)
is the work of intellect, not of pure sensation, cp. my Nirvana, p.162n. 8. The
reading varn@tmaka is supported by the Tib. transl. The alternative reading dhar-
matmala conveys just the same idea since varna (or ripa) is here a dharma, an
ultimate element in the system of Hinayana, cp. Central Conception, p. 1l.

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

3 sanwadakatvait. Digniga assumed that snch perceptions are right, cp.
Tattvasg., p. 394. 20,

4 About the three aspects of a logical mark cp. p. 18. 17 (text).



PERCEPTION 17

If it is error, how are we to explain that a tree is nevertheless reached
(when acting upon such erroneous perception)? The tree is not (really)
reached upon it, since a tree changing its position in space is the
definite image® (corresponding to the visual sensation), and a tree
fixed on one place is actually reached. (7.10). Therefore the object
which has produced the sensation of a moving tree is not actually
reached,? and (vice versa) the tree actually reached is not (the object
which) has produced the visual sensation. Nothing at all is reached
on the basis of this (wrong cognition). If a tree is actually reached, it
depends upon an altogether different cognitive act. Thus it is that
the characteristic of «non-illusion» has been introduced in order to
clear away the theory (that illusion may lead to success)3

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

1 paricchinna.

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

3 Dharmottara has discussed this question at length in his Pramana-
viniScaya-tika Tattvasg., p. 394. 16 ff., ascribes the view that illusion may some
times be right (vibhrame’pi pramanatd) to Dignaga, who therefore has omitted
the word abhr@nta in his definition. Healso objects to the inclusion of the cha-
racteristic «non-illusive» (avyabhicarin) by the Naiyayikas into their definition of
sense-perception, N. 8., I. 1. 4, because, says he, illusion is always mental (yid-kys
yul nt hkhrul-pai yul yin, cp. Pr. samucc., 1. 19). Under karika I. 8 he states that
pratyaksa-abhasa, or illusions, are due to imagination (briags-nas hjug-pa=vikalpa-
pravrita).Cp. Tipyp.,p.10.11—samsayo vikalpasya.

4 In the printed text of my edition (B.B. VIII) on p. 7. 12 the following pass-
age, confirmed by the Tibetan translation, must be inserted after nirasartham—
tathabhwanta-grahanendpy anumane wivartite kalpan@podha-grahanam wviprati-
patti-nirakanartham, (bhrantam hy. . ..).

5 According to the Abh. Kosa, I. 80, there is always included in every sen-
sation a rudimentary synthesis called svariipa-vitarke (vitarke=vikalpa).

6 Lit., p. 7.12—13 (with the sentence restored according to the Tib.) «Thus
likewise by mentioning «non-illusive» inference being rejected, the mentioning
of «non-constructive» is (then) in order to reject divergent views. Indeed in-
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(7.138). (In any case) one should not take «non-illusive» to be
here an equivalent of «consistent». Direct perception is nothing but (a
variety) of consistent knowledge. This circumstance alone is sufficient
for making it consistent. To repeat it would be useless. The meaning
of the sentence would then be, — «that kind of consistent knowledge
which is called direct perception is free from construction and is
consistent». Perfectly useless repetition! Thus it is clear that non-
illusive here means not contradicted by that (underlying) essence of
reality which possesses efficiency.!

(7.19). What kind of «construction» is here alluded to?
ference is an illusion, since it operates through ascertaining an object in the non-
object which represents (this inference’s) own reflex. Perception, on the contrary,
is not mistaken in regard of the essence (ripe = sva-ritpe) grasped (immediately)».
Perception, e. g., of fire proceeds from a momentary sensation to a constructed re-
presentation of the object fire. The first possesses more reality than the second.
The first is a sense-datum, the second, the physical object « fire», a construction,
a «non-object (anartha)». The first, ag Bertrand Russel (Problems of Philo-
sophy, ch. V.) puts it, is cognized «by acquaintance», the second «by descrip-
tion». When we infer the presence of fire from the presence of smoke the process
of thought can be regarded as reversed. The cognized, or inferred, fire is a gene-
rality. The Buddhists do not distinguish here between concrete and abstract gene-
rality. Both for them are constructions (kalpana). But the construction in order to
be a real cognition must be referred to a possibility of sensation. Thus inference
proceeds from the general to the particular, whereas perception takes the opposite
course, from the particular sense-datum to some general construction. The term
protibhasa is used to denote the prima facie mental content. Both perception and in-
ference possess a sva-pratibh@isa (= grahya-svar@ipa as contrasted with their
adhyavaseya-svaripa). Thus kalpan@podha refers to sensation, but abhr@nta, accor-
ding to sttra 1. 6, to Vinitadeva and Kamala$ila, is the same as avisamvadin,
it refers to false construction (pr@pya-visaye); accoding to Dh. it differs from
avisamvadin, and refers to sensation (gr@hya-visaye). Cp. Anekantaj., p. 203.

1 In this alternative interpretation the term «non-illusive » (abhranta) becomes
almost a synonym of «non-constructives (kalpand@podha), since all construction,
every judgment or inference, represents illusion when compared with pure sensation,
the genuine source of real cognition. Inference is indirect knowledge, it is an
illusion, because it is indirect. It is constructed, synthetical, subjective knowledge.
It is nevertheless right knowledge, since it, although indirectly (paramparaya),
also leads to successful purposive action (bhrantam apy anumanam artha-samban-
dhena pramanam, Tatp. p. 262). Thus it is that inference (or judgment) is right
knowledge empirically, but at the same time it is an illusion transcendentally.
There are for Dignaga, just asin Kant’s Transcendental Dialectic (M. Mtller’s
transk, p. 288), two kinds of illusion, an empirical and a transcendental one. The
moving tree is an empirical illusion, but the standing tree, although an empirical
reality, is an illusive construction when compared with the underlying « thing in
itself». All the fabric of the empirical world, this interconnected whole of substances
and their qualities (dharmi-dharma-bhava) and the inferential knowledge founded
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5: Construction (or judgment) implies a distinet
cognition® of a mental reflex? which is capable
of coalescing with a verbal designation.

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

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

upon it (sarvo’yam anum@na-anumeya-bhava) is, according to Digniga, a con-
struction of our mind (buddhy-Griidha = kalpita), it does not adequately represent
external reality (na sad-asad apeksate), cp. Tatp., p. 89. 18, 127. 2, 252. 14 and
H. N. Randle, Difindga, p. 51. But «the senses (= pratyaksam), says Kant,
loco cit., cannot err, because there is in them no judgment at all (= kalpana@podha)
whether true or false (= abhranta)». The coincidence between Kant and Dhar-
makirtiin this point is remarkable. That kalpana means judgment is proved
below, p. 20 n. 6. Thus it is that Dh.’s alternative interpretation of the term
abhranta can be vindicated. The circumstance, however, that he is giving two
somewhat different interpretations of the same term in the same context betrays
a certain artificiality of his position. Vinitadeva, p. 40.14, has interpreted abhrinta
as meaning the same as avisamvadin; Kamalagila, p. 392. 5, likewise. Digniaga’s
definition, both in Pr. samuce. and in Nyaya-dvara, does not contain the word
abhranta; it i3 an innovation of Dharmakirti, and Viacaspati informs us,
Nyaya-Kaniks, p. 192, that he introduced it in order to exclude from the
province of perception hallucinations, or objectless illusions (niradhisthanam
kesadi-jrianam apratyaksatayd vyakhyaiam). This is also attested bySantarakgita
in Tattvas., p. 392.3.But Pr.samucec. treats in karika I. 8 about pratyaksabhasa,
and this corresponds to sutra I. 6 of the N yayab. Both Dignagaand Dharmakirti
are perfectly aware that error is produced by a wrong interpretation of the senge-
datum by the intellect, cp. above, p. 17.n. 8. If they nevertheless consider the
characteristic of «non illusive», it is probably because they, like Kant (loco cit.)
think that «sensibility. ... is the source of real knowledge, but sensibility, if it
influences the action of the understanding itself and leads ito n to a judgment, may
become an (indirect) cause of error». A wrong construction 18 not a sensation, but
it may be metaphorically called a wrong sense-perception (pratyaksabhasa) when
a sensation is its asadharama-karana, cp. Pr. samucc., I 4. Thus it is that
sense-illusion (indriya-bhranti) is also possible, cp. Tattvas., p. 392.19.

1 pratits. 2 pratibhasa. 8 @kara = pratibhisa.

4 Vinltadeva, p.51.6, has explained abhildpa as vacyah samanyadih.
D h. insists that it means (as karana-sadhana) vcakah sabdah, since the word yogya,
in his interpretation, proves that abhilapa refers to the word and not to its meaning
The latter (jatyads) is of course also understood, but indirectly (samarthyat), cp.
Tipp., p. 21. 8 ff, and the controversy below, p. 23, cp. p. 23 n. 2.
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indeed, a distinct cognition in which the mental reflex? has coalesced
with its designation by speech? as, e. g., the constructed® (cognition)
«jar» with a man to whom this word is familiar.* It contains such a,
mental reflex which is accompanied by the word «jar».

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

1 gbhasa = pratibhasa.

2 Lit., p.8.1-2. «Among them (tatra) some distinct cognition (pratzti) exists.
possessing a reflex (abhase = pratibhasa = pratibimba) united with a word ».

3 kalpand = yojand, more lit. «the constructive judgment («this is a jar»)».

4 wyutpanna-sanketa.

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

8 This kalpana (= wvikalpa) must be distinguished from the vikalpa (= vi-
tarka) of the Vaibhagikas. About the meaning of vitarka and vic@ra in the
Abhidharma, cp. my Central Conception, p. 104. They also assume a special kind
of witarke which they name svabhava-vitarka, a rudimentary instinctive synthesis
inherent in all sensation, cp. Abhidh. KoSa ad I. 30. The Yogacaras under-
stand by vikalpa ( = dvaidhi-karana) the bifurcation of consciousness into subject
and object, grahya-grahakatra-vikalpa. Dignaga, Pramana-samucc. I. 3 under-
stands by this term nama-jati-guna-kriya-dravya-kalpang, i. e., a construction or
an arrangement (yojand@) of a presentation which includes name, genus or species,
quality,function and appurtenances, the whole complex being referred to a particular
moment of efficient reality (svalaksana). The name, i. e., the proper name (yad-
recha $abda = hdod-rgyal-gyi sgra, e. g., Dittha) is here by no means the de-
signation of an extreme particular, as in European philosophy. Devadatta (or So-
crates) would be for Dignaga only the designation of a series of occurrences
samskara-samiha). Thus we must consider here abhil@pa-samsarga as including
all other syntheses, cp. Tattvas., 1226—8. The Tipp., p. 21. 8, remarks that if we
understand the mental synthesis in the same way as it is done in other systems
we will not get the meaning of pure sensation for perception — tesam grahane sati
indriya-vijana-pratyaksatra-anupapattsh. Kalpan@ thus corresponds to our judg-
ment and more specially to 2 judgment in which the subject represents Hoc Al-

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

form «this is that» sa evayam, cp. Tipp., p. 23. 4; e. g., «this is Dittha» is n@ma-
kalpand, «this is a patch of blue colour » is guna-kalpand, «this is a cow» is jati-kal-
pan@ ete. This can be called the «epistemological» form of judgment and every
judgment reduces to this form, since it is a known fact, admitted now in European
Logic, that in every real judgment a reference to some reality is always under-
stood, cp. Sigwart, Logik,3 p. 67. It can be also viewed as a construction, a divi-
sion, a bifurcation, an imagination (vikapla) etc., since every such judgment sug-
gests in its predicate a division of the whole into the predicate and its counter-
part, e.g., blue and not-blue, cow and not-cow etc. Cp. about vikalpe Madhy.
vrtti, p. 850. 12. A detailed discussion of Digna ga’s kalpand is found in Tattvas.,
1214—-1311.

1 The term miyata was used above, p. 3. 16, in the sense of nidcita, it was
then the contrary of doubt and error. Both pratyaksa and anum@na have each
their niyata-pratibhasa = sva-pratibhasa, cp. p. 7.13 and 12. 19, this prati-
bhasa is referred to anartha in the case of anuma@na, hence it is vikalpa-visaya
Infra, p. 70. 11 (niyata-Gkarah kalpito drastavyal) it likewise refers to the con-
structed, synthetic object, not to the momentary sensation (ksana), not to the abso-
lutely particular (svalaksana). But here, in the sense of «limited», it is referred just
to that momentary indefinite sensation. Even the representations of a new-born
«child are supposed to be synthetic images when compared with such sensation. The
author assumes as quite evident that a mental construction is not something
«limited», i.e., limited to a single indefinite momentary sensation, vikalpa-jiia-
nasya aniyata-pratibhasatvam eva, cp. Tipp., p. 22. 18. Thus it is that what is
«called aniyata-pratibhisa (= aniyata-akara) in the context of p. 8. 8, is called
niyata-akara in the context of p. 70. 11.

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

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

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

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

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

1 pratyavamysati = pratyabhijanati = ekikaroti.

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

3 pratibhasa = pratibimba «reflex», «as in a mirror» (@darlavat), as appears
from this passage, can be either simple and direct (niyata) or indirect and condi-
tioned (aniyata). Its counter part is miScaya = adhyavasaya. Dharmakirti
says — pratyaksam — grhnati na niscayena, kin tarhi tat-pratibh@sena, cp. Ane-
kantaj., p. 177. Inference has also a sva-pratibhasa, cp. text p. 7. 13 and vikalpe
can be avastu-nirbhasa, cp. N. kanika, p. 124.

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

5 vacya-vacaka-bhiva. 8 avikalpakatva.

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

(8.23) (Answer). The objection is not founded! It is true that the
strictly particular sound may have this (double character) of a sound
and a meaning, (and that mcaning involves synthesis), nevertheless it
is really apprehended in this double aspect (not as a present fact, but)
as something which was experienced at the time of the formation of
language 3, (when sounds at first received their conventional meaning).
(8.24) The fact that an entity has been experienced at that time (1s
bygone and) does not exist at present. And just as that experience*
has now vanished, just so is it impossible for a present object to be
apprehended by past experience.® Hence an auditive sensation cannot

1 'We would expect, p. 8. 21, $rotra-vijiana, cp. Tib., p. 20. 5, rna-bas rnam-
par-$es-pa.

2 These remarks are directed against Vinitadeva. He has explained, p 41. 6,
that the words «a mental reflex capable of coalescing with a word» refer
to the fact that the general aspect of an object can coalesce with a general term,
because there is between these two generalities an invariable connection (anvaya-
vyatireka). There can be none between particulars. The particular must here be
taken in the Buddhist sense as the absolute particular, the unique (ksana-svala-
ksana). The point-instant cannot coalesce with a word, cannot be named, (p. 41. 8)
arthasya visesal, svariipasya (sva)-laksanasye riipam, abhilipayitum na Sakyate
(vead mi-nus-te instead of behus te). Neither can any particular sound or word
have a meaning (ibid., p. 41. 15., = Sabda-viSesena abhilapayitum ne Sakyate),
cp. Tattvasg., p. 378.7 na ki svaloksane samketah, nipi $abda-sva-laksane, ...
«e aSakya-samayo niladindm Gtmd. But the contention that «the particular word
can have no meaning» has given Dharmottara an opportunity for criticism.
He insists that a particular word can have a meaning, not the momentary sound by
itself, but its traditional associations which may reach back to the time of the
formation of language. No doubt Vinitadeva means the same and Dharmottara’s
criticism is unfair. The Tipp. remarks, p. 28. 15-16, paramarthatah samanyayor
eva vicya-vacakatvam, nartha-$abda-visesusya. If such particulars would be named
we would have a so called atiprasanga, an «over-absurdity», we could name the
cow a horse and vice versa, because the underlying point-instants, the svalaksanas
are undistinguishable. Cp. also above p. 19 n. 4. In bhis introduction to Santana-
ntara-siddhi-tika Vinitadeva gives expression to similar ideas.

8 samketa-kala.

4 darSana.

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

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

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

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

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

1 These three humours do not represent exactly air, bile and phlegm, but
three very subtle principles conventionally so called, whose equipoise is equivalent

to health, whose disturbed equipoise is equivalent to sickness.

2 All psychical diseases are attributed to an abnormal condition of the gase-
ous principle.
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an internal cause of illusion. (9.14). But each of these causes, whether
they be located in the organ or in the object, whether external or in-
ternal, invariably affect the organ of sense, because when the organ of
sense is normal? there can be no illusive sensation.? All these causes
of disease, down to the internal one, are but an exemplification of the
possible causes. (9.16). The words «and other causes» are added in
order to include such organic diseases as the disturbance of vision by
jaundice, such objective causes as a rapid movement to and frow. When,
e. g. the firebrand is seen rapidly moving to and fro, we have the illu-
sion of a fiery-coloured stick. Such external causes as riding on an
elephant and such internal ones as the effect of strong blows on vul-
nerable parts of the body are also included. Cognition when it is free
from illusion called forth by these causes is perceptive knowledge.3

§ 5. THE VARIETIES OF DIRECT KNOWLEDGE.

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

7. It is fourfold.

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

1 avikyrta.

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

3 Vinitadeva, p. 43.9, calls attention to the fact that the word «knowledge»
(Jfiana) is absent in sitra I 4, where the definition of perception is given, but
it appears here, in stitra I, 6. It seems as though some opponents had objected
to an absolutely pure sense-perception without the slightest admixture of the
combining intellect and maintained that it would not even represent knowledge,
since the senses are by themselves unconscious, aji@na-svabh@vam. . . pratyalsam,
cp. Tattvasg., p. 866, 21. Vinitadeva, p. 43. 10 ff,, and Kamalagila, p. 867.
1 ft,, therefore maintain (in supporting their view by the same example) that jAdna
must be understood in the definition implicitly. This apparently is approved by Dh.,
cp. Tipp., p. 26. 6 (read bhranter). Dharmalkirti’s addition of the word abhranta
has given rise toa great deal of disagreement among all commentators. He himself
here explains it as including not only hallucinations, but every kind of illusive per-
ception. Digniga includes all empirical knowledge (samvrti), as well as all infe-
rence into his pratyaksabhasa, cp. Pr. samuce, 1. 8. The term pramana is thus
used either in a direct or in an indirect sense. Real pram@na is only the pure
pratyaksa.
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8. Sense knowledge (sensation).

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

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

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

(10.8). The proper object of sense-knowledge (is the object in the
moment corresponding to sensation). The following object is the ob-
ject which is not different, (is quite similar to it). Difference here means
interval in time as wellas difference in quality. (10. 9). Thus, (every) differ-
ence (between the two momentary objects) is denied. The quite simi-
lar second moment following upon the moment when the object has pro-
duced sensation and supported (by the preceding one) is here alluded
to.! (10.10). This being the case, (it is clear) that the next following
moment of the object, after the moment corresponding to sensation,
a member of the same compact series of moments, is here meant. This
(second moment) is here said to cooperate with sensation. (10.11). Co-
operation (or causation) can have two different meanings. It can mean
either a real mutual influence of (one fact upon the other), or (the
compresence of two facts followed by another fact called their) one
result. (10.12). Since we are here (on Buddhist ground) all reality is
reduced to momentary (sense-data). A momentary reality can not pos-
sibly have an increment (as a result), therefore cooperation (is to be
taken in the second sense), as one resulting fact (following upon preceding
two facts). (10.13). Because the object and the sensation (first produced
by it) are together producing (i. e., are only followed by) one mental
sensation, therefore there is no mutual (real) influence between them.?

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

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

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

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

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

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

(11.1). This internal sensation is a postulate of our system. There
are no facts to prove it (directly). But there is no contradiction in
admitting it, if it were of the described kind. In this sense its defini-
tion has been given3

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

1 Lit,, p. 10. 18—21. « And since the object of mental sensation (mano-vij7id-
nasya) is different from the object of sensation proper (indriya-jiana correspond-
ing to the abhidharmic viji@na), therefore the fault of non-validity, imputed
{@safljita) because of cognizing the cognized, is discarded, And since the moment
is taken which has a substratum in the object of sensation, therefore the deduction
of the fault (dosa-prasanga) of the absence of the blind and the deaf is discarded,
because it cognizes another object which has not been cognized by sensation ».

2 Since the second moment would be likewise indriya-vijigna it will not be
possible to distinguish between indriya-vijigna and mano-vija@na, cp. Tipp.,
p. 30. 8-5. «If the organ of sight will operate, why indeed should the (same) sen-
sation not arise in the second moment, it is the same, provided it will make the
object present (yogya-karane — sa@ksatkarini). Therefore how isit that both
will not be called sensations (of the outer sense)?» Cp. also Tatp., p. 111. 2.

8 The siddh@nta mentioned p.11.1 can include the Ggama quoted in the
Tipp, p. 26.10, where Buddha declares that colour is apprehended in two ways,
by the sense of vision and by the internal semse evoked by the external ome.
Dh. deems it a sufficient proof and no other proofs are needed. The remark is di-
rected against Ji@nagarbha and his followers who devised a formal arguament in
favour of the existence of such a thing as mental sensation. Since sensation and
mental construction are, in this system, two quite heterogeneous sources of know-
ledge, something intermediate must be found which would be sensuous on one
side and mental on the other, in order to account for a knowledge which combines
sense-data with mental constructions. Thus the existence of an internal sense is
proved by the existence of a subsequent mental construction (n3la-mano-vigfanat
samana-jatiya-nila-vikalpa-udayat). Dharmottara rejects the argument, as the
Tipp., p. 80, assumes, because he admits the possibility of a result being pro-
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10. Every consciousness and every mental pheno-
menon are self-<conscious.

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

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

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

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

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

4 Lit., p. 11.8. «Indeed in what form the Self is felt in that form the feeling
of the Self is immediate (pratyaksa)s. This remark is directed against the Indian
realists, the Naiyayikas and the Mimamsakas who imagined in self-percep-
tion a real relation of cognizing mind towards a cognized Self. According to the
Sautrantikas and Yogacaras this relation does not exist in reality. Qur know-
ledge is self-luminous (svayam-prakasa) like the light of a lamp that does not
want another light in order to be illuminated. The Vaibhagikas and Madhya-
mikas did not agree in this doctrine.
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thing (internally) in the shape of well-being or (some other emotion)
which is a thing different (from the patch of colour). It is not possible to
maintain that a patch of, e. g., blue colour is felt as being itself the
pleasure (it affords us), because the verdict of our intellect does not
support (the judgment) «this patch of blue colour has itself the form
of pleasure.» (11.11). If it were the case, if we were satisfied that
blue and pleasure are felt as equivalents, then we could maintain such
identity.? (11.12). (We call) cognized directly that aspect of (the ob-
ject) regarding which the function of direct perception, i. e., the mere
pointing out of its presence, is followed by the construction (of the
corresponding image). But (we cannot maintain that the sensation pro-
duced by a patch) of blue is followed by an image (not of blue, but of)
pleasure. (11.13). Therefore we really are experiencing pleasure as
something quite different from the object blue, as something which 18
not equivalent to blue, and this is, no doubt, knowledge. Therefore we
do experience our own knowledge. Selfconsiousness is essentially a case
of knowledge, it makes present to us our own Self It is not a con-
struction, it is not an illusion, and therefore it is direct knowledge.

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

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

1 These remarks are directed against the Sankhya theory which assumes
that pleasure and pain are something external, inherent in the objects which pro-
duce pleasure and pain. Cp. Tipp., p. 82. 10.

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

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

1 About the Four Truths cp. my Nirvana p. 16 and 55. Their Mahayanistic in-
terpretation is here alluded to. They then are the equivalent of the «two truths», the
empirical and the absolute, the latter is the bhuta@rtha=yan-dag-pai don,i.e.,the real
condition of things, or transcendental reality, so as it has been established by the phi-
losopher (praminena viniscita), it is ksanskatv@di-grahi mano vijianam (Tipp.,
- 83.9), ksani katva is contemplated also by the Hinayanistic Saint, the Arhat.
The Bodhisattva contemplates $wnyata either in its idealistic (Yogacara) or in its
relativistic (Madhyamika) interpretation. But the abstract form of these philo-
sophic constructions (altk@karam vacya-vacaka-rwpam) then vanishes and remains
a kind of direct vivid consciousness (niyam vitti-rigpam), cp. Tipp., p. 34.7.

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

the «pure» object (the point-instants of efficiency that are elicited) by
acquired the habit of realizing the Relativity (§#nyat@) and unreality of the pheno-
menal veil (samoréi) concealing absolute Reality (paramartha = bhutartha). He
enters the Mahayanistic drsié-marga and the first of the ten Mahayanistic stages
(bhwms), the stage called pramudita. At the same time he becomes filled with over-
whelming devotion to the Salvation of all living beings (maha-karuna). Cp. Madhy.
avatara, I. 4 ff. He then understands the « Four Truths of the Saint» in their Maha-
Yanistic interpretation as a formula intended to suggest the equipollency of Samsara
and Nirvana in a monistic Universe. This intuition is a transcendental (lokottara)
capacity, it is not, like Spinoza’s infuitus, supposed to be rational. Yogi-
pratyaksa is not a pramana in the sense indicated above, p. 8 n. 2. It is an intui-
tion of a condition uncognizable by logical methods (aprameya-vastinam aviparita-
drstih) However, according to the school of Yogacara Logicians, it is a pramana
indirectly, because the relativity of all our conceptions (vikalpa) or judgments
(kalpana), as well as the non-relative, absolute (paramartha) character of the un-
cognizable «thing in itself» (svalaksana) is established by logical analysis. Logic
destroys the naive realism of a pluralistic universe. The underlying Unity
samyrta $unyata) is uncharacterizable (anmirvacaniya) according to the Relativists
(S@nya-vadin), it is pure, undifferentiated consciousness (Sunyata — vijfiana-
matram grahya-grahaka-nirmulktam) according to the Idealists (vijfi@na-vadin).
Cp. the controversy between the Logicians and the Relativists in my Nirvana,
p. 140 f£. Cp. also the masterly exposition of the Nasya@yika-abhimata-yogi-pratyaksa
in Tatp., p. 49.17 ff. and N. Kanik®a, p. 147. 4 ff. According to Santanantaras.
{concl.) the supreme Yogi, i. e., the Buddha alone possibly intuits the undifferentiated
Absolute, the ordinary Yogins can intuit only its subject-object aspect, cp. infra
p. 34 n. 4. Cp. analogous ideas of Kant on impossibity of «intellectuelle Anschau-
ung», Kritik,2 pp. 72, 149, 308.
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logical (analysis).! Hence it is direct knowledge, just as (sensation)
and other varieties of direct cognition are. Yoga is ecstatic (direct)
contemplation. The man who possesses this faculty is a Saint.?

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

§ 6. THE OBJECT OF DIRECT KNOWLEDGE.

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

12. Its object is the (extreme) particular.

(12.14). Its object, i. e., the object of the fourfold direct knowledge,
must be conceived as being the particular. The particular means an
entity or an essence which is unique, which is shared by nothing else
(which is the thing in itself).

1 pramana-suddha-artha-griki either means praminena Suddham artham
grhnaty or Suddhartham pramanene grhnati. The first would mean pramanena
Suddham = pramanena viniscitam, artham = bhistartham, grhnati. The second —
Suddhartham = svalaksanam = ortha-kriya-kiri-ksanam prama@nena grhnati.
The Tipp., p. 35.1, seems to favour the second interpretation, on p. 24.5 and 24.9
it uses the word suddha in a similar way. The expressions Suddh@ kalpana,
Suddham pratyaksam, Suddh@rthah remind us of Kant’s terminology of areine
Vernunft», «reine Sinnlichkeitn, «reines Objectn. The definition of right know-
ledge as knowledge «not contradicted by experience» (avisamvids), which sounds
80 empirical, is here, in mystic intuition, interpreted as referring to the transcen-
dental object.

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

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

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

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

1 yadakaram is an aryayibhave — yasya akaram anatikramya.

2 yam adhyavasyatt. 8 pratyaksasya.

4 nifcayena = kalpanaya = vikalpena = adhyavasiyena, cp. Tatp., p. 87. 25.

5 For the lit. rendering cp. p. 17 n. 6 (text, p. 7.13).

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

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

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

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

% Inorder to understand thie passage we must fully realize that, according to
Dh.’s terminology, e. g., a fire, the physical object fire, is & construction, hence it is
a generality or an assemblage of generalities. The strictly particular is its under-
lying substratum (up@dhi), the efficient point-instant (artha-kriya-samartha). If the
same reality could change and produce a clear image in one case, and a dim one in
another, it would not be unique (riipa-dvayam syat). The author of the Ti pPp-, p. 86.
14 ff, asks, «But is it not a generality that, being perceived at a distance, appears
in a dim image? it is not the particular (point-instant)». And he answers that a
generality by itself is something unreal, it does not exist in the sense of being effi-
cient, efficiency always belongs to a point-instant of efficiency. And further,
P. 87.8 ff,, «The clear or dim image of the blue patch is not transcendentally real
(vastu = paramarthasat), but that blue which represents the atom, (the underlying
point-instant) which is capable of being efficient (is the real object); the clear and
dim images are produced by the underlying substratum. ..., the real object (ar-
thasya = paramarthasatah) appears as clear or dim not by itself (paramarthatah),
but (indirectly) throuch the clearness or the dimness of the image (ifiG@nasya); an
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(18.8). Further, why is the particular the exclusive object of
sense-perception?! Indeed, do we not realize in distinct thought a fire
(when its presence is indirectly inferred from smoke), as something
capable of being experienced, (as a permanent possibility of sensation)?

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

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

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

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

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

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

1 The following words are an answer to an objector who thinks that whatso-
ever produces a reflex (pratibh@sa = pratibimbana) in us is real, the universal
(samanya) produces a corresponding reflex, therefore it is also real. It is answered
that the efficient point-instant is alone ultimately real, the universal does not possess
any separate efficiency of its own. The existence of a reflex is not a proof of reality,
because by the influence of the force of transcendental illusion (avidy@-balat) unreal
things can evoke a reflex. A mental image does not exactly correspond to any
efficient reality, because the image of a universal can be produced without the real
existence of the universal (vinapi s@minyena), simply by the force of inherited
mental habit (v@sana-balat), cp. Tipp., p. 3S.2—9.

2 Read, p. 13. 15, — laksanatv@d eva vastunah. Cp. Hemacandra’s
Pram&pna-mimams3a, I. 1. 32—33.

3 rupam = svarupan.
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i. e, the point-instant is the only reality). The term «real object»? is
synonymous with «ultimate reality».

(18.18). The following is meant. We apply the term «ultimately
real» to anything (that can be tested) by its force to produce an
effect.? Such an efficient object (is always localized, it) is either near
or remote. Depending on (its localization) it produces different impres-
sions.® Therefore such (a localized point) is the ultimately real
(13.20). This indeed is the reason why purposive actions are realized
in regard of objects directly perceived, not in regard of objects con-
structed (by imagination). (18.21). This explains the fact that an ima-
gined object, although we can in thought realize it as something quasi
visible, is by no means directly perceived, because no purposive action
is possible upon (such fancied image). (14.1). A (really) perceived object,
on the other hand, produces purposive action. Consequently real is
only the particular (i. e., the unique point of efficiency, the thing
in itself), not the constructed object (of imagination).*

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

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

1 vastu.

2 artha-kriya-samartha.

8 Lit. «reflexes», jiiana-pratibhasa.

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

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

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

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

§ 7. THE RESULT OF THE ACT OF COGNIZING.

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

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

1 grahya-ripa.

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

3 As the object cognized through inference we must here understand its im-
mediate, prima facie object (grahya-rigpa) which is always an imagined (vikalpita),
unreal (anartha) object. When we, e. g., infer the presence of fire from the pre-
sence of smoke, we imagine the fire, it is prima facie a fire in general. But the
second step in this act of cognition will be to imagine it as a real fire, a possible
object of purposive action, a possible sense-datum. Thus the particular sense-da-
tum will also be an object cognized ultimately through inference, but indirectly.
The result (pramana-phala) of both modes of cognition from this point of view is
just the same, cp. ch. TL4. Inference is saripya-laksanam pramanam, text, p. 6.10,
but perception is also sarpya-pramanam, 1.20. The divergence between the
schools about the object of cognition (visaya-vipratipatti) concerns only this prima
facie object of each, ¢p. Tipp., p. 86.5—6, grahya eva visaye sarves@m viprati-
pattih. Since all the exposition is here made with a view to combat divergent opi-
nions (vipratipatti-nirakaranartham), therefore, when it is stated that the object
cognized through inference is the universal, we must understand only that the first
stage in indirect cognition of reality is not that pure sensation (nirvikelpaka)
which is characteristic in sense-perception. In this there is divergence with the Rea-
lists who assume a direct contact (8annikarsa) between the senses and the Universal.
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(14.16). Just that direct knowledge which has been described above
is the result of the act of cognizing. (There is no difference between
the act of perception and the percept).?

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

19. It has the form of a distinct cognition.

(14.20). Distinct cognition means determinate knowledge.2 When
direct knowledge assumes this form it possesses the essence of dis-
tinet cognition. This circumstance is the reason why (the result does not
differ from the act of cognition). (4.21). The following is meant. Right
knowledge is efficient knowledge.> The faculty of beng efficient (i. e,
capable of guiding men’s purj.osive action) is not produced exclusively
by its dependence on the presence of some object (i. e., by passive
reaction from some object). A sprout, e.g., is invariably connected with
a seed, but it is not capable (of cognizing it).* Therefore cognition, al-
though produced by some object, (is not a mere reflex), but it necessa-
rily has to accomplish some spontaneous function of absorbing the
object, which alone when achieved makes the object distinctly cognized
(i. e., assimilated). (15.3). And this is just (what we call) the result of

1Tt is clear from the whole exposition that the author assumes two different
stages in perception, s first indefinite moment of sensation and a following mental
construction. Since the second is called forth by the first, it can be called its result.
But here the problem is envisaged from another point of view. The Realists consi-
der the act of cognizing as an act of «grasping» the external object by the senses
and of conveying its «grasped» form through the intellect to the Soul which alone
is self-conscious. For the Buddhists there isno «act» of «grasping», no «grasped»
form, no Soul and no adequate external object, but in every idea (vijfid@na) there is
immanent self-consciousness. A distinct idea (pratiti) may by imputation be regarded,
Jjust as the case may be, either as a source, an act, an instrument (pram@na) or as
an object, a content, a result of cognizing (prama@na-phala). The result of cognizing
is cognition, cp. the notes on p. 42, 43, 46, and 49—50. Cp. Tipp., p. 39 ff. There
is a difference between chitti and chidéi in the act of cutting, there is no difference
between paricchitti and jAidna in the act of cognizing.

2 pratiti = aragama = bodha = prapti = paricchitti = niscaya = adhyava-
saya = kalpand@ = vikalpa are all nearly synonyms. Cp. Tatp., p. 87.20, 38.2,87.25.
They all contain an element of smrtt or samskara.

8 Cp. above, text., p. 8.5 ff.

¢ aprapokatvat, according to the context, means here ani§e@yakalvit =
ajii@pakate@t, The example then means that there is an ordinary case of causation
between a seed and a sprout, the latter is the result of the former, butin cognition
the product cognizes the object which is its cause, and this act of cognition is
also the result. The author of the Tipp., p. 40. 16 ff, suggests another expla-
nation of this example.
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‘ight knowledge. When this (result) is reached, knowledge becomes effici-
:nt. (But this does not mean that the efficiency-function is something
lifferent from knowledge itself). (15.3). We have indeed stated above?®
hat the efficiency function of efficient knowledge is nothing but the fact
hat it makes manifest tte object of possible purposive action. Just the
same perceptive knowledge? possesses (both) the character of being a di-
stinct cognition of the object and of pointing to (the presence of the object
n one’s ken). Therefore the result of cognizing is but cognition itself.
(15. 6). But then, it knowledge as a cognizing act 3 is the result of
rognition, what indeed is the instrument, (the source) of that act?

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

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

1 Text, p. 3. 5 ff., transl, p. 4.

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

8 pramiti-ripa.

4 There is a coordination of the «thing in itself» with all the elements consti-
tuting the superimposed image or Universal. The term s@ripya is suggestive of a
special theory of Universals. The Buddihsts are neither Realists, nor Conceptualists,
but extreme Nominalists (apoha-vadinah). The school of Nyaya-Vaiegika represents
in India an extreme Realism, they use the term s@manya and admit the objective
reality of classes (jatt), individual forms (@krti) as well as particular things (vyakts).
The Sankhyas deny s@manye and admit s@r#pya, cp. my Central Conception, p. 56,
57, 64. The Mimamsakas, very characteristically, admit both saminya and s@rzpya
(= sadrsya), as two separate padarthas, the latter is said to be relative, while the
former represents the positive content of general features residing in an individual
thing, its «form» (@kara). The Buddhists of the Sautrantika and Yogacara schools
likewise admit, but with very important qualifications, the «forms» of our ideas, they
are sakara-vadinah. Pure consciousness alone (vitti-soitd@) could never produce a
distinct cognition, because it is not differentiated (sarvatra-avisesat). But «simi-
larity» (sartipya), or gemerality, «entering» into it (t@m @visat) is capable of
giving it a form (sa@r@pyavattvam ghatayet), i. e., of producing a clear and distinct
idea. However we cannot, on this score, characterize the Buddhists as Conceptualists.
Their Universals are purely negative, or relational (atad-vyavytti-riipa). Their scope,
their content, is always determined by the greater or lesser amount of negations, of
contrasts or «coordinations» which they may include. An elephant and a dog,
although quite dissimilar, may be united as belonging to the «class» of «non-ante-
lopes ». The class «cow» is formed by contrasting it with horse etc. The Universals
are relative and therefore unreal, the human mind’s imagination. They obtain
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a source® producing knowledge. For us? (Buddhists, when we say that)
a cognition has sprung up from an object, this (simply) means that
this cognition is a fact which is coordinated to a (momentary) object,
as, e. g, the cognition produced by a patch of blue colour is coords-
nated to (the substratum of) this blue.

This coordination is described (in other terms) as an idea,? or
representation * (of the object).

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

21.O0wing to this, a distinct cognition of the
object is produced.

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

some reality only through a substratum, the efficient focus (artha-kriyd-kari), the
point-instant (ksana), the «thing in itself» (svalaksama). A distinct cognition is
thus produced from two sources: its coordinations, arranged by the human mind
according to its own laws, and an indefinite «thing in itself». The «ohject-intent-
ness» (visayat®@) of our knowledge does not consist in « grasping» (grahana), but
it is the expression of these two facts (tat-sarapya-tad-utpattibhyam visayatram).
Opponents have stigmatized this theory as a «purchase without paying the price
(a~milya-dana-kraya)», since the supposed reality receives perceptibility (prat-
yaksatam labhate), i. e., becomes a clear and distinet perception, but «does not
pay any equivalent», i. e., does not impart its «form» to this perception, since it
is itself formless. Translating this phrasing into Kantian terminology we could
say that the empirical object consists of an uncognizable substratum, the «thing
in itself», and a superstructure which our reason imposes upon it according to its
own categories of understanding. The best exposition of this theory is by Vacas-
pati, Nyayakanikd p. 256 ff., 289 £, (reprint), he also several times alludes
to it in the Tatparyatikd, e. g, p. 102. 14 ., 269.9 ff., 338 ff. Cp also my
Soul Theory, p. 838. 1 pramana. 2 iha.

3 akara.

4 abhasa. This abhdsa = praiibhdsa possesses the immanent feature of being
sarupya-samvedana through which bodha = pratiti is attained, it can be regarded as
a kind of pramana = sadhakatama = prakrsta-upakarake, cp. Tipp., p. 42. 3.

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

(15.17). The senses, indeed, and® (the object which together)
produce (in us an indefinite) sensation? are not equal (to the task) of
determining it as an awareness of the presence in us of a self-
conscious image 0 of something blue. But as soon as we become aware
of its similarity with (other) blue (objects and its contrast with
everything non-blue), it then can be determined as a self-conscious
image of (what is) blue.

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

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

2 yijiiana means here jiana, cp. sutra I. 18, = Tib., p. 85. 4, Ses-pa.

8 pratiti = adhyavasaya=r~alpand, cp. above, p.20 n. 6.

4 sarupya = anya-vyavrtti = apoha.

S vijiana = Tib., p. 85. 6, rnam-par-ses-pa, includes the abhidharmic sense
of pure sensation.

6 (nila)-nirbhasa = pratibhasa = akara.

7 avasiyate, hence pratiti = adhyavas@ya, avasiyate = pratitam bhavati.

8 adi refers to alambana, since according to the abhidharma two pratyayas
produce sensation, alambana and adhipati (=1indriya).

9 vijiana includes here also the abhidharmic sense of pure sensation, the Tib.
P 36.7 has Jes-pa instead of rnam-par-ges-pa, cp. above, p. 6 n. 3.

10 samvedana = sva-samvedana.

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

first question should not astonish us, it is something similar to a problem which.
European psychology has also discussed, the question whether perception should be
envisaged as a content or as an act or as both, cp. B. Russel against Meinong,
Analysis of Mind, p. 16 ff. Just as this author, Dharmakirti maintains that there 1s
no difference bewteen perception as a mental content and perception as a mental act.
It is the same thing, it can be viewed either as a mental content or as a mental act, thig
depends upon the view-point. When constrasted with other processes, it is a process
of coordination. When contrasted with other contents, it is a coordinated content.
This evidently refers to the final stage of the synthetic image, and by no means to
the initial semsation. The Indian realists, the Mimamsakas and Naiyayikas, clung
to the idea that cognition is an « act of grasping » which must have an instrument and
a separate result, just as the «act of cutting wood» has an instrument — the axe,
and a result — the fissure. Cognition and self-consciousness were for them a pro-
perty produced in the Soul by the outer and the inner senses. This was opposed
already by Dignaga who maintained (Pr. samucc., I, 9—10) that, 1)the « act» and
its «resulting» content are two different aspects of the same cognition; 2) the
«result» i3 also (yan-na) a self-conscious image (ram-rig = sva-samvedana =
anuvyarasaya). Self-consciousness is not the property of a Soul which does not
exist altogether, but it is inherent in every image, whatsoever it may be. That such
is the meaning of the much discussed Buddhist theory about cognition as containing
in itself its own result is very clearly stated above by D h. himself, cp. p. b (transl.).
Perception is here taken in its final form, as a unity, not as a consecution of mo-
ments, ankalita-ksona-bheda (cp. Nyaya-kandali, p. 191.3). That the momen-
tary aspect of existence must be very often left out of account when considering
Buddhist logical theories has been stated above, p. 8, n. 4 (transl.). But when the
relation between the first moment of sensation and the subsequent clear image
is considered, this momentary aspect can by no means be disregarded. The first
is evidently the cause of the second. Dh. himself states it, since on p. 9 (transl.)
he speaks about the two different moments of sensation and distinct perception,
and when treating of mental sensation (manasa-pratyaksa) he clearly says
that the first is the cause (upadana-ksana) of the second. He also
characterizes perception as a process where sensation is followed by construc-
tion (saksat-kara-vyaparo vikalpena anugamyate, cp. p. 3. 13-14, 11. 12, text).
The whole trend of Dharmakirti’s system requires usto admit here two entities,
two moments, and the first is clearly the cause which produces the second, if we
understand Causality in the Buddhist sense as a consecution of discrete moments
in an uninterrupted flux, cp. Vacaspati’s exposition of the problem in Ap-
pendix about m@nasa-pratyaksa. The fact that a distinct perception is at once
«obtaining and bestowing» distinctness without being causally related has
been misunderstood and has given to opponents an opportunity of easy triumph.
Hemacandra remarks that «one undivided moment cannot contain in itself two
things, the one obtaining and the other bestowing distinctness», cp. his Comment
upen Syadvada-maifijari inthe Yadovijaya Series, N 30, p. 120. Cp. also Hari-
bhadra’s Anekantajayapataka. Vinitadeva’s comment is quite simple,
it avoids all the difficulties raised by D h.; its translation is given in an Appendix.
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certain extent, a process of cognition and, to a certain extent, a
resulting content of it, this will not involve us into contradiction.

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

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

(16.8). Therefore coordination, when (it is regarded as a process
and) contrasted (with other processes which are) not coordination,
becomes the cause conferring distinctness (and self-consciousness on our
cognitions). But when (the process has been, as it were, stabilized and)
our cognition appears as a self-conscious image of the blue, it is then
contrasted (with other ideas which are) not images of the blue (and it
then can be regarded as a content) obtaining distinctness.2

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

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

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

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

3 pratyaksa-bala = nirvikalpaka-bala.

4 pratyaksam eva. 5 nirvikalpakatvat.

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

§ 8. PERCEPTION IS A JUDGMENT.

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

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

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

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

1 gsat-kalpam eva.

2 mila-bodha-atmanda.

8 niscayena = kalpanaya.

4 Lit,, p. 16.138. «Because by a judgment (adhyavesiya) which has been
produced by the influence of sensatlon (pratyaksa = nirvikalpaka) the object is de-
finitely realized (avasiyate) as seen, not as imagined ».

S vikalpa = kalpana.
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the procedure of constructive thought consists in imagination. (16.16).
Therefore, when we have a perceptive judgment (concerning the preserce)
of an object (in our ken), (although it is a construction, nevertheless)
our synthetic thought conceals (as it were) its proper function, and
gives prominence to the function of direct presentation. We then
(usually say) that it is just perception alone that has brought us this
knowledge. 2

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

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

2 This concluding passage might have been easily misunderstood as suggesting
that the discussion about the process and the result of cognition refers to the
relation between the sensation and the following construction, or judgment, but it is
not so. The trend of the discussion is to show that self-consciousness is not the
attribute of a Soul, but it is immauent to every cognition without exception, it is
neither a substance, nor the attribute of a substance, it is ksanika. Pure sense-
perception, says Tattvas., p. 390.7, although containing no construction, possesses
the force of evoking a construction, or a judgment, avikalgakam api jidnam
wikalpotpatti-daktimat. As stated above, p. 43 n, there is here a causal relation
between two facts. The Buddhists do not in the least deny that in cognition the
first indefinite sensation (nirvikalpaka) is followed by the construction of a definite
image or idea (sawikalpaka = pratiti), and the latter by a purposive action (artha-
kriy@). They do not deny that the preceding step is the cause and the following the
result, (with the proviso of the Buddhist conception of Causation). But in considering
the question of the result they neglect the separate moments (parvaparayol
ksanayor ekatvadhyavasayat, Tipp., p. 41. 1), they take cognition as a unity and
maintain that the result of the act of cognizing is cognition, or the self-conscious idea.
As against the Realists they maintain that we do not know the external object, our
images are not constructed by the external world, but the external world is con-
structed according to our images, that there is no «act of grasping» of the object
by the intellect, that our idea of the object is & unity to which two different aspects
are imputed, the «grasping» aspect (gr@haka-akdra) and the «grasped» aspect
(grahya). This same idea is also the idea of the potential purposive action (prapana-
Yogyi- karana-akara). In this sense there is no difference between the act and the
result of cognition, between pram@na and pramana-phala and we may by imputa-
tion speak of a coordination (saripya) of the blue with a recognizable point of rea-
lity, and its distinction from the not-blue, as a kind of source of our knowledge,
cp. below the note on p. 49—50.



CHAPTER IL
INFERENCE AS A PROCESS OF THOUGHT.

§ 1. DEFINITION AND RESULT.

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

1. Inference is twofold.

(17.3). Inference is twofold, i. e., there are two different inferences.
Now, what is the reason for (our author) to start suddenly by poin-
ting out this division, when we would expect a definition? We answer.
Inference «for others» consists of propositions, (it is a communication).
Inference «for oneself» isan (internal) process of cognition. Since they are
absolutely different things, no inclusive definition is possible. (17.5). Thus
it is intended to give (two different) definitions, each appertaining to
one class only, (and for this aim it becomes necessary) to start with
a division. For a division is an indication (of the number) of instances.
‘When this has been done, it becomes possible to frame definitions
suited to each case separately. Not otherwise. Thus to state a di-
vision means (here) to divide the definitions.! Having realized that it
is impossible to do it (here) without previously indicating the number
of instances, the author begins by setting forth the division.2

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

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

2. For one self and for others.

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

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

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

(18.2). The threefold aspect of the mark will be treated later on.2
A (logical) mark is that by which something is marked off, which con-
veys something, (from which something indirectly follows). (18. 3). The
words «produced from this threefold mark» characterize internal inference
by its origin. (18. 4). The words «referring to an inferred object» charac-
terize it from the objective side. What is produced by this threefold
mark is also an object upon which the threefold mark is directed.
(18.5). Thus the definition will be — internal inference is cognition ®

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

1 Read p. 18.1 tat svarthanumanam.

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

8 The word jitanam, according to the same author, lays stress upon the fact
that the logical mark (linge) or reasom (hetu) produces cognition when it is defi-
nitely cognized. Sensation (nirvikalpaka-pratyaksae),indeed, works automatically
(sva-sattayd, sva-rasikatayd), whereas a logical mark leads to a conclusion when
it has been definitely cognized (ji@tatvena). Inference or indirect knowledge repre-
sents thus the spontaneous, synthetic, definitely conscious element in cognition.
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produced by a three-aspected mark and concerning an inferred
object.

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

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

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

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

2 nila-bodha = mila-samredana = wila-anubhava = wilam it vijiianam, cp.
above, p. 16 n. 1.

3 The realistic systems pondered over the problem of a special result for every
special mode of cognition and considered it as a series of steps in the act of cogni-
zing, the following step being a result of the preceding ome. The result of the
inferentisl mode of cognition of an object consisted in the conclusion of the inference,
it was considered as the result of the preceding step, the minor premise (=?rttya-
linga-par@marsa). A further result was the idea of a purposive action and that
action itself. Without at all denying the existence of these steps and their character
of cause and effect, the Buddhists applied to them their conception of Causality
(prafitya-samutpadda = nirvyaparah sarve dharmah, cp. Pr.samucc. I. 10 and
Kamala§ila, p. 392. 12). But the problem of the result, as has been stated above,
p- 89, they considered from an altogether different standpoint. The result of cogni-
zing, they declared, is cognition. In this respect there is no difference between per-
ception and inference. The latter is not then regarded as consisting of a sequel



50 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

(18.11). Just the same (can be maintained in regard of the object
cognized through) inference. (Supposing we have cognized through an

of judgments, but as a single judgment or even a single idea, ekam wvijAianam, cp.
Nyaya-Kaniks, p. 125.2 ff. In perception we cognize the object in its own form
directly, in inference we cognize it indirectly through its mark. But the result is
the same, it is a self-conscious idea coordinated with some external reality. This
idea has a double aspect, the object-aspect (gra@hya) and the self-aspect (grahaka).
There is no difference between cognizer, instrument, act, object and result, they are
merely different aspects of the idea (vijfi@na). Thus these Buddhists are called
Idealists (viji@na-vadin). When we, e. g., cognize through an inference the pre-
sence somewhere of fire, the selfconscious idea of the fire is the result. In its incho-
ative state it is just a feeling of something either desirable or undesirable, this is
its self-aspect which through coordination develops an object-aspect (Pr.samucec.
I. 10). The difference between perception and inference is not in their result which,
from this standpoint, is the same, but in their essence and in their respective objects,
says Dignaga, Pr. samucc., II. 1. Theessence of perception is to give a vivid,
immediate image. This vividness is inexpressible in speech. If, comment: Jine n-
drabuddhi, f. 95. a. 4, it could be 8o expressed, then the blind could see colours
through verbal testimony. Inference produces an abstract, dim, non-vivid image of
the object. As regards the prima facie object, in perception it is the particular, in
inference the universal, the abstract, the imagined which is always dim. The self-
congcious idea being the only result can nevertheless be viewed in different aspects.
Coordination of the image with a recognizable point, the judgment «this is blue»,
produces its identity and distinctness, its contrast with everything else. This
aspect can be regarded as the act or the source of knowledge (pramana), because
this feature appears as the most decisive factor of cognition, prakrsta-upakiraka
(Tipp., p. 42.8) = sadhakatama-karana = adhipati-pratyaya. The self-conscious
distinct idea (pratiti = bodha = samwedana = vijitiana) can be regarded as a kind
of result (pramana-phala)—The statement that the result of inference is the same as
the result of perception reminds us of the view expressed, among others, by B. Bo-
sanquet that «the task of drawing a line between what is and what is not infe-
rence is an impossible one» (Logic, II. 16). When this author further states that
«at least a suggested distinction» is as «between direct and indirect reference to
Reality» (ibid. II. 27), we see at once that this is quite the view of Dignaga.
When we also read that «the processes of Recognition, Abstraction, Comparison,
Identification, Discrimination. .. are characteristics which no judgment or inference
is without » (ibid. IT. 20), and that perception always contains some inference, we are
reminded of the rdle attributed to s@r@pya and vydvriti. When it is stated that
«every idea which is entertained must be taken to be ultimately affirmed of reality»
(ibid. I. 6, 76 ff,, 146 ff.) we are reminded of the réle of sva-laksana, and when the
sanscritist reads that « consciousness is a single persistent judgment» (ibid, I. 4), he
cannot but think of adhyavasdya = niscaya = kalpand = buddhi = vijiiana. —
Some details about the interesting fact of a certain similarity between Dignaga’s
Logic and that form of this science which it has received in Germany, under the
influenceof Kantianideas, at the hands of Lotze, Schuppe andSigwart and in the
works of B. Bosanquet and others ia England, will be found in the Introduction.
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inference the presence somewhere of a patch of blue colour.)? This
image of the blue arises (at first indefinitely); it is then settled as a
definite self-conscious idea of a blue patch (by the way of its contrast
with other colours which are not blue). Thus the coordination of the
blue, (its contrast? with other colours, may be regarded) as the source
of such a (definitely circumscribed image), and the imagined  distinet
representation will then appear as its result, because it is through coor-
dination (and contrast) that the definite image of the blue is realized.

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

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

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

5. The threeaspectsof the markare (first)—«just»
its presence in the object cognized by inference.

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

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

2 sarupya = atad-vydvrtts = anya-vyavrtti = anya-yoga-vyavaccheda= dkara
= abhasa.

3 vikalpana.

4 See above, p. 37.

5 Lit., «we must add (fesah)».

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

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

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

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

2 Lit., p. 19. 1—2. «Because the mark is not the cause of the cognition of the
concealed by possibility, as the seed of the sprout, since from an unseen smoke fire
is not known. Neither is it an illumination of concealed objects depending upon
(the production) of a cognition (having) its own object, as...», ep. Tib., p. 42.4.

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

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

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

nection founded on an exhaustive table of necessary a priori existing principles
(twdatmya-tadutpatti, cp. below p. 52, text). The second admit invariable connection
sahacarya, avyabhicaritta, but not necessity, since a«the devil of a doubt»
(Sank@-pisaci) can never be completely removed; they deny the exhaustive table
of connections (sambandho yo va sa v@ bhavatu) and maintain that the connections
are various and can be cognized by induction, by the method of agreement and
difference (anvaya-vyatireka), by summarizing (upasamharena) some observed facts,
cp. Tatparyat.,.p. 105 ff. The characteristic na yogyatayad hetuh (lingam) is
repeated below, p. 47. 9 and 49. 15. The comparison with a lamp is admitted by the
Naiyayikas.

1 One of the words for a logical reason, or mark, is in sanscrit hetu which also
means cause. It is here distinguished as not being a producing cause (utpadaka-hetu)
like the seed of a plant, since it does not operate automatically (sva-sattaya) like the
senses, but only when cognized (jGtataya@ = drstataya). Neither will it be quite
right to call it an informatory cause (jlapaka-hetu, j@na-utpadaka, the Tib.
translates, p. 42. 4, jfi@napeksa as if it were jhanotpadaka-apekya-) comparable to
the light thrown upon an object in the dark, because it is an ascertaining reason
(niscayaka), a fact whose connection is «necessary».

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

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

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

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

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

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

might have been regarded as a valid inference.®

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

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

1 Read, p. 19. 6, caksusatrad ity adi.

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

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

4 samdigdha-asiddha.

5 As e. g., in «someone is omniscient, becanse he speaks», cp. p. 56 n. 1.



INFERENCE 55

6. Its presence only in similar cases.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. Its absolute absence in dissimilar cases is
necessary.

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

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

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

1 The origin of this strange-looking inference is probably the following one.
The Buddhist Saint, the 3rya, the Bodhisattva, is credited with the faculty of ap-
prehending the Universe sub specie aeternitatis, cp. p. 32 n. When he has reached
the drsti-marga all his habits of thought are changed and he directly intuits by
mystic intuition (yogi-pratyksa) that condition of the world which reveals itself to
the monistic philosopher. This is called ommiscience (sarva-akara-jRatd, sarva-
Jjfat@). But this outlook is something beyond verbal expression (anirvacantya).
Therefore whosoever puts his teaching into words cannot be omniscient in this
sense of the term. Cp. Nyaya- kanik3s, p. 110.15 ff. and 181. 25 ff. The problem
reflected in this example is that Omniscience is beyond our knowledge. The terms
have then been arranged in every possible, positive and negative, combination, as
will be seen later on, ch. III, sutra 76, ff. Cp. also KamalaSila, p. 882. 7 and 890 f.

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

(20. 5). The following question arises. When the presence of the
mark «only» in similar cases has been stated, its «absolute» absence
in dissimilar cases must evidently follow by implication.? Why is it
then, that two different aspects of the mark have been mentioned?
(20. 6). The answer is as follows. Either the positive concomitance 3 (of
the mark with the predicate) or (its contraposition, i. e.), the inverted
concomitance (of their negations)? should be actually used.’ But both
must be without exception.® Not otherwise. In order to emphazise
(this necessity) both aspects have been mentioned. (20. 7). If however
both were actually used without being applied strictly, we would have
the following result — «a mark which is present in similar and absent
in dissimilar cases is valid», and then we would have a valid inference in
the following example,

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

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

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

2 Lit., p. 20.5. «But when it is said the presence (ust» in similar cases,
does it not necessarily follow that in the dissimilar cases there is «just» absence #»

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

4 vyatireka, contraposition.

$ prayoktavya, lit. «formulated »,

8 niyamavan, limited, necessary.

7 When a pregnant woman feeds on vegetables the complexion of the child is
supposed to turn out darker than when she keeps a milk diet. This is the usual
example of an unsufficiently warranted generalization.
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in order that the necessary connection of the proving (mark) with the
derived (predicate) should be established. (20.10). And since they must
necessarily allow of no exception, only one of them should actually be
expressed, not both together. Thus it is that these two aspects of the
logical mark are given (out of practical considerations), in order to
teach precision in using either the positive concomitance of the mark
with the predicate or its contraposition.

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

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

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

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

1 anumeya, «the thing to be inferred ». In a general sense it may mean an object
which possesses the united properties of the major, the minor and the middle
terms, e. g., « the mortal man Socrates», it is then ekam vijfianam. It may also mean
the major term or the conclusion separately, as well as the thesis which is
also the conclusion (= pakse = sadhya). In a special sense it means the minor term,
the subject of the conclusion,and even, more precisely, the underlying substratum
(dharmin), the efficient point-instant, that underlying point of reality upon which any
amount of interconnected qualities may be assembled as a superstructure. The Bud-
dhists do not admit the transcendental reality of the relation between substance and
quality (dharma-dharmi-bhare). The substratum alone is reality. the gualities are
construction. Therefore in the formulation of inferences the subject of the conclu-
sion, the minor term, since it contains a reference to this indefinite substratum, is
usually expressed by «here», «now», «thisn. And even when not so expressed it is
always so understood in every judgment or inference, cp.B.Bosanquet, Logic. I.146.

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

What is a similar case?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12. Negation, Identity and Causation.

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

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

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

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

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

4 anupalabdhi; upalabdhi = jiana, cp. text p. 22.6, i.e., definite cognition,
savikalpaka.

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

Thesis. On some particular place there is no jar.

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

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

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

1 laksana = samagrt (text p. 22. 6) = hetu-pratyaya-samagrs.

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

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

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

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

1 dharmin = anumeya, cp. sutra IL 8,

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

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

4 laksana = laksyate anena.

5 prapta = antar-bhizta.

6 samaropya.

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

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

1 yogyata.

2 Lit., p. 22. 13—14. «Therefore when one (thing) combined in one cognition
ig visible, if the second would possess the whole totality of vision, it would be just
(eva) visible ».

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

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

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

6 vastu.

7 rupa.

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

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

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

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

What is an individual? The (author) says,

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

1 svabh@va-visesa means an individual in Locke’s sense (Essay, XXVII. 4),
existence individually distinct, «existence itself» (svabhava eva), existence which is
«the same as long as it is continuedn, existence determined by the principium
indéviduationis, or Grundsatz der Individualisierung (Erdmann, op. cit., p. 143).
It must be distinguished from the extreme concrete and particular momentary thing
(svalaksana = ksana) which has no duration and which is characterized by Locke,
in a truly Indian manner, as «each perishing the moment it begins» (yasminn eva
ksane utpadyate tasminn eva vinasyati). Rgyal-thsab says, f. 25, ghato bhutalat
svabh@va-visistah, i. e., when a jar stands out in relief so as to be distinguished
from its place, it is an individual, otherwise — according to Leibnitz’ principle
of Identity of Indiscernables it would not be an individual. Vinitadeva explains it
as sensible existence, a possible sense-datum, not metaphysical, na viprakystah —
Sakya-dar§anah = dr§yeh. The notions of sensible existence and individual exis-
tence are here characteristics of the same fact. Cp. also Kamala3ila, p. 476. 1 and
481.15.

2 According to Dh. p. 28.7, the Tib., p. 51.7, Vinitadeva, p. 62. 5 and
Rgyal-thsab, f. 25. a, 2, the siitra reads — satsv apy anyesu upalambha-praty-
ayesu yah svabhdvah san pratyaksa eva bhavati.
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(23.6). An individual means an entity which, being present, neces-
sarily is perceived when all other conditions of perceptibility, i. e., the
causes other than the perceptible jar itself, are fulfilled. The following
is here meantl. It is a definition of perception made from the stand-
point of an individual observer. (23.8). Indeed, if a man is actually
observing something, the perceived thing possesses the two (above
mentioned requisites of perception). But things imperceptible, whose
place, time and essence are inaccessible,” have no distinct reality for
him, although all other conditions of perceptibility be fulfilled. (23. 10).
The (subjective) factors which allow the observer to see are, indeed,
present. (Even if he sees nothing of the sort) they are present when
he looks.® But if he does not look at all, objects, although they be
in a place amenable to his senses, cannot be perceived. The distinct
object is then present, the remaining conditions are not fulfilled. Things
remote in time and place will then lack both conditions of perceptibility.
(28.12). Thus it is that if somebody is looking on, the distinct thing
might be absent, but all other conditions are not absent. If he does not
look on, then an object, situated in his ken, (an object) which he could
perceive, (but does not perceive), is deficient with regard to the other
(the subjective) conditions of perceptibility. (23.14). All other objects
(the remote and the inaccessible) are then deficient in both respects.

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

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

1 Mallavadi, fol. 49, says—nanu desa-kila-svabhava-viprakystah pisacadayo
’smad -@di- pratyayantara-sakalyavantas, tatha taddeda-tatkala-varti- purusasya
pisaca-ripa-apeksayd apratyaksas ca, tesam apy upalabdhi-laksana-praptatvad
upalabdhi-laksana-praptasyeti yad visesanam (22.1) desadi-viprakysta-vyavarta-
kam tad anarthakam evety asankya @ha tad ayam itv (23.7). Cp. text, p. 83.20 f.

2 desa-kala-svabhava viprakrsta refers to things metaphysical, uncognizable,
neither by the senses nor by the reason (= adr$ya, not adrsyamana), cp. infra
sutras IL 28, 48, 49, III. 97 and Kamalagila, p.476.5. Mallavadi, f. 49, has
adyyeti, not adrsyamana. Vinitadeva seems not to involve viprakrsia here.

3 manw yadd caksur-adibhir merv-adin na pasyati, tada katham caksur-
ddayah sannihitah, padartha-jiidnena sannidhya-anumites tegam ity aha, ata§ ceti
(28.10), cp. Mallavadi, fol. 49—50. Read atas ca sannikita yar...

4 Lit., p. 28.16. «Own existence (svabhava) is a reason for a deduced property
(s@dhya-dharma) which exists in its own (the reason’s) existence only (read sva-
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(23.17). The essence of a thing (can be a valid) logical reason.
This is the idea.! What kind of logical reason consists in its merely
being contained in its own predicate? The predicate possesses the cha-
racteristic of existing wheresoever the mere existence of the reason (is
ascertained). (28.18). A predicate whose presence is dependent on the
mere existence of the reason, and is dependent upon no other condi-
tion besides the mere existence of the fact constituting the reason —
such is the predicate which is inseparable from the reason (and can be
analytically deduced).

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

(23.21). An example is given.

satt@-matra-bhavini)». Cp. Sigwart, op. cit. L. 264, «wo ein Subject fir sich aus-
reicht (= sva-satta-matra) seine Bestimmugen (= s@dhya-dharma) nothwendig zu
machen ... fassen wir die Nothwendigkeit (niscaya) als eine innere». The subject
in an analytical judgment is thus the «sufficient reagon» for deducing the predi-
cate. It is therefore rightly characterized here as a reason (linga, hetw). It will
also appear as «subject» of the major premise in the fully expressed formula of a
deductive reasoning. When two characteristics are essential and coexist in the
same object, at the same moment, the mere fact of the existence of the object
(sta-satta-maira) is then sufficient for deducing the presence of its essential pro-
perty. The analytical judgment «ASoka is a tree» is thus conceived as an infe-
rence in the form of «thisis a tree, because it is an ASoka; whatsoever is an Afoka
is also a tree». The major premise in this inference is an analytical judgment. Its
subject represents the reason (hetu), its predicate the major term (s@dhya). Their
connection is a connection of Identity (tad@tmya). Between the tree and the ASoka-
tree there is no difference in the underlying point of reality, the ASoka is existenti-
ally identical with the tree. Dharmakirti, therefore, characterizes their relation,
in this sense, as founded on Identity (tadatmya), cp. sutra II. 23—25. Kant, Kri-
tik d. r. V.2, p. IV, calls analytical those judgments where the connection of the
predicate with the subject is conceived «through their identity». Wundt, Logik2,
1. 234, calls it «partielle Identitit», Bosanquet, Logic, .14 — « identity in diffe-
rence», Sigwart, op. cit, I 111, objecting to Kant’s view, prefers to call it « agree-
ment» (Uebereinstimmung). The last named author, sbid. 1. 264 ff., gives also expres-
sion to the view that the necessity of everything existing is deduced either out of
its essence or out of its origin (aus dem Wesen und der Ursache); this would corre-
spond to Dharmakirti’s division of affirmation as founded either on Identity or
Causation (tadatmya-tadutpatti), cp. also Schuppe, Logik, p. 128. All judgments
which are not founded on a causal relation between the terms, and which are
not negative, can be reduced to such a formula where the minor term is a point-
instant, the major is the predicate, and the middle, which is the subject in the
analytical judgment, represents the justification for predication.
1 sambandha.
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17. As e. g.—Thesis. This is a tree.
Reason. Because it is an Afoka.

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

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

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

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

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

% This of course does not mean that the every-day conception of causality is
admitted. Dharmakirti develops his views on that subject in Pramanavinis-
caya. The exposition in Sarvadard. S. (p. 5 ff) is borrowed from that source.
Causality exists only between point-instants (ksana) which are not producing, but
merely following one another. Dharmottara alludes to this theory above, text
p- 10. 12 and in the sequel, p. 70 ff. But predication, inferring, purposive action;
cognition, and consequently causation are examined in logic mainly from the em-
pirical point of view.
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tion of causality is not given, in contradistinction from the analytical
reason (whose definition has been given).

§ 5. How ARE SYNTHETIC AND ANALYTIC JUDGMENTS POSSIBLE.

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

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

(24. 16). The word «here» means «among these three different
logical reasons». Two reasons establish realities. They are the foun-
dation, or justification,? for an affirmative judgment.? The (remaining)
one is the reason, or justification, for a negative judgment. It must be
kept in mind that by negation we mean (all deductions of) absence and
the practical value of negation in life.* (24. 18). The meaning is the follow-
ing one. (The reasons are different not by themselves, but indirectly,

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

2 gamaka.

3 Very noteworthy is here the identification of reality (vastu) with affirmation
(vidhi). The following terms must be regarded as synonymous vasiw = paramartha-
sat, cp. p. 13. 18, = svalaksana, cp. p. 13. 10, =Fksana, cp. p. 12. 18, = artha-
kriya-kari, cp. p. 18. 15, = vidhi; cp. Tatp., 430. 19 p. — bahyasya = svalaksa-
nasye = vidhi-ripasya = paramartha-satah, and Tarkabhag3, p.31 (Bombay ed.)
where samdnya is characterized as pramana-nirasta-vidhi-bhava.

4 abhava-vyavah@ra. This point is insisted upon because negation is also in-
terpreted as the cognition of a point-instant of cfficient reality (vastu), cp. text p.
28.22—artha-jAana eva.... ghatasya abhava ucyate. It is the result of the first formula
of negation, while abh@va is deduced in the remaning ten formulae, cp. infra, text
p- 29. 22—24 and 38.4—5. Acarya Sakyabuddhi objects to this sdtra. In the
inference «the word is pot eternal, because it has an origin» the reason is positive,
the conclusion negative, and in the inference «there is fire removing cold on the
mountain, because we see smoke», the conclusion is positive, if the presence of
fire be the main thing, it is negative, if the absence of cold is intended as the main
thing, ¢p. Rgyal-thsab, Rigs-thigs-hgrel, f. 26 (Lhasa ed).
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through the difference in the things they help to establish). The reason is
subordinate to the deduced predicate. Its aim is to assert the existence
of the predicate. The predicate constitutes the main (independent) part.
Therefore the reason which is subordinate to the predicate is split into
varieties not by itself, but in accordance with a division of the main
part, the predicate. (24.19). The predicate is sometimes positive,
sometimes negative. Since affirmation and negation represent attitudes
mutually exclusive,® the reasons for them both must be different.
(24.20). Affirmation? again, (i. e, the reality which is asserted, can
only be) either different from the fact from which it is deduced or
identical® with it. Difference and non-difference being mutually
opposed by the law of contradiction, their justifications must also
differ. (25.1). Therefore, there is altogether no inhercnt difference
in the reasons qua reasons,* but when the deductions® (that follow)
are exclusive of one another, their reasons become different (indirectly).
(25.8). Why again is it that these three (relations) represent lo-
gical reasons? Why are there no other (relations) representing valid
reasons?® In his answer (the author) shows both why the three men-
tioned varieties are alone valid reasons, and why the others are not.

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

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

1 paraspara-parih@rae is the second mode of the law of contradiction, cp. be-
low, sutra IIL. 77.

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

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

4 svata eva.

5 sadhya.

6 The Naiyayikas assume an indefinite variety of relations (sambandho... yo
©@ s0 v@ bhavatu) established by experience, Tdtp., p. 107. 10.

7 Lit., p. 25. 6—7. «Being tied up by one’s own existence means having one’s
own existence tied up. The composite noun is according to the rule, Panini II.1.32».

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

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

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

(25.14). «So dependent» means existentially dependent. A fact
whose existence is not dependent upon another one, is not so depen-
dent. (25.15). If one fact is not existentially dependent on another
one, it is independent, and there can be no regularity ® in its conco-
mitance with the latter. Such a fact, representing that part from which
the other part depends, cannot itself be subject to a rule of concomi-
tance.* (25.17). The meaning is the following. If a fact is not tied up

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

1 Lit., p. 25. 7—8. « When cause and essence must be established, the essential
tie (svabhavena pratibandha) of the result and of essence (svabh@va in the sense
of identity) is not different, thus both are comprehended in one composite word.
The word A¢ has the sense of «because».

2 Since internal inference (svarth@numdna), as stated above p. 66 n., corres-
ponds rather to our judgment, the classification of affirmative jndgments (vidhi
Cp. text, p. 24.16) in svabhavanumana aund karyanumana corresponds to our clas-
sification of judgments in synthetical and analytical. That the judgment «this
ASoka i8 a tree» is analytical will not be denied. All non-analytical, i. e., synthe-
tical judgments are conceived as judgments of causality, because, as just mentioned,
every regular connexion between two point-instants of reality is regarded as
causation.

8 niyama.

% Lit., p. 25.15—16. « What is not tied up to what, by its essence, for this not
tied up to that, there is no rule (niyama) of non-divergence in that. Non-diver-
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by its existence to another one, it cannot be necessarily concomitant
with the fact to which it is not tied up. Therefore, there is no rule
of their invariable concomitance, i. ¢., of the impossibility of the
one being existent without the other.

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

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

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

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

1 gamya-gamaka-bhiva. 2 yogyatayw.

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

4 piScaya is here used as a synonym of niyama, cp. p. 25.16, just as above,
p- 18. 20, and below 26. 16. Otherwise it is also used as a synonym of kalpand,
vikalpa, adhyarasaya and then means assertion, judgment cp. above, p. 47 and
Tatp., p. 87. 25.

5 Lit., p., 25.22. aAnd is it not a tie of the dependent on the other upon
the independent on the other»?
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(26.2). This existential dependence is (a dependence) of the logical
reason upon the fact (corresponding to the predicate). The logical reason,
being the subordinate part, is dependent. On the contrary, the fact
corresponding to the predicate is not subordinate, and therefore it is
(the principal part),the part on which the mark depends,? and which is
itself independent. (26.3). The meaning is the following. Even in those
cases, where there is (an analytical deduction founded on) Identity2 (of the
predicate with the reason, there always is a dependent and an inde-
pendent part). It is the dependent part that possesses the power to
convey the existence of the other. The (independent part, that) to
which the other is subordinated! is the deduced part. (26.4). If the
essence of an attribute® is such that it is invariably concomitant 4 with
something else, it is dependent upon the latter, e. g., the fact of «being
produced by a voluntary effort» is invariably concomitant with, (and depen-
dent upon, or subordinate to), the fact of «not being an eternal entity».®
On the other hand, a quality whose essence admits of being some-
times concomitant, and sometimes not, does not depend; it represents
the fact upon which the other depends, e.g., the quality called «non-
eternity» versus the quality of «being a voluntary products, (for there
are other non-eternal objects besides those produced by a voluntary
human effort). (26. 7). The possibility of deducing one fact from another
reposes on a necessary connection.® The essence of a thing produced
by a voluntary effort is never to represent an eternal (substance), this
is a necessary characteristic (of such things). (26. 8). Therefore it (repre-
sents) just the fact which invariably is concomitant with the fact of
impermanence. Thus it is that concomitance cannot be anything but
the (necessary relation) of a determined object.?

1 pratibandha-visaya.

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

3 dharma + niyatalh svabhavah.

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

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

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

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

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

(26.13). The question arises, that if they are essentially identical,
there will be no difference between reason and predicate, and then the
argument will be (arepetition or) a part of the thesis?3 Therefore it is
said, «as regards reality», i. e., the two are identical with reference
to what is the ultimately real essence, (i. e., the sense datum under-
lying both facts). (26.15). But the constructed objects, those (conceptions)
which have been superimposed (upon reality), are not the same (in the

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

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

8 The thesis will be, e. g., «this is a treen, and the reason «because it is an ASoka-
tree». The reason « Afoka-treen» contains the predicate «treen», or ASoka-treeisa
part of trees in general; pratijfi@ is here the same as s@dhya or paksa, cp. III. 40.
The analytical judgment being reduced to the formula «the ASoka-tree is a tree)
seems utterly useless. This problem continues to puzzle European philosophers
The Indian solution is here hinted, it will be reconsidered infra, in sutra IIL. 20
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facts constituting) the reason and the consequence. (26.16). (We have
already mentioned that)? the possibility of deducing one fact from the
other always reposes upon a necessary (connection between them).
Therefore their difference (in an analytical deduction) concerns exclu-
sively those (constructed) conceptions which have been superimposed
(upon the same reality) and which are necessarily (connected).® The
(underlying) reality is the same.

(26.17). But Identity is not the only (possible relation between,
a logical mark and what can be deduced from it). There is moreover
(the relation of Causality). The mark can represent an effect of the fact
(whose existence is then) inferred from it. The logical reason (middle
term) can be existentially dependent on,(and therefore invariably conco-
mitant with), another fact, the existence of which is deduced from it,
because (the reason) owes its existence to it.*

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

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

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

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

2 Above, p. 26. 7.

3 Lit., p. 26. 16. «Therefore their difference is all right (yukta) only when
referred to (that their) essence which is situated upon (@r#dha) necessity (or as-
sertion, niscaya)».-It has been noted above, p. 7n., that the conception of niscaya or niy-
ama is assimilated to pramana and samyag-jiana. All definite knowledge (prafiti ==
bodha = adhigama etc.) is constructed knowledge, kalpita = vikalpite = sama@roprta==
vikalpa-aridha=niscaya-aridhe = buddhy-avasita. Every definite assertion is thus
contrasted with the indefinite, transcendental character of ultimate reality. And
because all assertions are founded upon some invariable concomitance between
constructed concepts, the term miScaya implies both necessity (= niyama) and
judgment (adhyavasdya = kalpani).

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

5 nimitta,
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tical, if not, they are existentially non-identical.’ If one fact represents
the effect of another one, it is a product of the latter, if not, it is not
its product. (26.22). Now, a fact which is neither existentially
identical, nor is it an effect (of another definite fact), cannot be neces-
sarily dependent on the other fact which is neither its cause, nor
existentially the same reality. For this reason (there can exist no other
basis for a necessary logical connection than either Identity or Cau-
sality).? (27.3). If the existence of something could be necessarily con-
ditioned by something else, something that would neither be its cause,
nor essentially the same reality, then only could a necessary connection
repose on another relation, (besides the law of Identity and the law of
Causation). (27.4). Necessary (or essential) connection, indeed, means
dependent existence.® Now, there is no other possible dependent existence
(than these two, the condition of being the effect of something, and
the condition of being existentially identical with something). Therefore
the dependent existence of something (and its necessary concomitance) is
only possible on the basis either of its being the product (of a defi-
nite cause) or of its being essentially (a part) of the same essence.*

(27.6). Now let us concede the point and admit that there is mo
other necessity in our knowledge than that which is founded either

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1 adr$ya-anupalabdhi is always problematic, cp. infra, p. 78 ff.

2 pratisedha-siddhi = pratisedha-vyavahara-siddhi = pratisedha-vasat puru-
sartha-siddhi.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1 anyatha ca, according to Vinitadeva, p. 66.18, and Rgyal-thsab, f. 27,
= dr§yanupalabdlim an@sritya, according to Dh., = adrsya-anupalabdhi-
sambharat.

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

3 The anupalabdhs of the Sankhyas, e. g., is an adrsya-anupalabdhi, it refers
to entities which are not sensibilia, not individually distinct. They maintain that
their Matter (pradh@na) and Souls (purusa) are metaphysical (sitksma = atindriya).
Their non-perception alone (anupalabdhi = pratyaksa-nivrtti-matram) does not
entail apodictic negative judgment (abh@va-niscaya). They are cognized by semanya-
to-drsta-anumana which is explained as adrsta-svalaksanasya sGmanya-visesasya-
darsanam, cp. S.-t-kaumudi ad K. 5—6. The Buddhists admit valid denial
only if there is some svalaksana = vidhi-ritpa = vastu = artha-kriya@-kars, i. e., in
regard of such objects which can alternately be perceived and not perceived,
present and absent, cp. infra, text, p. 38.18. Cp. also, stitra IIL. 97 where the
Judgment «he is not omniscient», being metaphysical, is proved to be problematic.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2 atma-pratyaksa-nivriti = vadi-prativadi-pratyaksa-nivrits (Rgyal-thsab).

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

4 adr$ya = svabhava-visesa-viprakrsta, cp. sutra IL. 15.

5 pramana.

8 abhava-vyavahara, a negative judgment, a negative proposition and a cor-
responding successful purposive action are suggested by this term, cp. text, p. 29,
22—23, for ablreviation we may express it as negative behaviour.
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(28.18). For this reason negation is not really deduced (by an in-
ference), because simple negation, (being its fundamental aspect), is
established (by direct perception). (But how can non-existence be per-
ceived by the senses? It is perceived in imagination!)! An object, e. g.,
a jar, although absent, is nevertheless said to be perceived, because it
is imagined as perceived, as being cognized in all normal conditions 2
of perception, upon a place which appears as part of the same act of
cognition.

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

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

1 Lit.,, p. 28. 17—18. «The object jar etc. perceptible to the observer; its ab-
sence is non-cognition; its essence means so much as the absence of this (object).
Just this non-existence is not deducible, because «non-perception of own existence »
(the fundamental first formula of negation) is established (itself)». abhd@va-vyava-
haira is deduced in the first formula, abhava is deduced in the remaining ones, cp.
text p. 88. 4.

2 samagra-sgmagrila.

3 pratyaksa-navrits.

4 avastyate = nisciyale = vikalpyate = pratiyate = prapyate ete.

5 Lit., p. 28. 22. «Therefore just (positive) cognition of s thing is called non-
existence of a perceptible jar». Cp. Bradley, Principles?, p. 117,— «every nega-
tion must have a ground and this ground is positive», it is affirmation of a quality
« which <is not made explicit», and, p. 666, he even maintains that the negative
is more real than what is taken as barely positive; B. Erdmann, Logik®, p. 500,—
«die Urtheile mit verneinendem Préadicat sind trotzdem bejahend ». According to the
Indian view every judgment reduces to the form «this is that», sa eva ayam, it is an
arrangement (kalpand), or a conjunction (yojana), at the same time it is a resolve, or a
judgment in the real sense of the word (adhyavas@ya) and a choice, a distinction, a
contrast, the result of a disjunction (vikalpa). These terms describe the same fact
(anarthantaram, Tatp., p. 87). Now, in the conjunction of the two parts «this» and
«thaty, of Thisness and Thatness (idamitd and tattd@, cp. N. Kaniks, p. 124) the
part «this» refers to Reality, to the point-instant, to the « thing in general» (Ding
itberhaupt), or «thing in itself» (svalaksana = vastu = vidhi-svariipa). This is an
intrinsic affirmation (vastw = vidhi, cp. above, p. 68 n, 3, nastity anena na sam-
badhyate, Tatp., p. 340.11). The judgment is made up by the second part, by
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And* since we are dealing here? (with inferential knowledge as far as
it controls our purposive actions), absence is not the bare (phantom)
of a non-Ens, because this alone could not produce an ascertainment
of the absence of a (definite) perceptible thing.

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

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

1 tu-3abdalr punar-arthe (Mallavadi).

2 iheti linga-prastave (ibid).

3 nanw yatha bhictala-grahi-pratyaksam ghata-abhave pramanam, tatha abha-
va~vyavah@re’py astu, kim drsya-anupalambhena linga-bhitena karyam, iti para-
krtam prakatayann aha nanv styads (p. 29. 1) (ibid).

4 drsya-nwrttir ghata-abhaveh (ibid).

5 drsya-anupalambhad it kevala-bhutala-grahe-pratyaksad iti tato ’abhara-
vyavaharo ’pv tatah syad it parasayah (ibid).

6 nanu yady asmad-uktasya satyam ity adind (p. 29. 2) anumatis, tadd drsya-
nupalabdhi-lingatd na yukia, ity asankya aha, kevalam ity adi, kimtu samanadhi-
karanyam iti (ibid). sam@nadhikaranyam here evidently means that the same fact
can be viewed either as a sense-perception or as an infeience, cp. Kamalasila, p.
481.12—yatrapi kevala-pradesopalambhad(pratyaksad) ghata-abhavah siddhah, saps
ghatanupalambha-karya-anupalabdhir eva (anumanam). The absence of noise is per-
ceived by karyanupalabdhi, ibid.

7 dr$yanupalabdhir. 8 samarthyad eva.

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

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

1 ata evambhitad drsya-anupalambha-niscayad iti samanadhikaranyam (ibid).

2 samarthyad.

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

4 atha yadi drSya-anupalambhena kevala-bhittala-grahi-pratyaksena drsya-
ghata-abhavo nisciyata eva, na vyavahriyate, tarhi kena vyavahartovga ity aha
dréyetyadi (p. 29.5), drdya-anupalambhena linga-bhutena vyavahartarya iy
arthah (ibid). Cp. Kamalasila, p. 481. 18, — tasmat sarvaiva svabh@vanupalab-
dhir agad-vyavehara-hetuh paramarthatah karyanupalabdhir eva drastarya.

5 Lit., 29. 6—7. « Therefore another thing which is being perceived and asso-
ciated in one cognition and its cognition, since they are the logical reason (hetw)
for the ascertainment of the absence of the perceived (thing). should be regarded
as called absence of the perceived». — The fully expressed-formula of a negative
inference is given in IIL. 9. — All these subtleties are probably the outcome of
controversies with the Mimamsakas who also admitted «repelled suggestion» or
«challenged imagination» (drsya-anapalabdhi) as a method of cognizing real non-
existence (vastu), though they viewed it not as an inference, but as a third, inde-
pendent source of our knowledge, cp. note 8 on p. 77. For the Buddhists the
reality (vastu) is the bare place which is cognized by the senses. The Mimamsakas
retorted that the place is also perceived when the jar is present. We would then
have the absurdity that the absence of the jar must also be perceived if the jar be
present. Therefore, they concluded, absence must be a reality sui generis (vastvan-
taram). — Among European logicians Sigwart inclines to the view that negation
is really an inference («secundarer und ahgeleiteter Ausdrucky, op. cit. 1. 167),
J. N.Keynes, in despair, thinks that «the nature of logical negation is of so
fundamental and ultimate a character that any attempt to explain it is apt to obscure
rather than to illuminen, cp. Formal Logic4, p. 120.
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(29.7). And just as a jar, although absent, (can be now) imagined
s present on a perceived spot which is part of the same perception,
ve can likewise remember the absence of a jar in the past). The
1aracter? of the jar is the same, it is a non-existing jar, it is imagi-
ed on a present, or remembered on a former, place, it is appertaining
) the same cognition, provided the memory of the latter has not been
bliterated.?

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

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

1 tad-rupam.

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

3 drsya-anupalabdhi.

4 3@ ca stddha, p. 29.10 = s@ ca siddh@, Tattvas.,, p. 481.2, cp. 479. 22,
it. «it really exists», «it is established as an objective reality», the reality
s the bare place. The realists who maintained that negation is a negative
ognition of real absence (ndréya-anupalabdhi) contended that the Buddhist
dea of a non-Epns had no corresponding objective reality, that it was asiddha,
uccha. The Buddhists answered that their view was proved and the objective
eality of their idea of a non-Ens established as an active principle of cognition and
ionscious behaviour (abhava-vyavahara), by both perception and introspection (sva-
amvedana), perception of the bare place and introspective awareness of that per-
:eption. Cp. Mallavadi, fol. 58,—atha bhavadiyapi anupalabdhih paroksa-nivyits-
natra-tuccha-rapa-anupalabdhivad asiddha syad ity asankya Gha, <& cetydads
p. 29. 10). Levala-bhiitala-grali-jAana-rupaya anupalabdheh sva-samredana-pra-
yaksa-siddhatvdt, kevala-bhitala-riipayas ca kevala-bhiutala-grahi-protyaksa-jia-
w-siddhatvac ceti.

5 p. 29.5.

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

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

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

(80.1). But has it not been stated above that the judgment «there
is no jar» is produced by (scnse-perception, by the perception of) the
bare place?® (And now we include this judgment into the practical
conscquences deduced by inference from this perception). (30.2). (Yes,
we do not deny thatl). Since the bare place is cogunized by sense- per-
ception, and since the negative judgment «there is here no jar» is a
judgment produced by the direct function of perception, (that function
which makes the object present to our senses), therefore (it is quite

1 Vinitadeva has interpreted this passage as ifthe qualification of «non-
obliterated memory» could refer to both the present and the past experience, cp. p.
68.1—5, (but not in 69.14). Dharmottara takes great pains apparently to redress
this slight inconsistency.

2 Lit, p. 29. 17—18. «For this very reason the word « and» has been used,
«and of the present», in order that it should be known that the «present» without
any qualification i8 combined together with the past as possessing qualification ».

3 kayika.

4 vyarahira.

5 anupalabdher, p. 30. 1, is explained by Mlallavadi as = bhiztalad.
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rue) that the negative judgment immediately following on the per-
seption? of the bare place is a perceptual judgment. (30.4). Indeed,
he negative judgment, according to what has been said above, is
lirectly produced by sense-perception, because (qualified) perception
1as just the capacity of producing a judgment as to the existence
‘before us) of a bare place.? (30.5). However? (the proper function of
1egation consists in the next following step). Objects might be not percei-
ved, but this only gives rise to doubr, (the feeling arises as to which
»f them) might be present? So long as this doubt has not been remo-
ved, negation has no practical importance, (it cannot guide our pur-
posive actions).? (30.6). (Imagination then steps in, and) it is thus that
negation, (as a negative deduction), gives practical significance to the
idea of a non-Ens. Since an object which I imagine as present on a
given place is not really perceived, just therefore do I judge that «it
is not there». (30.7). Consequently this negation of an imagined pre-
sence (is an inference which) gives life to the ready concept of a non-
Ens, it does not newly create this concept itself. Thus it is that (the
author) maintains that the negative judgment receives its practical
significance (through an inference) from challenged imagination,> al-
though it is really produced by sense-perception and only applied in life
(through a deductive process of an inference whose logical reason con-
sists in the fact of) a negative experience. A negative inference, there-
fore, guides our steps when we apply in life the idea of a non-Ens.”

Y pratyaksa-vy@para = nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa, tad-anusdrt nidcayah = savi-
kalpaka-pratyaksa, in the sense explained above, text p. 16, transl. p. 45.

2 drsya-anupalambha-$abdena (p. 30. 4) bhittala-jAanam Uhutalam coktam
Mallavadi.

8 kevalam, the cheda after sambhav@t must be dropped.

4 yyavahartum = pravartayitum.

5 anupalambhal lingat, ibid.

§ anupalambhena linga-ripena, tbid.

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

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

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

§ 7. THE DIFFERENT FORMS OF NEGATIVE JUDGMENTS.

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

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

nition of the visible turns out the ready made cognition of non-existence, but dot
not make the unmade. Therefore the ascertainment of non-existence, although tu
ned out by non-cognition, is made by perception, it is said to be turned out by nor
cognition. Thus non-cognition is directing the run of non-existence» — Mallavat
calls attention to the circumstance that this passage should not be regarded as
mere repetition of the argument contained in the passage nanu ca etc. on p. 29.
and explains that the objector in 29. 1 ff. contended that the practical use of the id¢
of a non-Ens is produced directly from the perception of the bare place, just as tt
idea itself (abh@va-niscaya) is produced. The solution, in the passage kevalam et
p- 29.2 ff., is that sense-perception produces a megative perceptive judgment, tl
negative inference deduces its practical applications. In the second instance, in tl
passage yady api ca etc., p. 30. 1, the objection is that the judgment «there is not
is also comprized under the practical applications of the idea of a non-Ens (abhar:
vyavah@re) and must be, accordingly, characterized as inferential, not as perceptu:
We are thus seemingly landed into a contradiction, since the negative judgme
which was at first said to be produced by sense-perception and just its practic
consequences deduced through the help of an inference, is now also included amos
these practical consequences. The distinction established in the first passage is th
jeopardized. The solution is given in the passage beginning with tathapt, p. 80.
and establishes that the negative judgment is produced by sense-perception. B
this does not prevent its being actually in life deduced from a negative logic
reason, i. e, from a repelled suggestion, — tath@pityading pratyaksa-krtatee
samarthya anupalabdher abhira-sadhakatvam uktam iti (fol. 61).
1 asiddha.
2 abh@va-niscaya.
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(30.16). This negation, such (as has been here described), has
eleven different varieties, What produces this difference? It is a diffe-
rence of formulation. We call formulation the method* of expressing
something in speech. Speech indeed may sometimes express (negation
indirectly, through) what prima facie? would be an affirmation of so-
mething else, or it may some times express a negation, (but also an
indirect one, a mnegation) of something else. Nevertheless (a repelled
suggestion), the negation of an assumed perception,® will always be
understood, even if not expressed (directly). Consequently there are
different varieties of negation according to the different methods of
expressing it. This means that in its essence* it is not (different, it
always reduces to the same formu'a).

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

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

(Thesis). Therc is here no smoke.

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

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

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

1 Lit., p.80.17. « Application or appliance is called the denoting power (abhidha
na-vyaparae) of the words».

2 saksat.

8 dr$ya-anupalabdhi.

4 svarupa.

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

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

7 Lit., «Because of non-cognition ot the contained in the essence of cognitiol
thus the reason». ‘
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33. Negation of an effect is as follows.

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

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

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

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

(81. 18). The following (is a case where this method must be
applied). (Supposing a man) stands on the roof of a palace wherefrom he
fails to perceive the court grounds. He looks at the upper extremi-
ties of the walls enclosing the court on its foar sides, and at the same
time he sees the space which is called the range? of Lis sight, free
from smoke. (31.15). Since he is sure that there is no smoke in this
space, he must conclude that there is (also) no fire, the efficiency of
which to produce smoke is unchecked, in a place wherefrom the smoke
would reach the court3 (31.17). The smoke which would be produced
by a fire situated in the court would be present in the space (visible
to Lim). Therefore he must conclude that there is no fire in that place.
(33.18). Then the man standing on the roof (produces a judgment)the sub-
ject of which is the court, surrounded by the walls, as well as the space,
surrounded by the upper parts of the walls, the space which constitutes
his range of sight and which is free from smoke. (81.19). Therefore the
subject consists here of a particular space actually perceived and of an

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

2 aloka.

8 Lit,, p. 81. 15—16. «Because of the certainty of the absence of smoke in
that (place), we must learn the absence of fire whose efficiency is unchecked, by
whicl fire, in wlich-place situated, the produced smoke would be in this place».
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un-perceived part, (not of the perceived part alone). It is a complex of
something cognized directly and something invisible. It has the power
of bringing about a judgment on the absence of fire. The word «here »,
which points to perception, refers to the visible part.

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

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

34. Negation of a term of grcater extension
is as follows.
(Thesis). There is here no Asoka trece,
(Reason). Because there are no trees.

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

1 Esanika.

2 Lit., p. 31.21—382. 1. « And just as the subject (dharmin), being the substra-
tum for the cognition of the probandum (s@dhya-pratipatti-adhikarana), is here
shown to consist...». The real subject of a judgment (@dhyavasaya = niscaya =
vikalpa), whether it be an inferential or a perceptual judgment, is always a point of
reference to reality which in speech is cxpressed pronominally as «this», «there»
etc., it then corresponds to the Buddhist «thing in itself» (svalaksana), or it may
also include some characteristics, it then consists of a visible and an invi-
sible part, and is expressed by a noun. Cp. the remarks of Sigwart, op. eit. 1. 142,
upon the judgment «this rose is yellow» which reduces to the form «this is yellow»
the real subject being expressible only by the demonstrative «this», the actually
perceived part.
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like the AsSoka tree is not being perceived. If it were in a condition
affording possibility of perception, simple negation of the hypotheti-
cally visible, (i. e., the first formula), would be sufficient.

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

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

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

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

(Thesis). There is here no sensation of
cold.
(Reason). Because there is fire.

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

1 pgrva-apara-upaslista.

2 avasyati = niscinoti = kalpayati.

3 dr3ya-anupalambhat.

1 upalabdhih = vidlsh, cp. infra, p. 87. 5.

5 Lat., p. 82.15. «Because, when it is perceptible, non-perception of the per-
ceptible is applied».
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(32.18). (The fifth formula) consists of the positive perception of
the effect of something whose presence is incompatible with the pre-
sence of the fact denied. This gives valid! (negative judgments).

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

(Thesis). There is here no sensation of
cold.
(Reason). Because there is smoke.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(33.8). Constant is what necessarily, constantly, occurs. «Not con-
stant», 1. e., the denial of constancy, is the predicate. « Evanescence»
is the subject. «Even of such things that have an origin» is a quali-
fication of the subject. (The opponents of the Buddhist theory of Uni-
versal Momentariness maintain that) the impermanent character of
products, i. e., of things that have a beginning, is not somcthing
constant. Still stronger are the reasons for denying constant evanescence
in unproduced (eternal) substances.? That is why the qualification
«even» (even of things that have an origin) has been added. (33.10).

! The next example is apparently chosen with the aim of mecting the objection
that, if every negation is nothing but a repudiation of imagined visibility, then
objects and processes which are invisible to ordinary men by their nature, will
never be liable to this kind of negation. The objectors maintaiu non-perception of
the wmvisible (adrsya-anupalabdhi), cp. above p. 81 and infra sutra IT. 48—49. Since
the Buddhists are advocates of Universal Momentariness (or destruction) the author
seems willing to tell his opponents «if you wish to repudiate my idea of impercep-
tible constant destruction, yon can do it only by denying a visible, sensible form of
constancy, not an iuvisible, metaphysical onen, Mallavadi says—athairam vya-
paka-anipalabdhir drsya-simSapatve prayujyate, adrsye cety @sankydaha, op. cit.,
fol. 64. Rgyal-thsab introduces the cxample with the follwing, words, op. c:t, fol.
30,~log-togs dgag-pai-ched-du thal-bai-sbyor-ba-smras-par cad-kys, ies hphans-pa
i, dios-po chos can, hjig-par-hgyur-ba-phyis-byuii-gi rgyw-la bltos-pa-med de,
Ljig-nies yin-pai-phyir ces-pao; thal-ba-ltar rai-rgyud-dpe-lo sbyar-na, ras dkar-
po chos=can... = ripratipatti-nivakarandrtham prasangn-prayoga-vacana-matram,
niscayas tu, bharo dharmi, vindSa-hetvantara-anapeksah, vinasa-niyatatedd 1t3;
yatha-prasangam svatantra-udiharanam prayufijinah, patah Sulla (itd) dharmi...
The wvipratipatts alluded to by Rgyal-thsab is evidently the view of the Sankhyas,
the Naiyayikas and the Mimamsakas that metaphysical entities and processes are
rnupaladdha = adr$ya = apratyalsa.

2 All Iudian systems, except the Buddhists, assumed the existence of several
eternal and ubiquitous substances. The early Buddhists postulated the reality of
three eternal, i. e., unchanging, unproduced, permanent elements (asamskrta-dhar-
ma), viz.,, empty space and two kinds of eternal blank supervening after the total
extinction of all forces in the Universe. In Mahayana they ave declared to be
relative and therefore unreal. The Sautrantikas and Yogacaras identified existence
with constant change (ksanikaten).
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A special cause® is a cause different from origination,® e. g, a
hammer (by whose stroke a jar is destroyed). Evanescence (ac-
cording to Realists) is dependent upon such a (special cause).
«Because it so depends» is the logical rcason. (33.11). Now,
(the fact of being) dependent on a special cause is not something
constant,® e.g., the colour of a cloth depends upon a fortuitous pro-
cess of dyeing which is not constant. Non-constancy is the opposite of
constancy. (33.13). Evanescense (interpreted) as the fact of having an
end, is assumed (by Realists) to depend upon special causes.* They there-
fore deny its constancy, on the ground of experience, (which teaches)
that it depends upon special causation, (and this fact of accidental
causation disproves constancy), proves the opposite (of constancy). 5

1 hetv-antara.

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

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

4 Lit., p. 33.13. «And destruction, being the very essence of the destructible,
is admitted to be dependent on another cause». The Tib., p. 75. 11, emphasizes in
repeating hjig-pa yafi. According to the realists destruction which they call
pradhvamse 18 a reality sui gemeris (bhava-svariipa = bhavintara), according to
the Buddhists it is a name for the thing itself, for the momentary thing, since every
existence is a flow of discrete moments, bh@ve era vinasyati iti krivi vindsn ity
fikhyayate cp. Kamalagila, p. 187.22. This simply means that every duration is
really a motion and that causal connection exists between moments only, a concep-
tion of causality which is not unfamiliar to students of European philosophy.From the
Buddhist standpoint the hetvantara can be only the preceding moment, (cp. p. 88
and Tattvas, kar. 875), but not mudgaradi. Hence, if vindsa is the svabhara of
existence, it cannot depend upon a special cause. The passage therefore means «the
things which we, Buddhists, hold to be evanescent every moment by their nature,
you, realists, assume to possess duration and to be destroyed by special causes»

5 Lit. p. 33. 18—14. « And destruction whose essence is to possess an imper-
manent nature is admitted to depend upon another cause. Therefore observing
dependence upon another cause, (this dependence) being subordinate to what is in-
compatible (viruddha) with (constancy), constancy is being negatived .
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(33.14). For us' (Buddhists) constancy is permanence (cternity),
non-constancy impermanence.? Since permanence and imperma-
nence are (qualities) exclusive of one another? it would be a con-
tradiction to assume their (simultancous) presence in the same place.
(83.15). In such cases, if one of the two contradictory qualities is
present, the presence of the second must be eo ipso denied.* (33.16). But
such negation is possible only in regard of an (object) whose percep-
tibility is hypothetically assumed. When denying the reality (of the
predicate) we, indeed, must argue in the following manner® «If the
fact before us were permanent, we would have some experience of its
permanent essence, but no permanent essence is being experienced,
therefore it is not permanent».® (33.18). It follows that when we deny
permanence this denial refers to objects of a possible experience.

1 iha, cp above text, p. 10.12.

2 The argument is that the real thing being one (unus numero), cannot pnssess
two such contradictory characeristics as origination and destruction niramia era
bhavah... katham tasyc uttarakalam karanantaraih svabhavantaram adhiyate,
Kamalas§ila, p. 134. 3. The real thing can be either nitya, eternal and unchanging
or anstya = ksamika, momentary — apracyuta-anutpanna-sthiraikasvabharam ni-
tyam akhyayate, prakrty-elo-ksana-sthiti- dharmakam canityam (Anekinta.
p- 13). The Realists and the Jainas assume a limited duration of some things which
in that case possess both characteristics of origination and destruction. The Sankhyas
assume parinama-nityatd, an ever changing substance, the Buddhist — a constant
change without any substantiality, simple momentary flashes. Since vin@sa is the
name for such a flash, and adhruvabhavin is the same as anityatve, the problem
here alluded to amounts at asking whether anityaira is itself anitya, a problem
the solution of which attracted the attention of the Buddhists already in the Katha-
vatthu, XL §, just as m later times they were interested in the problem whether
Sunyatia is itself sunya, cp. my Nirvana, p. 49 {.

3 paraspara-parihara, cp. below, text p. 69. 20.

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

5 Lit., p.88.17. «Because the denial of the identy (of the fact constituting
the predicate, i. e., of permanence) is done thus».

8 Lit., p. 83.17. «If this thing we look upon were eternal, it would appear in
its etermal essence (ritpa = svariipa), but it does not appear in an eternal
essence...». The term dardana is used where we would say «experience», dar-
Sanat means «because we know from experience». Cp. the use of that term in the
Karikd of Dharmakirti quoted in Sarvad, p. 22 (Bombay 8. S. ed; incor-
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(33.19). Even (supposing we have) a really invisible thing, such
as, e. g. a ghost, we could deny its identity with some other (visible)
object, e. g., a jar, only after trying to imagine (for a moment) its
own visibility.! (We then are doing it in the following manner). «If this
visible object were identical with a ghost, we would perceive the ghost,
but we dont perceive him, therefore it is not a ghost». (33.21). When
we intend to deny the identity of a visible real ohject, say a jar, with
some other object, (it does not matter whether the latter) be real
or unreal, amenable to perception or not, we must begin by hypothe-
tically assuming its perceptibility, (thus merely can we arrive at the
Jjudgment «this is a jar», «it is not a ghost»).2

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

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

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

rect reading in the B. L. ed., p. 7), where positive and negative experience (darsana-
adar§ana=anvaya-vyatireka) arc contrasted with logical necessity (niyama). Here
dréyam@ne means an object we look upon, nitya-répa drsyeta means that we must
have some real experience of what permanence or eternity is in order to predicate it.

1 Upon this point, namely that the invisible things in our knowledge are
nothing but repelled hypothetical visibilities cp. the somewhat parallel argument in
Husserl’s, Logische Untersuchungen, II, p. 813 — «Jupiter stelle ich nicht
anders vor als Bismark...»

2 Lit.,, p. 33.21—34. 1. « And the negation of identity is preceded by assuming
identity with the perceived in a perceived entity, a jar etc. (whether it be the ne-
gation of identity) of a real or unreal, a perceptible or unperceptible thing».

8 Lit., p. 84. 1—2. «And if it is so, just as we deny (the presence) of a jar after
having assumed its (possible) per. eption on (the basis of) just non-perception of vi-
sibility, just so on the (the basis of) that very non-perception of visibility, the
denial (is made) of every mutually incompatible thing, (the denial of its presence) in
something else (which would be) perceptible».
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(Thesis). There are here no efficient cau-
ses of cold.
(Reason). Because there is a fire.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

40. Negation of causes is as follows.

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

(35.2). «Heren is the subject. «No smoke» is the predicate. «Be-
cause there is no fire» is the reason. This method is used when the
effect of something, although existent, is not directly perceived. When
perceptible, we will avail ourselves (for denying it) of the method of
simple negation of the hypothetically perceptible, (the first formula).
Consequently this is likewise a method of deducing non-existence.
(85.4). (It occurs, e. g., in following cases). Supposing we have a pond
covered by an extensive sheet of motionless water which in the dim
twilight in winter time emits vapour. Even if some smoke were present,
it would not be possible to discern it (in the darkness). Nevertheless
its presence can be denied through non-perception of its cause. For if
there were fire, (in a piece of wood) swimming on the water, it would
be visible through the characteristic refulgence of its flames. (35. 6).
Even supposing it is not flaming, but lingering in some piece of wood,
then this fuel being the place where fire is concealed could be visible.
Thus fire would be in any case visible, either directly or through the
object in which it is concealed! In such cases this formula is applied.

(35.9). Next comes an example (of the tenth variety) which con-

sists in affirmation of somcthing incompatible with the cause of the
denied fact.

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

(Thesis). He betrays no symptoms of cold,
such as shivering etec.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

V dehana-visesa
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be directly perceived, we use the present formula. Hence, this is also
a way of establishing non-existence.

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

§ 8. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE FORMULAE OF NEGATION.

(36.12). 1f there is only one reason, (i. e., one logical process) of
negation, how is it that we have enumerated eleven (different) reasons
from which non-existence can be deduced?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3 upalabdhi = vidlu.

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

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

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

1 yyavaccheda is properly limitation, cootrast or distinction, but here it is
explained, p. 87. 17, as =pratisedha.

2 Lit., p. 87. 15—17. «Consideration of the formulae ete. Of the formulae
which have been constructed 1n science (§@stra) the consideration, the knowledge.
Its repetition, its reoccurrence again and again. Therefore, for (this) reason. Also
for himself, i. e, also for the cognizer himself. Thus, in the above mentioned manner.
Of the contrast (vyavaccheda), of negation, the distinet knowledge (prateti) arises.
The word 4t¢ in the sense of «therefore ».

8 abhyasa.

41, e., that it means «contrasting» (ryavaccheda), and since a contrast is invol-
ved in every act of definite cognition, negation is inherent in every clear thought.
About the importance of pariccheda and vyavaccheda in cognition ep. below, text
p. 69. 22 f. and Tatparyat., p. 92.15 ff.

b pratipatts.

8 pararthanumana, as stated below, text p. 40, is not an inference, but only
ist formulation.
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§ 9. NEGATION FOUNDED ON SENSIBLE EXPERIENCE.

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

The answer is as follows.

46. Negation is the process through which
either the absence of something or some prac-
tical application of the idea of an absent thing
is deduced. Whether the facts be denied by way
of an affirmation of something incompatible with
them or through the negation of their causes
etc, everywhere negation, on analysis, refers to
possibilities of sensation?2

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

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

1 Lit., p. 87.21—23. «And how is it that there is negation of just impercep-
tible causes etc. in non-cognition of effect etc., since there is the consequence of
the formula of non-cognition of own-existence in the negation of the perceptible,
and, if it is so, there is no negation of them from non-cognition of the perceptible,
therefore how are these formulae included in non-cognition of the perceptible?».

2 Lit.,, p.88.1—3. «And everywhere in this non-cognition which establishes
non-existence and the application of non-existence, (the things) whose negation is
expressed through cognition of the incompatible with own-existence etc., and
through the cognition of causes etc., their cognition and non-cognition must be
understood exclusively as of (things) reached by the essence of (sense-) perceptionn.
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all of them, they are all sensibilia' i. e., objects susceptible of sense-
perception.?

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

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

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

(88.14). Consequently when incompatible and other facts are being
denied either by tLe way of an affirmation of their correlative part
or by an elimination of their causcs etc, wc must know that this
refers to sensibilia only, to such objects whose presence and absence
lave been alternately observed.*

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

2 wpalahdhi laksana-prapta.

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

4 Lit., 88. 5—15. « And everywhere. The word ca is used in the sense of «beca-
usen. Because everywhere, in non-perception of what (facts) the negation is express-
ed, of them the negation (refers to objects) reached by the conditions of cognition of
the perceptible, therefore it is included in non-perception of the visible. Why is it
that this (refers) only to perceptibles? lle says, own-existence etc. Here also the word
¢« hag the meaning of cause. (38.8). Because negation is expressed by affirmation
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(38.15). Thus a series of questions have been raised (and answered)
conjointly. Since such and such are the answers, the corresponding
objections are discarded. Therefore these answers have been arrayed
together.

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

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

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

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

1 Lit., p. 88.15—17. «Because many objections have been gone through, the
word ce which has here the meaning of collecting the answers together has the
meaning of «because», (therefore) «because we have such and such answers,
therefore such and such objections are not right », this is the meaning of ca».

2 In the text of sutra 47 the word abhave must be inserted before asiddheh,
cp. Tib. This abhava is interpreted as abhavas ca vyapyasya vyapakasya abhave.
The Tib., p. 88. 1, has no equivalent for vy@pyasya. This word abhdve would thus
refer to the fourth formuls, the vy@paka-anupalabdhi, cp. sutra IL. 84; but Vini-
tadeva, p. 82.10 ff., divides virodha-k@ryakarana-bh@vabhavau and explains it as
virodhasya bhdvas ca abhdvad ca, kdryakdranatvasya bhavad ca abhdvad ca. This
explanation seems preferable, since the vy@paka-anupalabdhi can be regarded as
included in virodha. The lit. translation of the sutra, as understood by D h.,is— «be-
cause Contradiction, Causality and Subalternation of others are not established »;
as understood by V., it is—«Dbecause the existence and non-existence of Contradic-
tion and Causality of others is not established». Dh.’s interpretation seems artifi-
cial and is probably due to his polemical zeal.
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perceived. Their contradiction with something else, their causal relation
(to something else), their subalternation? it is impossible (to imagine).
Therefore it is impossible to ascertain what is it they contradict, and
what are they causally related to.2 For this reason contradicting facts
(causes and effects) are fit to be denied only after their observation
has been recurrent.® Therefore, since the impossibility of contradiction
or of causal relation is established, the incompatible facts can be denied
only when they refer to objects which alternately are perceived and non-
perceived. Those which are open to hoth (perception and non-per-
ception are called sensibilia), they are necessarily capable of being
experienced. Therefore, negation refers only to objects of possible
experience.* (39.1). The following is the meaning. Contradiction, Causa-
lity, Subalternation are necessarily based upon negative jud-
gments, (upon non perception of sensibilia). (39. 2). Contradiction is
realized when on the presence® of one term we distinctly cognize the
absence of the other. Causal relation is established when the fact which
we accept as the result is absent, if another fact which we accept as
cause is also absent. Subalternation is established when it is precisely
known that on the absence of the term which is admitted to possess
greater extension the less extensive term is definitely absent.
We must indeed be alive to the fact that the extension (and
comprehension of our concepts) are founded on Negation. The (compa-
rative) extension (of the terms tree and Afoka) is fixed when we know
that, if on a certain place therc are no trees, there are also no
ASokas. (39.6). The knowledge of the absence of something is always pro-
duced only by the repudiation of an imagined presence. (39. 7). Therefore,
if we remember (some cases) of Contradiction, of Causality or of different
extension, we needs must have in our memory some negative experi-
ence. (Negation is) the foundation of our comcept of non-existence
which is underlying © our knowledge ot (the laws) of Contradiction, of

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

2 Lit., p. 88.22. « Therefore, for the cause of non-establishment of the contra-
dicting, of the relation of cause and effect and of non-existence (of the subaltern)»
(according to Dh.). The real meaning is probably «because the absence of the con-
tradicting and of causal relation is not established».

8 Lit., p. 38.22. «Can be negatived contradicting (facts) ete. only when they
possess perception and non-perception ».

4 driyanam eva.

3 samniitht in the sense of presence (not nearness as in sutra I. 13).

6 visaya.
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Causality and of Subalternation. (89.9). If we do not have in our me-
mory some negative experience,? we will not remember contradiction
and other (relations), and then, in that case, the non-existence of a
fact® would not follow from the affirmation of an incompatible fact
or from the negation (of its cause) etc. Since the negative experience
which we have had at the time when we first became aware of the
fact of incompatibility or (of a causal relation) must necessarily be
remembered, (it is clear) that a negative cognition is founded exlusi-
vely on such (a repudiation of imagined visibility). (39.11). Thus,
although the negative experience is not occurring at present, it did
occur at the time when the incompatibility of the facts and their other
relations have been first apprehended. Its presence in our memory is
the real foundation of our negative judgments.* (39.13). The negation
of the result, (i. e., the second) and following formulae, differ from the
(first) formula, the direct repudiation of an imagined presence, in that
they deduce the absence of something from a past negative experience,®
but since, by the affirmation of the presence of an incompatible fact
or by the negation of the presence of the cause, they implicitely refer®
to a negative experience, therefore (in these cases also) negation? is
based just on such a repudiation of an (imagined) presence which
occurred at another time, but is nevertheless present in memory, and
therefore these formulae are (virtually) included in the (first) formula
of sensible negation. Thus it is clear that the whole (of the preceding
discussion) proves that the ten formulae of negation arc at the bottom 8
nothing but negative experiences of scensibilia.

§ 10. THE VALUE OF NEGATION IN METAPHYSICS.

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

2 drsya-anupalabdhi.

3 dtara-abhara.

4 abhava-pratipatti.

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

6 aksipta.

7 abhdva-pratipatti.

§ paramparyena.



INFERENCE 107

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

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

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

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

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

(40.4). When a cause is absent the result does mot occur and
when a fact of wider extension is absent, its subordinate fact is
likewise absent. But knowledge is neither the cause nor the extensive
fact, in regard of the object of cognition. Therefore, when both the
ways of cognition (the direct and the indirect one) are excluded,® this

L abhava-vyavahara.

2 adrdya, i. e., objects unimaginable as present to the senses.

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

4 pratyaksa-anumana.

5 jliana-jieya-svabhiva.

8 pramana.

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

8 It is clear from this passage that viprakrsta=tribhir viprakarsair vipraky$ta=
desa-kala-srabl.ava-viprakysta refers to metaphysical entities which are eo 4pso de-
clared to be uncognizable by their nature = na jfiana-jfieya-svabhava, they are
uncognizable neither by sense-perception=atindriya, nor by inference = pratyaksa-
anumana-nivytti-laksana, cp. Kamalagila, p. 476. 8. The example of such a meta-
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does not prove the non-existence of the object, and since (this absence
of knowledge) proves nothing, the negation of the non-imaginable? is
the source of problematic reasoning, not of (assertory) judgments.3

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

End of the second chapter of the Short
Treatise of Logic

physical, declared to be uncognizable entity, as is clear from sttra III, 97, is an
Omniscient absolute Being, a BuddLa. This agrees with the views of Dharmakirti -
as expressed in other contexts, cp., e. g., the concluding passage of Santananta-
ragiddhi. Such entities are also characterized as anupalabdhi-laksana-prapta
(IL. 28), svabhava-visesa-rakita, p. 28.9, 28.8, and adrsya, p. 39. 18. In regard of
such entities no judgments, no deductions which would possess logical necessity
(niScaya) are possible. A negative judgment in regard of them is possible only by
tadatmya-nisedha, i. e., by assuming for them a kind of visibility for a moment, as
explained under sutra I1. 37.

2 adr$ya, the non-sensible.

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

4 pramana, in the sense of prama.



CHAPTER IIL
SYLLOGISM.

§ 1. DEFINITION AND VARIETIES.

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

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

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

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

1 anvaya, €. g., «wherever there is smoke, there is fire», or « whatsoewer isa
product is non-eternaln, it corresponds to the major premise of the first figure of
Aristotle.

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

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

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

8 paksa-dharmatva does not correspond to Aristotle’s minor premise exactly,
for it not only ascertains the presence of the middle upon the minor, but it refers
to such a middle term whose invariable concomitance with the major has already
been ascertained in the foregoing major premise, e. g., «there is here that very
smoke which is known to be invariably concomitant with fire». Therefore there is
practically no need of expressing the thesis and the conclusion in separate sentences,
they are both understood without being explicitely stated, cp. below, satra IIL. 36 ff.
The syllogism of the Naiyfyikas counts five members, because both the thesis (pra-
tijAa = paksa) and the conclusion (nigamana = sa@dhya), although they are equiva-
lents, appear as separate propositions, and the minor premise appcars twice, once
in the ascending process of Induction and once in the descending process of De-
duction, e. g., 1) the mountain has fire, 2) because it has smoke, 38) just as in the
kitchen ete. smoke is always concomitant with fire, 4) this very smoke is present on
the mountain, 5) the mountain has fire. The Indian syllogism is thus the verbal
expression of the normal type of ratiocination which is always inductive and deduc-
tive, cp. J. 8. Mill, Logic® I. 228 ff. Digniga in his reform has dropped thesis
conclusion and the double appegrance of the minor premise. Thus the Buddhist
syllogism reduces to two members since the major and its contraposition express
exactly the same thing. It consists of a general statement and of its application to a
given particular case. The general statement is always followed by examples, positive
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mark possesses these three aspects and they are being expressed, (i. e.,
communicated). Expression is (an expedient) through which some thing
is being expressed or communicated. (41. 5). And what is this (expedient)?
Propositions.? Indeed the three aspects of the logical mark are com-
municated to others by propositions. Therefore it is called «inference
for othersn».

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2 paramparaya.

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

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

3. It is twofold.

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

(42.8). Why has it two varieties?

4. Because it is differently formulated.

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

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

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

2 paramartha.

3 $abda, it is reckoned in the majority of schools as a separate source of
knowledge including Scripture.

4 It would have been more precise to call it an inference «in others», sc. in
the hearers, cp. text p. 41. 10.

S pardrtha-anumana.

8 prayoga has the meaning of a formula, or mode of a certain syllogistic figure,
cp. p. 87.15 (text); here and above, p. 80. 15, it is identified with abhidh@ or Saks,
i. e, the direct expressive force of words is compared with their capacity of indirect
suggestions (laksana, vyakti).. The two methods of inference are here ascribed to a
difference in the direct meaning (abhidh@na-vy@para) of the propositions composing
a syllogism.
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5 (Method) of Agreement and (method) of Dif-
ference.

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

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

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

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

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

(Conclusion. They are impermanent).

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

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

1 sadhya-dharmin.

2 drstanta-dharmin; the agreement is, more precisely, between two substratums
(dharmin) upon which concomitant qualities (dharma) have been superimposed by
constructive thought.

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

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

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

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

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

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

! Space (akasa) is a reality (vastu or dharma) only in Hinayana where
it is entered into the catalogue of Entia as asamskrta-dharma No 1 along with
nirodha or Nirvana which in these Buddhistic schools represents a lifeless reality.
The Mahayanistic schools and the intermediate school of the Sautrantikas did not
admit the reality of eternal, unchanging (asamskrta) clements, because they did
not fit in their definition of reality. But although unreal, Space could be used as a
negative example to confirm a universal major premise. For negative examples the
rule is laid down that vostv avastu 1@ vaidharmya-drst@inta isyate, cp. text,
p- 87.3. In the Brahmanical systems kasa means Cosmical Ether, it is either one
and indivisible or atomic and entering in the composition of material bodies.

2 The Methods of Agreement and Difference have been established by J.S.Mill
in European Logic as methods of experimental inquiry. They are treated under the
same heading by Sigwart, op. cit. II. 477 ff. But A. Bain, Logic?, II 51, calls
the Method of Agreement — «the universal or fundamental mode of proof for all
connections whatever... for all kinds of conjunctions». The same, no doubt, applies
to its corollary, the Method of Difference. It is in this generalized function that we
meet both methods in Indian Logic. They are used not only for singling out the
cause of an event, but also for establishing the limits of every notion. Since those
methods are methods of Induction, it is clear that Indian Logic, especially its
Buddhist variety, considers every process by which’anything is inferred as congisting
of an Induction followed by a Deduction. This is, according to J. S. Mill, op. cit.,
1.282, the «universal type of the reasoning process» which «is always susceptible
of the form, and must be thrown into it when assurance of scientific accuracy is
needed and desired». The methods of Concomitant Variations (pratyaya-bheda-
bheditva or tad-vik@ra-vik@ritva) and of Residues (Sesanumana) are very often
discussed in Indian Logic, in the Nyaya, the Vailesika and in Pr. samuccaya,
but they are not given the fundamental importance of the first two methods
and are not put on the same level. Both methods are already mentioned in the
Nyaya-sttras, I. 1. 34—85, ¢p. below p. 126 n. 5.
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6. There is no virtual difference between the
two (meanings).

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

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

7. Except the difference of formulation.

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

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

2 linga.

3 prayojana.

4 abhidheya. 5 Cp. sttra III. 28 ff.

6 This is the usual example of the method of Necessary Implication (artha-
patti), a method of proof very much in vogue in the school of Mimamsakas. They
applied it wherever the consequence seemed to them immediate and quite unavoi-
dable (anyath@nupapatti), the contrary being simply impossible (sambhava-abhava).
The Naiyayikas reduced all such cases to simple inferences in which one proposi-
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meaning is different, the intention is quite the same. Just so is it in
the present case. Although the words are different, the conveyed real
fact is quite the same.

§ 2. THE METHOD OF AGREEMENT.

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

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

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

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

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

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

representable.
(Conclusion. We behave without expecting

to find it there)l?

(48.21). «A thing (known) to be essentially perceptible»? i. e, a
thing which can be imagined as perceived, and «is not perceived» —
these words represent the subject® (of the major premise), it is the
fact of the absence of a cognition of something representable.t (43. 22).
This is a case when we are justified to behave in accordance with its non-
existence,’ i. e., we can take action knowing that it is absent. (44. 1). Thus
it is stated that the fact of not perceiving (the presence) of a represen-
table object is necessarily associated with the possibility of negative
purposive action towards it. This means that a representable object
not being perceived affords an opportunity for a corresponding nega-
tive action.® (44.2). Now, the statement that the logical reason is
necessarily associated with its consequence is a statement of invariable
concomitance; this is according to the definition — invariable conco-
mitance (between a subject and its predicate or a reason and its

1 Lit., p. 48,18—20. « What, being contained in the essence of perception, is
not perceived, it is established as an object of non-Ens-dealing; just as some other
established hare-horn ete.; and on some special place a jar contained in the es-
sence of perception is not perceived».

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

3 anudyate.

4 dréya.

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

6 Lit., p. 44. 1. «Through this predication is made of the fitness (yogyatva) of
the (object) for non-Ens-dealing ».
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consequence) consists in 1) the necessary presence (never absence
of the predicate upon the subject, and 2) in the presence of the subject
exclusively in the sphere of the predicate, (never beyond it).X

(44. 4). The example (points to induction), to the evidence by which
the invariable concomitance has been established.? In order to indi
cate it, it is said «just as (when we fail to perceive) another object,
etc. This means that the example is some other object, different from
the subject of the conclusion (or minor term). (44.5). «Known from expe
rience» (to be quite unexisting) means ascertained by evidence. The
horns (on the head) of a hare have indeed never been perceived by vision
nevertheless they are imaginable, and this is the evidence owing to whict
we conclude that we will never have an opportunity of experiencing (then
as efficient). These (utterly unexisting) horns are indeed an cvidenct
proving that the idea of a non-Ens has a practical value (for ow
purposive actions) and it is exclusively founded on our capacity tc
imagine their existence and then to repudiate that suggestion. This

1 Lit., p. 44.3—4. «Concomitance is mecessary presence (bhava eva) of the
embracer (vyapaka) there and the presence of the embraced (wya@pye) nccessaril
there (tatra eva)», e. g., in the judgment, or the deduction, «the ASoka is a tree»
concomitance requires the necessary presence of the term of greater extension, the
«embracer », « the tree», with the subaltern, or embraced ASoka, but it may be alsi
found outside the ASokas, in other trees, whereas ASoka, the term of greater com
prehension and lesser extension, is necessarily present among trees only, not amony
non-trees. Reduced to Aristotle’s phrasing this rule means that a universal affirma
tive judgment is not convertible otherwise than per accidens. Now, the negativi
judgment, or negative deduction, in its basic form, is not a tautology of the forn
«there is no jar because there is none», but it is a deduction of the form «there i
no jar because there is a bare place». It is a cognition of an underlying point
instant of reality and this makes it a true cognition or judgment (niScaya). Th
term «a bare place» (drsya-anupalabdli) is greater in comprehension and less i
extension than the affirmation of non-Ens which is deduced from it, since there ar
other non-Ens’es which are not associated with a bare place (adrsya-anupalabdh.
transcendental objects, unimaginable concretely, cp. stutra II. 48—49. Cp. H. Berg
som, op. cit, p. 319— «De l'abolition (= dr$ya-anupalabdhi) & la négatio
(= nasts iti), qui est une opération plus générale, il n’y a qu’un pas ».

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

(44.9) After having established the general concomitance (in the
major premise), the (author) now proceeds to state its application?
to the subject (in the minor premise). He says «and we do not
perceive (the presence of a jar somewhere on a definite place)». A place
is one (definite) place on earth. It is «just this place» because it
is distinguished from other places.® One definite place means the
place upon which (there is no jar). «Somewhere» means a place

1 Lit., p. 44. 6—8. « But by evidence (pramanena), by non-perception of the ima~
gined, it is known to be fit for non-Ens-dealing. The hare-horn is the first (example)
of an object of a non-Ens-dealing, it is so expressed. On the hare-horn etc., indeed,
the non-Ens-dealing is proved by evidence to depend on nothing but non-perception
of the imagined. Just from this evidence». tata eva pramanat — is a separate sen-
tence.—The horns of a hare or of a donkey, the son of a barren woman, a lotos flo-
wer in the sky are the usual examples of absolute unrealities. They differ from the
absent jar which is a contingent unreality. The author lays stress on the fact that
even absolute unrealities are representable and have some negative importance in
guiding our purposive actions, this being the test of reality. It is real absence, it
is not nothing (tuecha), because nothing could not guide our actions even negatively.
But it is not a reality sui gemeris (vastvantaram), as the realists maintain, it is
imagining (dr$ya). Unimaginable are metapbysical entities, e. g., Buddha or
Nirvana in their Mahayanistic conception (sarvajfatvam hy adrsyam, p. 71.3).
Mallavadi, fol. 75—77, expatiates on this example as proving that negative behavi-
our (asad-vyavahara) has no other logical reason, i. e., no other necessary reason
than imagination of a thing absent or unreal. Others, says he, have maintained that
the absence of a perception (ghata-jAiana-abhava), the fact that we do not name it
(ghata-sabda-abhdra), the fact that we do not use the jar for fetching water (jala-
Gharanddi-kriyd-abh@va) are the reasons for availing oneself of the idea of a non-
Ens in practical life. But these facts of non-existence are either simple nothings (tuec-
cha), they are then unreal (asiddha) and can have no influence on our actions; or
they are meant for their positive counterparts (pratiyogin = paryudasa) which is
cognized, as stated above, p. 80.8, by sense-perception, when the perceptual jud-
gment «there is here no jar» is the outcome. But when the facts of speaking of
other things, not of the absent jar, and the fact of doing something else than fet-
ching water in a jar (paryudd@sa) are the outcome, this is already a practical con-
sequence of the idea of the absent jar, and it thus, being itself purposive action,
cannot be the reason of that very purposive action (na i sadhyam eva sadhanam
bhavati). Therefore the only reason of our negative hehaviour is imagination.

2 paksa-dharmatva.

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

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

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

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

11. Major premise) Every thing that exists
is momentary.
(Example). Just as a jar (representing a
compact chain of momentary existences).
(Minor premise. The sound exists).
(Conclusion. It is a chain of momentary
existences).

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

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

1 upalabdhi-laksana-prapta.

2 dréya.

¥ Cp. text p. 29, transl. p. 81 #.

4 svabhava-hetu,

5 sadharmyavat,

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

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

absolute reality, this involved a monistic view of the Universe. Cp. my Nirvana,
p40 ff. The Sautrantikas and the later Yogacaras, the Buddhist Logicians, de-
fined reality as efficiency (artha-kriy@-karitva) cp. above, sutra I. 12—14. This
involved the theory that ultimate reality is represented by the focus of effici-
ency, the point-instant (ksana). Thus every existence without exception is split
in discrete moments. Every stability, every duration is, on the contrary, a con-
struction, an integration of moments (ksana-sant@na). Impermanence (anityatva)
is here an equivalent of momentariness (ksanikatva). There is nothing between
eternity and momentariness, nityam=apracyuta-anutpanna-sthira-cka-svabhavam,
anityam = prakrty@ cka-ksana-sthiti-dharmakam, see Haribhadra Anekanta-
Jjaya-pataka, f. 2. a. 31 (Ahmedabad City Printing Press), cp. Jayanta, p. 115. 3.

1 That jars etc. are suitable examples where universal momentariness is
established by Induction may seem strange to us, but thisis proved by a very subtle
argument which i3 reproduced by Madhavacarya in Sarvadar§ p. 20 ff. (Poona
1925) where it is borrowed from Dharmakirti’s PramfnaviniScaya. It has been
translated by Cowell and by Deussen (in bis History of Philosophy), but I doubt
whether these literal translations can affor d much help in understanding the real ar-
gument of Dharmakirti. Virtually his argument is very similar to the one stated
by B. Russel, Mysticism, p. 184 ff., in the following words—«if the cause is purely
static... then, in the first place, no such cause is to be found in nature, and in the
second place, it seems strange — too strange to be accepted, in spite of bare logical
possibility, that the cause after existing placidly for some time, should suddenly
explode into the effect, when it might just as well have done so at any carlier time,
or have gone on unchanged without producing its effect», cp. = kadap: na Furyat,
op cit., p. 21. The conclusion is drawn that there is an imperceptible change going
on in the jar at every moment of its cxistence, the supposed duration of the jar,
assumed by the realists, from the moment of its production by the potter up to the
moment of its destruction by a stroke of a hammer, is an illusion. Rgyal-thsab, fol.
84, translates sarvam sat in this passage very characteristically by dilos-par-yod-
pa = vastutal sat, thereby indicating that the absolutely real, the point-instants
(svalaksana = ksana) are here taken as the subject of the gencral proposition.
The example in Sarvad., p. 20. is a cloud (jaladhara-patala), but this makes no
difference. Since it is established that there can be no other causation but between
moments, hence a jar is a series of momentary cxistences where every preceding
moment i the cause of the following one. This subtle theory is criticized at length
by VacaspatimiSra in Tatparyat. p. 379 ff. and very often alluded to almost
in cvery Indian philosophical work.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

! svartipa-1abha = svabhava-labha = atma-bhava, usually rendered in Tib. by
lus = Sarira (the sentence is here omitted, in the Tib. transl., ¢p. p. 101. 15).

2 hetukytya.

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

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

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

1 vyatirekiniva.

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

8 niyata = pratibaddha, lit., «the being a product is fastened to imperma~
nence», i. e., the notion of being a product is subaltern to the notion of imperma-
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impermanence. Therefore it shows that there is an invariable conco-
mitance between every product and impermanence. This is the formula
of the analytical reason with an additional (accidental) qualification.?
(45.15). «Qualification» means characteristic. An analytical reason
characterized by a difference of qualification, by an (accidental pro-
perty) which is different from it, is here formulated. (45.16). Now,
sometimes (in life) we name a thing simply, sometimes accompa-
nied by a characteristic whick ist not separate from the object itself,
sometimes accompanied by a characteristic which is separate. E. g.,
«Devadattan is a proper name, «long-eared» is a name by which he is
characterized through both his ears which are not beyond him. «The
owner of a brindled cow» is a name by which he is characterized by
(the accidental characteristic of the ownership) of a brindled cow which
exists beyond him. (45. 18). Similarly the word «existence» is a simple
designation (of a fact). «Having origination» is (a designation of the
same fact) through a characteristic which does not differ from it. «A
product» is a characteristic (of the same fact) through something
(additional), that lies beyond it, (viz. through its causes).

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

14. «A product» means an existence (viewed as
something) which for its own concretisation is

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

2 Lit., p.45. 14—15. « Through a difference of the condition (up@dhi), the words
«formula of self-existence (svabha@va)» are connected (from the preceding sUtra)s.

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

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

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

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

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

1 yyapara.

2 gvabhara in the sense of svabhava-visesa «an individual» cp. sitra L 15.

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

+ gyabh@ra here in the sense of stabh@va-hetu.

S vyatiriktena visesena.

8 The term krtaka,as stated above, corresponds to the Hinayanist term samskrta=
karanaih (= samskarail) sambhitya krtam. The connotation in Hinayana is diffe-
rent, since reality is there divided in samskrta and asamskrta elements, whereas in
the Mahiyana and in the Sautrantika school the definition of reality having been
changed, the asamskrias including Nirvana have no separate reality, cp. my Nir-
vana, p. 42.

7 Lit., p. 46. 6. «Because the suffix kan is prescribed for names», cp. Panini
IV. 8. 147.

8 This stitra, according to Vinitadeva, p. 88.9, included the word prayatnana-
ntariyakatva also. This would make two further arguments for proving that the
sounds of our speech are not unchanging metaphysical eternal elements, as main-
tained by the ancient MImamsakas, viz. 4) whatsoever exhibits concomitant
variations is impermanent, and 5) whatsoever is produced by a conscious effort is
impermanent.
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with a change in the causes». Here the words expressing it are «con-
comitantly with a change in the causes». This expression and other
similar ones, as e. g, the expression «invariably dependent on voli-
tion» ! are instances of the analytical reason? where this reason is
accompanied by an indication of an additional (accidental) attribute?
just as in the word «a product». (46.13). The sounds of our
speech vary according as the causes (producing them) change. Their con-
ditions or causes* being different, being variable, they have themselves
the nature of changing concomitantly, according as the conditions vary. 3
(46.15). Thus from the fact that the sound is variable, dependent on a
change in its causes, it is deduced that it is a product. From the fact
that it «invariably depends on volition» its impermanence is deduced.
(46.16). In the first instance the words «concomitantly with a change
in the causes» and in the second the word «volition» express such
qualifications which are additional (to the fact adduced as a reason).
(46.17). We have thus shown that there can be a threefold diffe-
rence in framing the analytical reason, it may be simple, essentially and
accidentally determined. This we have insisted upon in order that no one

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

2 svabhava-hetoh prayogah.

8 bhinna-visesana~-svabhava-abhidhayin.

4 pratyaya condition and A@rana cause are here used synonymously.

5 We find the method of Concomitant Variations for the first time applied in
Indian Philosophy in the Abh-ko&a, I. 45, (cp. V.S.IL 2. 29), where it appears under
the name of tad-vik@ra-vikaritra, i. e., «the fact of (this thing) undergoing a change
when there is a change in that thing». It is there applied as a proof of the con-
nection between the senses and feeling, i.e., as we can put it, between the brain
and the mind. European logicans will be perhaps astonished to see that a similar
statement of Prof. A.Bain, Logic2, II. 63, was anticipated by Vasubandhu.
They will perhaps be still more astonished when they have fully realized the
implications of the fact that the Buddhists were lead to this conclusion by their
conceptions of Causation (pratitya-samutpade = asmin sati idam bhavati) of which
the psycho-physical parallelism is an illustration. Indian philosophy has thus
abandoned the anthropomorphic view of Causality at a very early date, and repla-
ced it by the idea of what in mathematics is called a function, e¢p. my Nirvana,
p- 39 ff,, pratyaya-bheda-bheditva is of course just the same as tad-vikdra-vi-
karitva and Vacaspatimifra thinks that we must interpret upacara in N. 8. II.
2.18 as dabda-bheda-pratyaya. Of course the Method of Concomitant Variations is
not treated here as a separate method, in coordination with the fundamental
methods of Agreement and Difference; it appears here as a method of proof
subordinate to the method of Agreement.
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should be misled by a difference in the wording when using the
analytical reason (i. e, a reason from which the predicate is analyti-
cally deduced).?

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

1 Dh. warns us against committing mistakes in using the term analytical or
essential reason (svabhava-hetu). The latter has been defined above, siitra II. 16, as
a reason which alone by itself is a sufficient ground for deducing the consequence,
the consequence is contained in the reason, no other additional or accidental con-
dition is needed (rna hetu-sattaya vyatiriktam kamcid dhetum apeksate, p. 22.19).
We were, accordingly, justified in assigning to the major premises of Dharma-
kirti’s analytical syllogisms a place among the class of propositions in which the
predicate is of the essence ‘of the subject. But now we are warned that if an acci-
dental or additional attribute (up@dhi)is contained in the reason (or subject), the
Jjudgment will nevertheless remain analytical. The analytical reason can, in its turn
contain either an essential or an accidental attribute (ryatiriktena visesanena visis-
tah svabhavalh, p. 46.4). The judgments «whatsoever changes concomitantly with
a change in its causes, is a product of these causes» and «whatsoever is consequent
on an effort is impermanent» are, according to Dharmakirti. analytical or essential
judgments, the predicate is included in the subject. Now what is contained in the
subject and what is not yet included in it is very often questionable, and acciden-
tal attributes may become essential when the observer has satisfied himself from
experience that the subject always possesses that attribute. The exiension and in-
tension (vyapya-vy@paka-bhiva) of attributes, is determined by their definitions
founded on observation (cp. text, p. 89. 5 ff.). The subject is thus supposed to inclu-
de all those attributes, whether essential, previously known, or accidental, newly
added to it as a result of assent to a judgment, which are co-inherent in him. It
has been acknowledged in European philosophy that the line of demarcation be-
tween attributes essential and accidental is constantly shifting. In India all attribu-
tes known (siddha) to be coexistent are considered as constituting the essence of the
thing. The difference is between coexistance and succession.

2 The ancient Mimamsakas (jarad-mimamsaka) in their speculations on the
nature of sound established a theory according to which the sounds of speech (ga-
karadi) were imagined as unchanging eternal appurtenances inherent in the cos-
mic aether (@k&sa), their existence occasionally manifested itself when a concus-
sion of air was produced by the conjunction or disjunction of objects, cp.. Tatp.,
p-307. The Naiyayikas, N.8.IL 2.18 ff,, cp. V.S.11.2.82, opposed this theory by
three arguments, 1) the sounds of speech have a real beginning or causes, 2) they are
perceived not in the place of their origin but when having reached the organ of audi-
tion, hence the existence of a series (sant@na) of momentary sounds must be assumed
in the interval, and 8) these sounds are variable in intensity and character, hence at
every moment we have a different sound (this is the meaning of krtakatad wpaca-
ra@t, according to commentators). The last argument, Uddyotakara remarks, is
Buddhistic, since it implies Universal Momentariness — sarva-anityatva-sadhana-
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§ 3. ANALYTICAL DEDUCTIONS ARE DEDUCTIONS OF
COEXISTENCE.

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

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

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

dharmah, and Vacaspatimisra, loco. cit., p. 818, identifies it with a reference
to the Buddhist «law of otherness» (viruddha-dharma-samsarga) according to
which every variation in time, place and character makes the object «another»
object, cp. above note 2 on p. 8. The Buddhists start with a deduction of the
non-eternity of the sounds of speech from their conception of every existence
in general as a run of momentary events having only apparent stability, and then
proceed in order to refer to the 1) fact of having a beginning, 2) causality, 3) con-
comitant variability, 4) dependenee on a wilful effort. The first and 4th of these
arguments correspond to the 34 argument of the Naiyayikas, and the 24 and 82
are contained in their first one (@dir = karanam). There is more logic in the Bud-
dhist arrangement, The first argument contains in itself all the others, the second
directly (svabhavena) the third and others — indirectly (up@dhina). All these con-
ceptions, existence, origination, causality, concomitant variation, dependence on the
will are analytically connected, in the Indian sense of the term svabhava, the first
includes all the others, it is of greater extension and less intension than the others
which are its subalterns. The extension and intension of all these attributes are
determined, according to what has been stated above, p. 38—839 (text), transl.
p- 108 ff,, on the basis of actual observation, on the basis of « perception and non-
perception». From this point of view all judgments of Coexistence, or co-inherent
attributes, are also founded on experience, just as those which are founded on uni-
formity of Succession or Causation.

1 sadhana-dharmah. 2 sadhya-dharme.

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

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

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

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

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

2 eva.

8 matra.

4 anubandha.

5 anvaya.

6 siddha.

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

8 sambandha = pratibandhe, cp. Jayanta, p.114. 9 — nanw canyah samban-
dhah, anyasca pratibandhah.

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

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

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

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

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

1 badhakena pramanena. We take pram@na herc as meaning drstanta as in
44.4, 61.10, 80.21, 81.1—2, 81.20—21, 86.11, 87.5. Rgyal-thsab, f. 35,
explains it as meaning that the denial of an analytical judgment is impossible,
since it would be a contradiction, « eternal (i. e., immutable) substances cannot pro-
duce anything, since they cannot be efficient, neither gradually, nor at once» cp.
Sarvad, p. 21—24. Another verification, according to the same author, would be
a reference to the Buddhist doctrine of Universal Momentarines — ra#-yod-tsam-
nas hjig-pa rai-gi no-bo-fid-du rjes-su hbrel-te. The author of PramAna-vartika-
alamkira (Rgyan-mkhan-po), Prajiiakaragupta, Bstan-hgyur, Mdo, vol.
99—100, thinks that this doctrine is an extraordinary intuition of great men
(andsrava-jiiana of Mahatmas) which cannot be arrived at in the ordinary way.
According to Rgyal-thsab, satra IIL. 17 suggests (evidently in the words yatha-
svam-pram@nash) that the usual methods of induction indicated in siitra II. 6ff.
(sapakse sattvam eva etc.) do not apply in these cases, that the reasoning starts
here with the general proposition — go-byed-du-hgyur-ba hbrel-ba thsad-mas khosi-
du-chud-pa-la bltos-pa = gamaka-bhista-sambandha-pramana- prateti-apeksa. Thus
we would have here, according to the author of the Alamkara, crationcination
independent of any previous inducsion» (ep. J. 8. Mill, Logic, book II, ch, 2, § 4).
This however is not the general view. Mallavadi has here a lacuna.

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

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

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

2 Dh.’s introduction to siitra III. 18 suggests that in thig sfitra we shall have
an answer to the objection very much urged in Europe by the assailants of the
syllogistic doctrine, namely that the syllogism contains in the conclusion nothing
that has not been stated in the premises, that it is therefore a petitio principit,
niseito mrgyate = siddha-sadhanam. This is repeated by Rgyal-thsab, fol. 36—
fieg-par hbrel-ba btsal-bar-bya-ba yin-te. We would expect an answer somewhat
similar to that which bas been given in European logic, (cp. J. 8. Mill, loco cit.
§ 5) namely, that the syllogism contains an extention of the general proposition to
unobserved and new individual cases (paroksdrtha, p. 47.15). But we then find in
the sttra IIL. 18 only a restatement of the doctrine that (in analytical judgments)
the subject by itself is a sufficient reason for deducing the predicate. This is by no
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18—20. Because (what we call an analytical
reason) is just the fact that the predicate is a
natural outflow of the reason, (not a fact out-
side 1it), it is contained in the essence of the
latter. The underlying reality is the same for
both (the reason and the fact deduced from it).
If the reason could exist without the predicate,
the latter would not be contained in the essence
of the former.?

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

means a satisfactory answer to the accusation of begging the question. Vinita-
deva’s introduction. p. 90. 14 ff,, is much more reasonable. According to him sttra
III. 18 answers the question why is it that the deduced property here follows (on the
mere fact of the presence of) the attribute representing the logical reason? And
the answer is then quite natural, viz. because in reality (V. adds d7os-su-na =
vastutas, as in sitra IIL.20 which he omits) the deduced property is already
contained in the reason.

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

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

8 svabh@va here in the sense of essential property as indicated above. This
means that the proposition « ASoka is a tree» is susceptible only of a conversio per
accidens, the SimSapa is vrksa-svabhand, but vrksah is not Simsapa-svabhavah, the-
refore the sutra emphazises fasyaiva; tat-svabh@va is here felt as a tat-purusa,
sadhyam (= vrksatvam) tasya (= sadhanasya = Simsapatrasya) svabh@vah, we can
change the expression and say s@dhanam sadhya-svabhavam, then the last word
will be a bahuvrThi as in 47.12 — krtakatvam anityatva-svabhavam. cp. N. Kan-
dali, p. 207, 20, Jayanta, p. 114. 10.



SYLLOGISM 133

(47.23). All right! Let this be just the essence (of an analytical
deduction)! Why should we then deduce this essence? Why should we
have recourse to logical reasoning for deducing from the reason what
is already given in the reason??

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

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

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

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

1 Lit., 47. 23. « Why the application of a reason for deducing (s@dhya) of just
one’s own essence?».

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

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

4 paramarthatah.

5 samaropita.

6 Or, as J. 8. Mil], in discussing a problem somewhat analogous, expresses it,
according to his ideas on propositions and names, op. cét., § 6, «have been added
as a result of assent to & proposition». To the Indian realists both conceptions are
realities, there is no existential identity between them, an identity would have been
between synonyms vrksa and taru, not vrksa and stmsap@, cp. Tatp., p. 309. 5.
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is wrapt up in the other). (48.8). Indeed when we at a distance
observe an object having twigs and (leaves), we assert «it is a tree», we can-
not assert «it is an A§oka tree». Next to that, (when we are near the
object, we assert) «just the same thing is a tree and an ASoka». The
(underlying) reality is thus quite the same, but our judgment imposes
upon it a construction which makes it appear as divided (between two
notions) different only by the contrasts (implied in them). (48.10).
Therefore reason and consequence are here different (not as realities),
but on account of those conceptions which have been superimposed
upon reality by constructive judgments.?

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

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

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

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

1 vyauyiti-bhedena «through a difference of contrasts», e. g., when we charac-
terize an object as «ASoka» we have in mind its contrast with birches, pines and
other trees, but when we characterize the same object as a «tree», we have in our
mind its contrast with houses, mountains, rivers etc. The reality is the same, only
it is put in a different light by a difference of those objects with which it is being
contrasted, c¢p. Tatp., p. 340.19 ff A similar difference must be assumed between
the notions of «being produced» and «beind impermanent», the first means pro-
duced from causes and conditions (hetu-prafyayaih krtam), it is contrasted with
space or a motionless cosmical Aether (@k@sa@); the second means inherent evanes-
cence, every moment a new thing (hjig-pai rafi-thsul-can-gys rani-bshin=sva-rasa-
vinada-svabhva), it implies a denial of the ordinary view of a limited duration of
empirical objects, cp. Vinitadeva, p. 90. 17 ff.

2 Lit., p. 48.7—10. «Indeed the relation of deduced and deducer are two
forms (r#pe) which are lifted up upon certainty (i. e., superimposed upon reality by
constructive thought, niScaya = vikalpa = kalpand). And a form which is imputed
certainty by an imputed division produced by mutual exclusion of one another
becomes divided, thus the deducer (reason) is one thing, the deduced part another
thing .. . Therefore certainty (i. ., constructive thought) points out to us as divided
in a division of mutual exclusion a reality (vastu), although it is not divided».
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be absent at the time when the reason is present cannot be its inhe-
rent property. (48.15). Indeed, presence and absence is the same as
existence and its denial. Existence and non-existence (are correlative),
they have their stand in mutual exclusion. (48.16). If there could be
a unity betveen what has already appeared and what has not yet ap-
peared, then the same thing could be at once existent and non-exi-
stent. (48. 17). However existence and non-existence, being contradictory
of one another, can impossibly be united. Because absence of unity
(or «otherness») consists in assuming attributes exclusive (of one
another). (48.18). Moreover, a thing appearing after another one (not
only possesses a different time attribute, but) is produced by other
causes, since every difference of the effect presupposes a ifference in
the causes. (48.19). Therefore a thing which has already appeared and
a thing which has not yet appeared represent a difference consisting
in having attributes exclusive of one another,and a difference of causes
which produce the difference of these attributes. How is identity then
possible? Consequently an (analytically) deduced inherent property?
is (coexistent with the reason), it necessarily is present wheresoever
the fact constituting the reason is present.

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

22. DBecause they can exist separately.

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

1 sadhyah svabhavah.

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

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

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

§ 4. Syrnoeism or CAvsALITY IN THE METHOD OF
AGREEMENT.

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

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

1 The argument in sutras ITL. 17—22, expressed freeely in terms of modern
philosophy, seems to be the following one. There are analytical judgments, they are
concerned with co-inherent or coexistent attributes. When the subject of a general
proposition contains in itself a «sufficient reason» for an aftirmation of the predi-
cate, when the mere presence of the thing denoted by the reason necessarily
implies the presence of the connoted consequence, then wheresoever the first is
found, the second is necessarily present. The connotation of the subject can be
established by whatsoever methods, by definitions founded on observation, by an
extraordinary intuition (ana@srava jiana), testimony, Scripture or some complicated
analysis (as the one by which Dharmakirti has established the theory of Uni-
versal Momentariness). Whatsoever its origin the gencral proposition cstablishes
that the reason A contains in itself the predicate B, because (18) B is the inherent
property (svabhava) of A. But (19) A, the reason, is also the essence (svabhd@va) of
the consequence B. Docs that mean that the analytical judgment is a tautology ?
No, because (20) the identity is of the underlying fact of existence, the logical
superstructure is manifold but coinherent in this underlying reality. (21) If it were
not coexistent, the consequence would not be the inhcrent property and (21) it
would then be a separate existence. — Some difficulty of interpretation arises from
the double meaning of svabhdva, in sutra IIL 19 svabh@val = hetuh, in p. 48. 4 it
is = sadhya-dharmah, in p. 23.20 we have hetul = svabhavah sGdhyasya and in
p- 47.21—28 sadhya-dharmal = svabhavah, stabhave = sadhye. The solution can
be found in the fact that as s@dhya, svabhdve means essential property and as hetu
it means identity of that reality in which both the hetw and the s@dhya coinhere.



SYLLOGISM 137

23. (The deduction by causality, where) the
reason represents the effect, has the following
formula, also (expressed by the method of Agree-
ment) —

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

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

(Minor premise). Here there is smoke,

(Conclusion). (Here there is fire).

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

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

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

1 niyamartha.

2 L@rya-karana-bhava-nimitta.

3 gyapti-sadhana-pram@na-visaya.

4 pratyaksa - anupalambhabhyam, cp. above p.388.13, 39.7 (text), transl.
p. 103—105.

5 upasamharah.

¢ sadhya-dharmin.

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

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

§ 5. DEpUCTION BY THE METHOD OF DIFFERENCE.

(49.17). The analytical, causal and negative syllogism according
to the method of Agreement have been thus exhibited. The author pro-
ceeds to exhibit the (method) of Difference.

25. The method of Difference® (will be now
exhibited). Negation represents then the follo-
wing formula —

(Major premise). What exists, all condi-
tions of perceptibility* being fulfilled, is
necessarily perceived.

(Example). As, e g, the particular case
of a patch of blue colour® etc.

(Minor premise). But on this (spot) we do
not perceive any existing jar, although all
conditions of perception are fulfilled.

(Conclusion). (Therefore there is here no
jar).

(50. 4). The method of Difference (will now be demonstrated). «What
exists, all conditions of perceptibility being fulfilled», means what
exists and is perceptible; (hence) existence is taken as the subject of
(the general proposition). «Is perceived», i. e., perception is predicated.

1 niscita, characterized by necessity, ¢. e., the major premise must be shown
by an induction from particular instances, no counter-instance being producible, cp.
above, p. 19 ff. (text). The necessity consists in the fact there is no effect without a
preceding cause. Therefore, strictly speaking, permissible are only the deductions
of causes from effects, not vice versa, of future effects from causes, cp. above text
p- 81. 10, transl. p. 88.

2 Cp. text, p. 19.1 ff. and p. 47.9.

8 Read vaidharmya-, instead of vaidharma.

4 upalabni misprint in stead of wpalabdhi

5 niladi-visesa = naladi-svalaksana, the latter in the third sense indicated
transl. p. 34 n. 4.
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(50.5). Thus this (proposition) expresses that the existence of some-
thing perceivable, (the totality of the conditions being fulfilled), is
invariably followed® by perception. Existence is the negation of non-
existence,® and cognition the negation of non-cognition. Hence (we
have a contraposition), the negation of the predicate is made the
subject, and the negation of the subject is made the predicate? (50.7).
Thus the (general proposition) expresses that the negation of the con-
sequence is invariably concomitant* with the negation of the reason,
because it is necessarily dependent® upon the latter (i.e., wheresover
there is some sense-perception, there necessarily is some existence).
(50. 8). If the deduced fact (the consequence or major term) were not to be
found with the subject of the inference (minor term), neither would
the reason (middle term) be there present, because the absence of the
latter necessarily involves the absence of the former. But the reason
is present, (hence its consequence must also be present).t (50.9). Con-
sequently the negation of the reason is the term of greater exten-
sion to which the negation of the consequence, being the term of
lesser extension, is subordinate.” When (the first) is absent, it follows

1 pyapta. Lit., «is embraced in the fact of being and object of perception».

2 P. 50. 6 read — kathitam, asattva-nivrttis ca sattvam, anupalambha . .

3 i. e. the contraposition of the same major premise as formulated according to
the method of agreement in sitra III. 9, transl. p. 117. There it was said, «the possi-
bly visible, if not perceived, is absent», here it is expressed by contraposition « the
possibly visible, if it is present, is necessarily perceived». Both these formula-
tions represent expressions of the principle underlying every negative deduection.
Howsoever complicated, the negative deduction can be reduced to it. The method
of this reduction has been explained in stitra II. 48—46, p.116 ff., and a classifi-
cation of all negative deductions has been given there, II. 31—42. The Naiyayikas
have remained faithfull to their theory of the perception of non-existence, or
absence, by the senses. They accordingly reject the Buddhist theory of negation.
But this does no prevent Vacaspatimiira very often to formulate complicated
negative deductions according to one of the formulae prescribed by Buddhist logie,
cp., e. g.. Tatp., p. 88. 12, 88. 17 etc.

4 vyapta.

5 niyata = pratibaddha.

8 This conclusion that right cognition (pramana) is a proof of existence hasg
been already mentioned above, text p. 40.7. Cognition is conceived as an effect
of an objective reality and the principle is laid down that we always conclude from
the existence of an effect to the necessary existence of its cause, but not vice versa.
Since a possible cause does not necessarily produce its effect, the conclusion about
a future effect is always more or less problematic for a non-omniscient being.

7 Lit., 50. 9—10. « Therefore, since the embracing non-existence of the reason
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that the (second) is also absent, hence (we arrive at the absence of the
absence of the consequence, i.e.), at its affirmation.

(50.10). The following rule is therefore established, — when a
deduction is made according to the method of Difference it always
must be shown that the negation of the deduced consequence neces-
sarily involves the negation of the reason.?

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

26. (Major premises). What is changeless is nei-
ther existent nor has it an origin nor can it be
a product.

(Example). (As e. g, the Cosmic Ether etc).

(Minor premises). But the sounds of
speech exist, have origination, are a pro-
duct (of causes).

(Conclusion). (Hence they are imperma-
nent).

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

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

1 szdhya-niscaya = sadhya-vidhi.

2 Thus the major premise in a negative deduction, i. e., the fundamental for-
mula of it, is always an affirmation. The fact that subject and predicatc have been
substituted by their negations and have changed places does not aftect the quality
of the judgment, it remains affirmative. But the minor premise, as well as the
conclusion, are negative.

8 As against the view of the Mimamsakas, cp. above, p. 127 n. 2.

4 niyata = pratibaddha = vyapya, e. g., «wheresoever there is no fire, as in
water, there necessarily is no smoke», or «wheresoever there are no trees, there
necessarily are no Afoka-trees».

5 wvyapta, lit., p. 50.16, «the absence of the consequence is embraced by the
absence of the reason». In the major premise, as in every judgment, the predicate
or major term is greater in extension (vy@paka), it « embraces» or contains the
subject or middle term. But it is also «bound up» (pratibaddha) to the latter,
because the presence of the latter involves necessarily the presence of the major
term, which becomes «necessarily following» (néyata, anubaddha, pratibaddha,
anvita). In a contraposed major premise the same relations obtain between the ne-
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of analytical deduction.! (50.16). «The sounds of speech exist, have
origination, are a product» — these words refer to the presence of the
reason in the subject of the conclusion, (i.e., to the minor premise),
equally in all three cases. (50. 17). Here again it is (thus) stated thatin the
present case the absence of the reason is missing, (i. e., it is stated
that the reason is present). And since the absence of the reason con-
tains in itself the absence of the consequence, (this latter absence
being subordinate to the former), it follows by implication that the
absence of the consequence must also be missing. The absence of the
absence of the consequence (i. e., its double negation) is equivalent to
its affirmation. (Hence the presence of the consequence is proved).?

(50.19). The formula of a causal deduction according to the method
of Difference is next given.

gation of the predicate and the negation of the subject. Expressed as a Mixed
Hypothetical Syllogism modo tollente the present example must be thrown in the
following form —

If a thing has an origin, it is non-eternal,
Non-eternity is absent, e. g., in the Cosmic Ether.
Hence origin is also absent.

But this is equivalent merely to the contraposed major premise of the Indian syllo-
gism, which gives rise to & new mixed hypothetical syllogism, —

If a thing is non-non-eternal (i. e., permanent), it has no origin,

The attribute of having no origin is absent in the sound,

Hence the attribute of non-non-eternity is also ebsent, (i. e., sound is
impermanent).

‘When all double negations are stripped off, the conclusion is affirmative, «sound is
impermanent». But in its negative form —

Sound i8 not non-non-eternal,
Because it has not the quality of non-origin,

it is a negative syllogism according to the third figure (vy@pakanupalabdhi, cps
sutra II. 84, because sadhanabhava is vyapaka in regard of sadhyabhara).

1 A full cheda is needed after hetusu and the one after ukteh must be dropped.

2 Lit., p. 50. 15—18. «Non-eternity being absent etc. Here it is expressed that
the non-existence of the conmsequence, of mon-eternity, is necessarily dependent
(niyata) on the absence of the reason. By this it is said that the absence of the con=
sequence is embraced by (or contained in) the absence of the reason, in the three
«own-existence» reasons also. The sound is existent, has an origine, is 2 product—
thus the presence (— tva) of (these) attributes in the subject (paksa) is indicated.
Here also the non existence of the non-existence of the reason, (which non-existence
of the reason) is the container (vy@paka), is stated. Hence also the contained
(vy@pya), the non-existence of the consequence, is precluded. Thus the existence
of the consequence (is proved)».
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27. The formula of a reason representing an
effect is as follows —

(Major premise). Where there is no fire,
there neither is smoke.
(Example). (As e. g, on the water of a lake,

etc.).

(Minor premise). But there is here some
smoke.

(Conclusion). (Hence there must be some
fire).

(50.21). Here also it is stated that the absence of fire involves?!
the absence of smoke? The words «but therc is here some smoke»
express that the involving® part, the negation of smoke, is absent.
Hence the involved* part, the negation of fire, is likewise absent. And
when (the negation of fire is denied, its affirmation, i. e, the presence)
of the consequence becomes established.®

§ 6. EQUIPoLLENCY OF THE METHODS OF AGREEMENT AND
DIFFERENCE.

(51. 1). The following question is now answercd. How is it that in
the formulae expressed according to the method of Agreement, the
contraposition of the general proposition is not expressed, and in those
which are expressed according to the method of Difference the original
form ® of it is not stated? How can it then (be maintained that syllo-
gism) is an expression (in propositions of all) the three aspects of a
logical relation, (concomitance, contraposition and minor premise)?

28. From a formula of agreement the corres-
ponding formula of difference follows by impli-
cation.

1 Lit., vy@pta «is lembraced», is included, is involved, is subaltern, is less in
extension, i. e., there can be no smoke without fire, but fire may be present where
there is no smoke, as e. g., in a hot iron-ball.

2 Hence the absence of fire involves the absence of smoke, but not vice versa.

8 vyapaka, embracing, including, containing, pervading.

* vyd@pya, embraced, included, contained, pervaded.

5 sadhya-gats.

6 anvaya.
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(51.4). When a formula directly® expresses agreement (i.e., the
positive concomitance of the reason with its consequence), their diffe-
rence, i.e., the contraposition (of the general proposition) follows virtu-
ally,? i.e., by implication. Therefore (each formula) is a verbal expres-
sion of the three aspects of the logical mark.? (51.6). Although the
contraposition of the general proposition is not directly expressed
when the concomitance is expressed in the original form, it neverthe-
less is understood 4 as implied in the latter.

Why?

29. Because if that were not so, the reason
could not be invariably concomitant with the
consequence.

(51.8). If the contraposition of the general proposition were not
ascertained in thought? neither could the positive concomitance of
the reason with the consequence be so ascertained. (51.9). When the
original general proposition® testifies that the reason is invariably
concomitant? with its consequence, no doubt is possible as to the pre-
sence of the reason where the consequence could be absent, otherwise
it could never be invariably concomitant with the latter.® (51.10).
The contraposition is realized when it is realized that in the absence
of the consequence the reason is likewise absent. Thus when stating
in the original general proposition that the reason is invariably con-
comitant with its consequence, it is also implied® that their contrapo-
sition holds good.®

1 abhidheyena.

2 arthat.

8 The three-aspected logical mark (trir@pa-linga), as explained above,
sutra II, 5 ff, is equivalent to an induction from particular instances, no counter-
instance being producible.

4 quastyate = nisciyate = gamyate = jhayate.

5 buddhy-avasita is here an equivalent of nifcaya-avasita, niscaya-aridha,
niscaya-apeksa, cp. p. 26. 16.; the term buddhi thus refers to savikalpaka-jliana,
buddhy-aridha = nidcaya-arugha (p. 48.7) = vikalpita. But in other cases bud-
dhi = samnd especially in k@rikas, may refer to nirvskalpaka-pratyaksa, cp. Tipp.,
p. 31. 6.

¢ anvaya-vakya.

7 niyata.

8 Lat., p. 51.10. «Otherwise (the reason) would not be conceived (pratita) as
necessarily tied up to its consequence».

9 samarthyat.

10 qvasita.
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30. Similarly (when the deduction is expres-
sed) by the method of Difference, the original
(positive) concomitance follows (by implication).

(51.13). If we apply the method of Difference, the direct concomi-
tance (of the reason with its consequence), although not prime facie®
expressed, follows simply by implication, just as in the case when direct
concomitance is expressed, (its contraposition follows also by impli-
cation).

(51.14). Why?

31. Because otherwise the absence of the res-
son in cases where the? consequence is absent
would not be established.

(51.16). If the general proposition, in its original form, would not
be present to the mind}® the absence of the reason when the conse-
quence is absent could not be established, i.e., could not be ascertai-
ned. (51.17). If it is realized, through the contraposition of the gene-
ral proposition, that the absence of the consequence is invariably con-
comitant* with the ahbsence of the reason, it cannot be expected that
the consequence will be absent where the reason is present. Because
otherwise it could not be known,® that the absence of the consequence
is invariably concomitant with the absence of the reason. (51.18).
The concomitance is realized ® when it is realized that in the presence
of the reason its consequence is invariably present. (51.19). Therefore
when in a contraposed general proposition it is directly expressed that
the absence of the consequence is invariably concomitant with the
absence of the reason, the positive (original) form of the concomitance
is also conveyed? by implication.

(51.21). (When constant change is being deduced from the notion
of existence), space and other (immutable substances are adduced as
negative examples proving) the absence of the reason wherever the

1 anabhidhvyamana.

2 tasmit misprinted for tasmin.

3 buddhi-grhita is here the same as above, pe 51.8, buddhy-avasita, but in
other cases grahana is the opposite of adhyavasiya, both are contrasted, cp. the
explanations of sutra I. 12,

4 myata.

5 pratita = niscita = adhyavasita = duddhi-grhita.

8 gats.

7 anvaya-gati.
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consequence is absent. Does it follow that (these examples) can like-
wise prove the presence of the consequence when the reason is pre-
sent??

32. (No!) If their concomitance? is not (ascer-
tained), then the absence of one term cannot
necessarily follow from the absence of the
other.

(52.2). (Concomitance is based upon) an essential dependence (of
one thing upon another). If there is no such dependence (between two
things), the negation of one of them, of the logical consequence, does
not necessarily imply the negation of the other one, of the reason (or
middle term).

33. It has been stated above® that there
are only* two kinds of dependent existence, what-
soever the case may be. (The dependent part re-
presents either existentially) the same thing or
the effect of (another existent).

(52.5). Whatsoever (be the content) of the dependent part, (the
form of the dependence is of (one of) two kinds. The essence or the
cause (of one form of dependence) is Identity (of existence). The essence
or the cause (of the other one) is the fact of being an Effect (produced
by causes). If one (existence) is dependent upon some other (existence),
the thing upon which it is dependent represents either (essentially)
the same fact of existence or a cause. (52.7). To be dependent upon
something else is impossible. Therefore has it been stated (above)
that there are (only) two kinds of dependence® (52.8). And we have

1 Vinitadeva’s introduction to the next sutra is much simpler. He says «if
it be asked why is it that when there is no concomitance the contraposition is not
valid, (the following siitra gives the answer)». (anvayabhave vyatireko’ siddha ity
etat kutah) Dharmottara’s avatarapa means lit., p. 51.21—22: «If really in
space etc. in the absemce of the predicate (major term) there is absence of the
reason (middle term), nevertheless for sure (does it follow) that in the presence of
the reason the predicate is present? To this he answers»y.

2 svabhava-pratibandha = vyapti.

8 gtitra II. 25. Lit. «consisting in identity-with-that and congisting in origina-
tion-from-that»n.

4 cah (p. 52.4) punar-arthe, evarthe va@, tema dvi-prakdra eveti yojamiyam
Mallavadi, f. 85).

5 Cp. B. Russel, Mysticism, p. 152— «the only way... in which the exis-
tence of A can be logically dependent upon the existence of B is when B is part
of A». This is the same as the Indian view. The notion of a tree (B) is an inherent
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on that occassion also stated® that the dependent (part is the fact
represented by) the reason, (it is dependent upon the fact correspond-
ing to) the deduced consequence.?

84. It follows therefore that if the (concer-
ted) absence (of two terms) is expressed, their
interdependence must reveal itself. Therefore the
contraposed general proposition always contains
an indication of their interdependence. This
indication is nothing but the general proposi-
tion (in its positive form). Thus it is that one
single general proposition, either directly or
in its contraposed form, declares that the logi-
cal mark is present in similar and absent in
dissimilar cases. Therefore it is not indispen-
sable to express both these propositions.?

part of the notion of a $imsapd (A) and it is the latter that is logically dependent
on, i. e., subordinated to, the former. The foundation of this dependence is Identity
of the underlying reality But, according to the Indian view, it is not the
«only way». There is a dependence of Coexistence and a dependence of Suc-
cession. Every thing is the result of some causes, it is therefore logically, or
necessardy, dependent on its causes. But a cause does not necessarily produce
its effect. Therefore there is never logical necessity (nicaya) in the predication
of a future result, cp. transl. p. 108.

1 sutra I1. 22.

2 It is here again pressed with emphasis that there is no other logical
dependence than the dependence founded either upon what is here termed Identity
(tadatmya) and explained as coexistence of coinherent attributes, or on
Causation which is explained as a logical necessity for every entity to have a cause
(tadutpatti). Every fact is thus either coexistent and coinherent with another fact, or
it is its product. Thus the general proposition either expresses a Uniformity of
Coexistence or a Uniformity of Succession. It follows that whatever be the method
applied, whether it be the method of Agreement, or the method of Difference, a
logical deduction or logical thought in general cannot possibly express something
else than what either directly represents or finally reduces to these two kinds of
logical relations. Contraposition is therefore equipollent with the original proposition.

8 Lit., p. 2. 9—18. «Since (it is 80), therefore who speaks abolition must show
connection. Therefore the proposition of abolition (the negative proposition) is just
an indirect showing of suggested connection. And what is suggestion of connection,
that is just expression of concomitance. Thus by one proposition formnlated with a
concomitance-face or with a contraposition-face the presence-absence of the mark
in the similar-dissimilar cases is declared Thus the formulation of two propositions
is not necessary. hi in the sence of ,,because “».
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(52.13). When (two facts) are essentially interdependent,! the ab-
sence of the ome conveys the absence of the other. Therefore, if it is
shown that the reason is absent wherever the consequence is also
absent, the interdependence of both these absences? will be shown.
(52.14). If the reason is dependent upon its consequence, then it will
necessarily be absent wheresoever the consequence is absent.3 (52. 15).
And since it is (impossible not to) indicate the dependent (character
of the reason), therefore the proposition indicating the absence of the
reason, if its consequence is absent, contains* an implied indica-
tion® of its dependence. (52.16). This indication is nothing but the
general proposition (or major premise) itself® The interdependence (of
reason and consequence) must necessarily be stated, but (this does not
mean that it should always) be made in the positive form, because the
example will always establish the interdependence by induction,’ and
this will represent nothing else but the general proposition in its posi-
tive form. (52.18). Therefore when the negation of something depends
upon the negation of something else, the interdependence of both these
terms must reveal itself, and this becomes simply a cognition of their
Ppositive concomitance.? (52. 20). Since the positive concomitance implies its
contraposition and (vice versa) the contraposition implies the original
proposition, therefore one® of them is (sufficient) to declare the pre-

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

2 nivartya-nivartakayoh pratibandhah, lit., «the dependence of the stopped
and the stopper».

3 as e. g., smoke being dependent upon fire, is not to be found in places where
there is no fire.

4 aksipta = samgrhita.

5 upa-darsana.

8 Lit, p. 52.15—17. «And because its dependence must be shown, therefore
the proposition about the non-existence (nivrtts) of the reason when the predicate
is absent, by this (proposition) an indirect indication (upa-darsana) of the depen-
dence is suggested (@ksipta). And what (represents) the indirect indication of the
dependence suggested by that, just this is the concomitance-proposition ».

7 pramanena. Concomitance must be shown by an induction from particular
instances, no counter-instance being producible, these particular instances are
termed drstanta or pram@na, cp. the use of this term in the ff. passages, 44. 5,
48.1, 58.1, 61.10, 64. 1, 80. 21, 81. 1, 81. 2, 81.20, 81. 21 (apramana).

8 Lit., 52. 19— 20. «Therefore the connection (interdependence) of an abolished
and the abolisher must be known, and thus just (eva) concomitance is known. The
word 44 in the sense of ,,because“n,

9 The word wviikyena must be inserted after ekend@pi, cp. Tib. p. 119.9, thsig
geig-gis kyai.
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sence of the mark in similar cases and its absence in dissimilar cases.!
(58.1). The positive concomitance may be prima facie expressed. It is
one method of expressing it. Similarly the contraposition may be prima
Jacie expressed? But since a single proposition conveys both (these
meanings), there is no strict necessity for the formulation of both in
every single syllogism.® (53.4). Words are used to convey a meaning,
when the meaning is conveyed, what is the use of (superfluous) words?

(58. 4). Thus it is that either the original form of the general pro-
position must alone be used or its contraposition, (but not both together).

85. (This rule applies) also to (Negation,i.e,to
a deduction of absence whose reason is) non-per-
ception. When we state (the contraposed formula*
of negation, viz) —

«Whatsoever exists, all conditions of per-
ceptibility being fulfilled, is necessarily per-
ceived»,

the original concomitance —

«If such an object is not perceived, it is
absenty,

is established by implication.

(53.8). Even® in a (proposition expressing Negation founded
on) non-perception, the original positive concomitance follows when
the contraposition is expressed. «Whatsoever exists all conditions of
perceptibility being fulfilled » — these words express that the predicate
(in the formula of simple negation) is cancelled, i. e., the possibility
of such behaviour (which follows upon a perception) of absence (is

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

2 Lit., p. 58. 1—2. «Positive concomitance is the face, the means, because it is
directly expressed, this is a proposition whose face is positive concomitance. Thus
(also the proposition) whose face is contraposition. The word 4¢i in the sense of
» because®»,

3 sadhana-vakya.

+ anvaya, the positive or original concomitance. Negation in contraposition
will be double negation, i. e., affirmation. The formula of negation expressed as di-
rect concomitance in a general proposition will be «non-perception is concomitant
with absence», its contraposition will be «non-absence is concomitant with non-
non-perception» or «presence is followed by perception».

5 na kevalam karya-svabhava ity arthah (Mallavadi, f.86).
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denied). It means essentially the same as the existence of something per-
ceivable. «Is necessarily perceived»—these words express the absence
of non-perception. It means essentially the same as perception.! (53.10).
Thus it is shown that the absence of the consequence (or predicate)
is invariably concomitant with the absence of the reason? Supposing
the consequence could be absent even if the reason were present, then
the absence of the consequence would not be invariably concomitant
with the absence of the reason? (53.11). Indeed, when we realize the
(contraposed) concomitance, we must (also) realize that the presence of
the reason is invariably concomitant with the presence of its conse-
quence. (53.12). Therefore (the negative conclusion) is drawn in
the words «if such an object, i. e., a representable object, is not perceived,
it is absent». Since this (conclusion) is cognized, since it is simulta-
neously present to the mind,* the original concomitance (of the formula
of negation) is thus ascertained.®

§ 7. Is THE CONCLUSION A NECESSARY MEMBER OF THE
SYLLOGISM?

36. When either of these two (methods) is ap-
plied, it is not always mnecessary explicitly to
mention the thesis (or the conclusion)®

1 upalambha-riupa.

2i. e, we cannot deny the existence of something when it is present in the
ken of our sense-faculties.

3 The absence of the consequence means here the presence of the object in the
range of our senses, the absence of the reason—its perception. If the object could be
present without being perceived, then we could not maintain that its presence
(accompanied by all other factors of perception) is invariably followed by its per-
ception.

4 sam-pratyayat.

5 anvaya-siddhi.

6 The term paksa means here the standpoint of the disputant, it includes both
the thesis and the conclusion. In siitra IIL 41 it is identified with s@dhya which is
also as sadhya-dharma the name of the major term. In the five membered syllogism
of the Naiyayikas both the thesis (prat{j#a) and the conclusion (nigamana) are ad-
mitted as separate members, beside the reason, the major and the minor premises.
The Mimamsakas and the later Naiyayikas were inclined to reduce the members of
their syllogism to three, roughly corresponding to the three members of Aristotle.
But Dignaga makes a distinction between inference as a process of thought (svértha)
and syllogism as a method of proof in a controversy, and points to the fact that very
often when the point under discussion is evident out of some former argumentation,
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(83.15). (The core of a syllogism is) the logical reason (or middle
term), its invariable concomitance with the deduced property must be
expressed, and this again, (as we have shown), is based either upon ne-
cessary co-existence or necessary succession between the facts corres-
ponding to the reason and the deduced property. Whether we apply
the method (of Agreement or the method of Difference), in both cases
the fact to be deduced is the same. Therefore there is no absolute
necessity of expressing separately (the thesis or) the conclusion. (Sup-
posing) the reason has been cognized as invariably concomitant with
the deduced property, (we then know the major premise). If we then
perceive the presence of that very reason on some definite place, (i.e.,
if we know the minor premise), we already know the conclusion. (What
is then the use of mentioning this fact once more?) The repetition of
the deduced conclusion is of no use!?

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

37. In our® formula of Negation, expressed ac-
cording to the method of Agreement, it is like-
wise (superfluous to mention the conclusion se-
parately). When it is stated that —

(Major premise). Whatsoever is not per-
ceived, although being in conditions of per-
ceptibility, is practically non-existent.

suffices it to state the major and minor premises, the conclusion or thesis being
then implicitly contained in the minor premise. Mallavadi, f. 87, introduces this
section with the words, atha matantaravad bhavan-mate’ps paksah kimiti na nirdi-
$yate? — an allusion to N. S,, I. 1. 3.

1 Lit., p. 53.156—17. «And because in both formulations the probans (sadh-
ana) must be understood as tied up to the probandum (s@dhya) from «identity with it»
and «production by it», therefore the stand point (paksa) must not be just necessa-
rily specified. What prabans is cognized as confined to the proban dum, just from it
when it is perceived upon the substratum (dharmin) of the probandum, the proban-
dum is cognized. Therefore nothing is (achieved) by the specification of the pro-
bandwm ».—According to the Tib. pratiteh is perhaps to be read instead of pra-
tatih in p. 53. 17. sadhya-nirdeSena = paksa-nirdesena. If we have ascertained by
induction the invariable concomitance of the smoke with its cause the fire, and then
perceive smoke upon some remote hill, we then have present to our mind the judg-
ment «there it is, this very smoke which is invariably concomitant with fire». It
becomes quite superfinous to repeat the conclusion, cp. p. 152, n. 6.

2 Read etam eva.

8 Read atra in stead of yasmat, cp. Tib. transl.
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(Minor premise) On this place no jar is
perceived, although all other conditions for
its perceptibility are fulfilled.

(The Conclusion) «There is here no jar»
follows entirely by implication.

(53. 22). In (negation) expressed according to the method of Agree-
ment (the conclusion) «there is no jar on this place» follows entirely
by implication.! The (author) shows the process of implication. (53. 23).
The words «whatsoever is not perceived, although being in conditions
of perceptibility», refer to a negative experience as a subject. The
words «it is an object practically non-existent» refer te the possibility
of our behaviour towards it as non-existent. (54.1). Thus it is shown
that the non-perception of something imagined (as present) is invariably
concomitant with corresponding purposive actions.? (54.2). The words
(«a jar) is not perceived» prove that the logical mark is present
upon the subject of the conclusion (on the minor term).3 If the deduced
fact would not have been present upon that substratum, neither
could the logical reason be there present, because the latter is inva-
riably concomitant with the former.# This is how the (conclusion) is
implied.

38. The same refers also (to this formula ex-
pressed according to the method) of Difference—

(Major premise). Whatsoever is present
(as an object of our purposive actions) and is
in conditions of perceptibility, is necessarily
perceived.

(Minor premise). But on this place no such
jar is being perceived.

Through mere implication (the conclu-
sion) follows that as an object of our purpo-
sive actions this thing is absent’

1 samarthyad eva.

2 Lit., p. 54.1—2. «If it is so, the non-cognition of the visible is shown to be
contained in the fact of being fit for a non-Ens deal».

38 sadhya-dharmin.

4 sadhya-niyatatvat tasya.

5 Lit., p. 54.6—7. «Just by connotation (s@marthyad) it becomes ,there is
here no object of dealing as existent with* ».



152 A SHORT TREATISE OF LOGIC

(54. 8). In the formulation according to the method of Difference, the
conclusion «there is here no jar as an object for our purposive action» fol-
lows by mere implication. It is the same conclusion as in the formula
(expressed according to the method) of Agreement. The (author) then
proceeds to indicate the pocess of implication. (54. 9). A thing which can be
an object of purposive action means a thing which is present.! An object
being in the conditions of perceivability meansan object imagined as pre-
sent. This represents the negation of the deduced consequence.? (54. 10).
The words «is necessarily perceived» express the negation of the logi-
cal reason.® Thus it is shown that the absence of the consequence is
invariably concomitant with the absence of the reason. (54.11). The
words «no such (jar)» etc. mean that on this place the possible percep-
tion of a jar has not happened in the manner in which other perceivable
objects (usually) are perceived. Thus it is proved that upon the sub-
ject of the conclusion, (i. e., on a definite place) there is absence of the
reason (i e., of perception) which invariably involves the absence of the
deduced consequence (i. e., of the jar). (54.18). Supposing the con-
sequence would not be present upon the subject of the conclusion,
neither could the reason be there present. But the fact* representing
the reason is present, (hence the consequence must also be present).
This is (how the conclusion) is implied. (54.14). Therefore, since it is
implied, there is no need of explicitly stating it, because we understand
(without such a statement) that «there is here no jar».

(54.15). Similarly in the formulae of an analytical or causal de-
duction (the conclusion) becomes simultaneously present to the mind 3
by implication. There is, consequently, no necessity of stating it
explicitly.®

1 vidyamana.

2 The deduced consequence is the absence of the jar.

8 The logical reason is non-cognition, its reverse (nivrtts) is cognition.

4 dharma. 5 sam-pratyaya = sama-kalina-pratyaya.

6 ParthasarathimiSra remarks, §astra-dipika, p. 239 (Benares, 1908) that
the Buddhists, thinking that the Naiyayikas have introduced superfluous details in
their 5-membered syllogism, have reduced it to two members, major and minor pre-
mises (which he calls ud@harana-upanaya). After having remembered the major
premise «what has a cause is non-eternal», and then having merely mentioned
«the sounds have a causc», it is quite superfluous to repeat the conclusion that
«the sound is non-eternaln, because this is implied in the minor premise. Cp. Sig-
wart, op. cit. I, p. 478 n. — «Ebenso setzt... der Untersatz die Conclusion voraus;
denn wo bliebe die Wahrheit des Untersatzes, dass Socrates ein Mensch ist, wenn
es noch zweifelhaft wire, ob er... die Sterblichkeit hat die der Obersatz als allge-
meines Merkmal jedes Menschen auffihrt».



SYLLOGISM 153

§ 8. DEFINITION OF A THESIS.

39. Nevertheless what is it that we can call
a (sound) «thesis»?

(54. 18). It must be nevertheless explained what is the meaning atta-
ched to the word thesis.

40. A (sound) thesis is (a proposition to be
maintained by the disputant, i e, a proposition)
which he himself accepts «just as such», (i e,
just as the point he bonma file intends to main-
tain, if from the start) it is not discredited (by
self-contradiction).t

(54.20). «Just as such» means just as (the proposition) to be
maintained. « Himself» means the disputant. «Accepted» means that
(the proposition) is not only expressed in words, but also (bona fide)
accepted (to be true). Such a topic, if it is not invalidated (frem the
start) by perception or other proofs, is called a thesis.

(54.21). But if the thesis is not to be explicitly mentioned (in the
conclusion or at the beginning of a syllogism), why do we give the
definition of such a (member) which cau be dispensed with? We
give the definition not because it should be a (necessary) member of the
syllogism,? but because there are (logicians) who mistake a wrong
thesis for a right one and wice versa.® Therefore, in order to set aside
misconceptions about what can and what cannot be a (sound) thesis,*
the definition of a proposition to be maintained is given.

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

41. «As such» means accepted as (the proposi-
tion) to be maintained

1 Lit., p.54.19. « What is accepted just as the proper form and not repudia-
ted, is a thesis».

2 sadhana-vakya-avayava.

3 This remark is directed against N. S, I 1. 33 and possibly also hints at both the
schools of the Madhyamikas. The Prasangika school was prepared to defend any
amount of theses, but not bona fide, its aim being to undermine logical methods alto-
gether and to demonstrate the hopeless contradictions of the principles upon which
logic is built. The other Madhyamiks school,the Svatantrikas, the followers of Bhava-
viveka, although admitting logic, have established a series of quite incredible theses
in contradiction to common sense, cp. my Nirvana, p. 115,

4 sadhya = palsa.
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(55. 6). Since the thesis represents (the proposition) which must be
deduced, there is nothing else (to which we could give that name).
Therefore its essence ? consists in its being deduced.

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

42. «Just as such» means accepted as the fact
which must be deduced, in contradistinction) from
the reason from which it is deduced.

(55.10). It might perhaps be asked why do we not take* the word
«just» separately? Why do we repeat it in the combination «just as
such»? We answer. The word «just» is a particle of emphasis. It empha-
sizes the quality contained in another word. Therefore it is repeated
together with the word which points to the emphasized part. (55.12).
(The thesis is the fact which it is intended to deduce), not also the
fact which is admitted to represent the reason. What is expressed as
being the reason, is also accepted as being the reason. (55.13). When
the reason is not accepted (by the opponent), he may also regard it as
something that requires a proof, (as a fact which must be deduced).
But this is excluded. The word «just» is an indication (that not every
unproved thing is a thesis).?

(55.15). An example —

43. Supposing the non-eternal character of
the sounds of speech must be established
(as against the Mimamsaka), and the reason would
be, (say), its visibility. Since the visibility of
sounds does mnot exist, it might be regarded as

1 aparam rapam.

2 svo-rigpam.

3 eva.

+ praty-ava-mrs, «to reconsider singly».

5 The definition of the Naiyayikas «a thesis is a statement of what wants to
be proved», N. 8. L. 1.83, was assailed by Dignaga on the ground of his theory
of the purely relative character of the meaning of all words (apoha). If the
expression «wanting a proof» only excludes the things proved or real (ssddha), then
every reason and every example, especially if they are quite absurd (anupapa-
dyamana-sadhana) can be characterized as being in want of a proof and would be
included in the definition, as e. g., «sounds are eternal because visible», — s@d-
hyayor hetu-drsiantayor api prasango, yath@ nityah Sabdah caksusatvat, cp.
N.bhasgya, p. 40, N. vart., p. 113 and Tatp., p. 183 ff.
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a fact which is in need of proof But it is expres-
sed as the reason, therefore it is not here in-
tended to be proved, (albeit it is unproved).

(55.18). Supposing the non-eternal character of the sounds of
speech is to be proved, and (someone would point to their) visibility as
a (possible) reason. Since the existence (of visible words) is not estab-
lished, one (could be misled to suppose) that it is just the thing which
(the disputant) wishes to establish. (55.19). Therefore it is said that
«thisy, i e., visibility, «here», i. e., in regard of the sounds of speech,
is not admitted as just the point to be established. It is said that there
is no necessity (to envisage it here) as something that is intended to
be established, since it is expressed as the reason. Whatsoever is
expressed in the form of a reason is also admitted to represent the
reason, but not the consequencel

(55.22). The word «himself» is next pointed to and explained.

44. «Himself» means the Disputant.

(56.3). «Himself» is a pronoun? «Disputant» is the proximate
(subject to which it refers).s

(56. 6). Who is this Disputant?

45. That one who at this occasion sets forth
an argument.

(56.8). «At this occasion» means at the time of some philosophi-
cal disputation. He sets forth an argument. As there can be many
disputants, this is a specification of the disputant, denoted above by
the word «himself».

1 Therefore the Naiyayiks definition in N. D. L 1. 83, sadhya-nirdesah prati-
JRa, has been corrected by Dignaga in adding eva.

2 nipata = theig-phrad-kyi sgra, «a particle meaning some relation»,

8 Lit., p. 56.2—5. «The word «himself» is a particle which is used for the
(reflexive pronoun) «self» in the Genitive and in the Instrumental cases. Now, here
the word svayam is used in the sense of the word self in the Instrumental case.
Moreover the word self is a pronoun (sambandhi-sabda). And the disputant is
near. Therefore of whose disputant the self is endowed with the sense of the In-
strumental case, just that one is specified as endowed with the sense of the Instru-
mental case: «by the disputant». But «by the disputant» is not here the syno-
nym of «himself». — This perfectly useless explanation is characteristic for Dhar-
mottara’s scholasticism. Vinitadeva (p. 102) links this s@tra with the following
and simply says, «a thesis is only that topic which (the author) proves himself, but
not the one that is established by the originator of the system (§@stra-kara)».
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(56.9). If that is the case, the meaning is (simply) that the thesis
is what the disputant wishes to prove. What is the use of such a
statement? This means that only that fact is a (real) thesis which a
definite disputant, at the occasion of a (definite) disputation, intends
to prove, and mot any other fact. It is equivalent to saying that we
cannot force anybody to defend a cause which he himself does not
care to defend.!

(56.12). But at what juncture could it occur that (the disputant
would be expected) to prove (not the thing he would himself care to
prove, but) something else ? To guard against what has it been neces-
sary to make this specification?

46. The following is meant. Supposing some-
one takes his stand on a definite system and
quotes arguments accordingly. Supposing the fra-
mer of the system has admitted several facts
characterizing the same subject. Nevertheless
the thesis will be represented by that fact
alone which at a given occasion, a definite dis-
putant himself chooses to argue, not by any other
one.?

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

2 Since in the laconic style of the stitras every superfluous syllable must be
avoided, Uddyotakara declares that the word «himself» is quite useless. He
exclaims «there you are! so keen upon finding the fault of superfluous syllables
in others, you make this mistake in your own proposition... no reasonable man
will say «I am myself going to wash», cp. N.vart. p.120. According to Dignaga
«myself» in this case means «not another one». His principle is that every word
includes a negation (apoha), the disputant «himself» means «not the initiator of
the system to which the disputant adheres». The point of Digndga is apparently
directed against dogmatism, he wishes to vindicate the freedom of the philosopher
to choose his arguments, he is not bound to quote only the arguments accepted in
the school to which he belongs (abhyupagama-siddh@nta). This is denied by the
Naiyayikas. If, says VacaspatimiSra, someone known to be an adherent of the
Vaiegika system would appear in a learned society (parisad) and advance the
tenet that the sounds of speech are eternal entities, which is a tenet of the Mi-
mimsaka school against which the VaiSesikas always protested, neither the society
nor the official opponent would care to listen. He would not even be allowed to
state his argument, he would be declared beaten as soon as he had pronounced the
thesis,ap Tatp., p. 187. 5 ff.
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(56.16). The possibility of some other fact® being deduced in
regard of the same subject arises when the author of a system, accep-
ted by the disputant, has admitted several facts characterizing the
same subject (about which a variety of discordant views are current).?

(56.17). It is indeed quite wronmg to suppose that if somebody
ranges himself at the side of a definite system, he is obliged to advo-
cate every doctrine which is there admitted. This (wrong view is here)
cleared away. Many doctrines may be accepted, nevertheless that topic
alone which the dispuntant (at a given occasion) chooses himself to argue
will represent the thesis, but not any other one.

(56.19). The following question might be asked. Should not a
logical argument?® disregard all established doctrines and be guided
(exclusively) by the weight of real facts?* Therefore a philosopher
should never take his stand on a body of established doctrines, since
they must be left out of account? (56.20). Quite right! But, as a mat-
ter of fact, even in those cases when (a philosopher) selfreliently
takes his stand on a body of established doctrines, i. e., if he is an
adherent of a definite system (and) quotes arguments (in accordance
with that system), nevertheless only that proposition will represent his
thesis which he himself chooses to advocate (at a given occasion). In
order to declare this, it is stated that (the thesis is a proposition
which the philosopher «himself» chooses to advocate at a certain
occasion).’

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

47. The word «accepts» (in the above defini-
tion of a sound thesis) means (that there is so-
metimes no necessity of expressing the thesis
in words). When an argument is adduced in an-
swer to an objection on a subject which one

1 dharma.

2 tasmin dharmini=vipratipatti-visaya-dharmini, cp. Vinitadeva, p.102.13.
Probably an allusion to the great variety of views on the same subjects advocated
in the different Buddhist scheols.

3 linga.

4 vastu-bala-pravrita.

5 Lit., p. 56. 21—22. «But although, as a consequence of infatuation, he takes
his stand upon some teaching (§@stra), admits some teaching (and) says the reason,
nevertheless just what for him is desirable, just that is his thesis (s@dhya). In order
to declare that, thus has it been told ».
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wishes to establish, the thesis, even if it is not
expressly specified, is (understood from the con-
text).

(56.8). «On a subject», e. g., on the existence of the Soul. (Sup-
posing) a doctrine opposed to the existence of the Soul is being
discussed, a doctrine denying the existence of the Soul, (a doctrine
maintaining that) there is no Soul. Since affirmation and negation are
contradictories, this doctrine contradicts the view that the Soul exists.
(Supposing) that in answer to this contrary tenet an argument is
adduced by someone who wishes to establish, i. e., to prove® the existence
of this object, of the Soul. The word «accepts» intimates that this fact
(the existence of the Soul) wil be his thesis (even if it is not explicitly
stated).? (57.6). This is the meaning suggested by the word «ac-
cepts»® Although in a verbal inference, (in a syllogism), we would
expect that the thesis to be deduced should be expressed (in a sepa-
rate proposition), nevertheless, even if it is not expressed, (it is clear)
what the thesis really is, because it is expressed by implication.

(57. 8). Why is that?

48. Because it represents the point against
which the opposite view is directed.

(87.10). «It» means that topic which is the subject (of the
discussion), the subject matter against which the opposed view is
directed. Because of this circumstance (the real intention of the spea-
ker becomes evident from the context).

(57.11). The following is meant. The disputant adduces a proof in
order to confute the opposed view. Therefore the tenet which the op-
ponent aims at disproving is eo ipso the topic he himself wishes to

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

2 Or even if the thesis explicitly proved is different from what is really the
intention of the speaker. The real thesis is the intention of the speaker. A thesis
can be clearly understood out of both premises without expressing the conclusion
separately. But even if it is expressed separately, it may sometimes represent the
real intention of the speaker only half-way, indirectly. This happens when the
speaker intends to prove his tenet surreptitiously, through an indirect suggestion,
a8 is illnstrated by the following example.

3 Lit,, p. 57. 6. « What is mentioning at the end (stitra 49, p. 57. 17) of ity uktam
bhavati, with regard to this place the sentence must be closed». Instead of repea-

ting these words twice, at the end of sUtra 47 and 49, they have been taken only
once at the end of sutra 49.
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prove. (57.12). His argument has just the aim to confute the opposed
view. If this were not his thesis, where on earth could you find some-
thing as definitely representing a thesis, as this one!?

(87.15). This case is exemplified. When an argument is advan-
ced against an opponent, something may be understood to represent
the deduced thesis without being expressly stated.

49. An example? —

(Thesis). The sense of vision and other
senses (are organs) to be used by someone
else.

(Reason). Because they are composite
(substances).

(Example). Just as beds, chairs and other
implements (composed for the use of man).

Major premise. Whatsoever is a compo-
site substance is not an independent exis-
tence)

The aim is to prove that (the senses) are the
organs of the Soul (which is a simple and inde-
pendent substance), although this is not express-
ly stated. Thus the thesis is not always that
alone which is expressed. That is the meaning
(of the word «acceptsn).

(57.18). «The sense of vision, the sense of audition etc.» are the
subject, (the minor term). They exist for the sake of someone else, i. e.,
they have dependent existence, this is the predicate, (the major term).
«Because they are composite (substances)», that is the reason, (the middle
term). (57.20). The words «just as beds, chairs and other implements»

1 Here again, according to Dignaga’s method, the word «accepts» includes
a negation, «accepted» means « non-expressedn, as illustrated by the next follow-
ing example «the senses are the organs of some one elsen. The Naiyiyikas an-
swer that this qualification is superfluous. «No one will establish what he does not
accepte, says Uddyotakara, N. vart., p. 118 and Vacaspati comments, «if the
aim of the word «accepted » is to include an unexpressed intention, this cannot be
done in the syllogism which would then be wrong (ananvayo hetuh). But words
have always beside their direct expressive power (v@cyam) a power of indirect
suggestion (laksyam). If the words are not suggestive, they cannot point to an un-
expressed intention, cp. Tapt., p. 186.

2 Cp. Sankhya-kariks, 17.
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refer to the facts on which that generalization is established.? Beds,
chairs etc. are requisites serviceable to man? and they are composite
substances.

(58.1). Thus, although this example® does not (by itself) mean
that the organs of sense are employed by the Soul, nevertheless,
although unexpressed, this is the thesis. (58.2). Indeed, the Sankhya
philosopher maintains that the Soul exists. The Buddhist maintains, on
the contrary, that the Soul does not exist. Thereupon the Sankhya philo-
sopher, starting from* the Buddhist view which is opposed to his own,
brings forward an argument, with the aim of confuting the opposed
view and of establishing his own. (58.4). Therefore, the fact that (the
senses) are in the service of the Soul represents the (real), although
unexpressed, thesis (which the disputant has at heart), since the op-
posed view is directed against it.

(58.5). It is not proved that beds, chairs and other requisites
used by men are in the service of the Soul. The major premise®
(«whatsoever is composite is controlled by the Soul» is not proved at
all). Established is only the simple fact that these composite things
are made for the use of somebody, in this sense they are called objects
«for use» by somebody. (58.6). The (real) intention is to prove that
the Intellect is also an organ of something else. This is suggested by
the words «and other senses». This «something else» in regard of the
Intellect can be only the Soul. (58.7). Thus it would be proved that
consciousness® is in the service of another (higher principle). The

1 wyapti-visaya-pradorsana, «pointing to the scope of the concomitance ».

2 purusa-upabhoga-anga has here probably a double sense, with regard to
beds, chairs etc. it means the requisites serviceable to man, with regard to the Soul
(purusa) of the Sankhyas it means the experiences imputed to the Soul during
its state of bondage in some particular existence, as conditioned by the deeds (karma)
in former existences.

3 atra pramane = thsad-ma hdir; pramana is here used in the sense of
drstanta, cp. 52.18 and 7 note to transl. p. 147.

4 hetu-krtya.

5 anvaya.

8 vyjfiana = vijfiana-skandha. For the Sankhya undifferentiated «conscious-
ness», pure changeless consciousness, is an eternal substance, the Soul (purusa).
For the Buddhist this same undifferentiated consciousness is pure sensation, consi-
sting of momentary, ever changing flashes, There is thus in the argument of the
Sankhya a quaternio terminorum, since he understands under vijAana, manas,
antakkarana unconscious, physical principles! consisting predomineutly of a spe-
cial intellect-stuff (satfva) or nervous matter capable only to be reflected in con-
sciousness which, in the shape of a Soul, is a quite different principle. For the Bud-
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words «for the use of someone else» have been inserted in the hope
that one could surreptitiously * prove the Intellect to work in the service
of the Soul.

(58.9). Consequently the statement that the thesis is something
«accepted» (by the disputant) has the following meaning. The thesis
is not always (a proposition) expressly mentioned. It might be expres-
sed and it might be merely understood from the context, (especially)
when it is something the disputant wishes to prove (surreptitiously),
in answer to a contrary opinion advanced by an opponent.?

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

50. The words «not discredited (from the start
by self-contradiction)» are an indication of the
fact that according to this definition a (proposi-
tion) can be accepted (by the disputant as expres-
sing) the fact to be established and nevertheless
not represent a thesis, if it is in contradiction
with perception, with inference, with (the iden-
tity) of a conception or with the very words (in
which it is expressed).

(58.18). «This (definition)» means the definition explained above,
namely, «the thesis is a proposition which the disputant himself

dhists it is consciousness itself. The argument from the analogy of composite things,
and the induction from chairs, beds etc. is of course very feeble, but it was admit-
ted in the Sankhya-school, cp. Sankhya-karika, 17. Since the thesis, or conclusion,
is not an indispensable member of the Buddhist syllogism, its definition may have
been omitted. Nevetheless Dignaga and Dharmakirti expatiate on it in order to
show 1)that the definition of the Naiyayikas in N. 8. I. 1. 33 lacks precision and 2) to
give them a lesson on the precise meaning of words, since all words according
to the apoha-theory of the Buddhists imply negations or contrasts, — atra anya-
vyacchedam (= apoham) va@kydrtham manvano bhadantah pratijiia-laksanam ati-
vyapty-avydaptibhyam aksipati, cp. Tatp., p. 182. 84. The Naiyayika term pratijiia
«thesis, proposition» is here replaced by paksa «tenet». Dh. uses both terms indis-
criminately, cp. 26. 14, 48. 4, 58. 20, 59. 14, but the Naiyayikas make a difference,
ep. N. vart,, p. 117.14 ff. and T&tp., p. 165.7ff. Vasubandhu in his Vada-
vidhana avails himsalf of the term pratijfia, cp. N. vart, p. 121.2.

1 samarthydat.

2 It is evident from this example as well as from the addition of the words
«accepts himself» in the definition that the term paksa refers bere to the real tenet of
the disputant, not to its formulation in speech alone. Cp. N. kandali, p. 284. 13—
vacanasya pratjfiatvam, tadarthasya ca paksatd.

8 This sentence must precede the sutra IIL 50.
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accepts just as such etc.n The words «not discredited (from the start)»
are added in order to declare that a proposition may conform to
(this part of) the definition and nevertheless not represent a thesis.
(58.15). What is the fact that cannot be a (sound) thesis, although
(the disputant) may be willing to defend it? The (author) answers.
Supposing (the disputant) intends to prove a topic which is discredited,
i.e., its contrary is proved, either by perception or inference or (the
identity) of a conception or his own words, this will not be a thesis!

51. Among them, contradicted by perception
is, e. g, (the following proposition),

The sound is not perceived by hearing.

(58.18). There are four kinds (of contradiction), viz. by perception
ete. Among them what is a proposition contradicted by perception?
The following is an example. It is an example because there are other
cases of contradiction with perception, which must be understood just
as this ome. Perceptible by hearing means perceptible with the ear,
«Not so perceptible» is not to be heard, not to be apprehended by
the sense of audition — this is the (intended) meaning of the thesis.?
(58. 20). The non-perceptibility of the sound by hearing is contradicted
by its perceptibility which is established by direct perception.®

1 These words (i.e., the four syllables, aksara-catustayam, *ni-ra-kr-ta, for
every syllable counts) are redundant, says Uddyotakara, p. 119, because if the
word « accepts» is inserted in order to exclude unacceptable and unaccepted (anista,
an¥psita) theses, the contradictory theses are already excluded by it. Moreover
Vasubandhu has also omitted them in his definition — s@dhyabhidhanam pra-
ty#a, cp. N.vart, p.121, and Tatp., p. 186. 67. Dh. thinks that a thesis may
satisfy to all conditions already mentioned and nevertheless be unaceptable, not to the
disputant himself, but to the audience. The judge (madhyastha) will then declare
the diseomfiture of the disputant without allowing him to continne, cp. Tatp.,
p. 187. 5 fi.

2 Such a thesis as «the active sense of vision does not perceive the visible»
has been advanced with a special intention by the celebrated «sophist» Bhava-
viveka, cp. Madhy. vrtti, p. 32.9 (B. B.), cp. my Nirvana, p. 115,

3 The full inference according to Dignaga is, asravanah Sabhah krtakatvad
ghatadivat. His idea is that this inference caunot even be admitted to discussion,
because of its glaring contradiction to fact. Uddyotakara proposes another
example, «the fire is not hot», ¢p. N. vart., 116, 21. He thinks that caudibility »
cannot Dbe perceived directly, because the process of the operation of the sense-
faculties is imperceptible, tndriyavrttinam atindriyatvat. According to the Buddhist
theory of Negation (anupalabdhi), if a sound is not heard it does not exist as an
object influencing behaviour (vyavahara). But for the Naiyayiks the denial of audibi-
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52. A thesis contradicted by inference is, e. g,
{when anadherent of the Vai§egika system affirms),

The sounds of speech are eternal entities.

(59.2). Contradicted by inference is, e. g., (in the mouth of an
adherent of the VaiSesika system the proposition) «the sounds of speech
are eternal entitiesn. The intended thesis, the proposition that the
sounds of speech are eternal, is contradicted by their non-eternity
which (the VaiSesika) proves by inference.?

53. A thesis contradicted by the (identity) of
a conception is as follows,

The word «hare-marked» does not mean
the moon.

(59.5). The following is an example of a proposition standing in
contradiction to the (identity of the corresponding) conception. The
word «hare-marked» does not mean the moon, i. e., cannot be denoted by
the word moon. This is disproved by (the identity of) the conception

lity does not mean denial of existence, na Sabdabhave tan-(Sravanatva)-nisedho
‘vakalpate, cp. Tatp., p. 31.12; and even the non-existence of a sound is for them
something real, na cabhavas tucchah, tbid; hence even this non-existence is appre-
hended by the sense of audition. For the Buddhist, on the contrary, non-existence
of the sound is not a reality (abhavas tucchal), but its substratum is a reality,
therefore it only can be inferred on this substratum by kary@nupalabdhi, cp.
Tattvas, kir. 1689 and Kamalasila’s Comment. According to the VaiSegikas
sound is directly perceived, cp. V. §,, IL. 2. 21.

1 The text commented upon by Dharmottara has nityah $abdah and this is
supported by the Tibetan translation. But Vinitadeva reads ghato nityah = bum-
pa ni riag-pao, and this probably has been one of the current readings
Dignaiga originally has characterized this class of wrong theses as contrary t
the accepted doctrine (@gama-viruddha). Owing to the ambiguity of the tern
agame this could also mean «contrary to Scripture». Uddyotakara, p. 117.5
then objected that the VaiSegikas prove the non-eternality of the sounds of speecl
not from Scripture, but by argument, cp. V. S. IL 2.28 ff. This criticism has appa
rently been accepted by Dharmakirti, he then has changed dgama-viruddhi
into anumana-viruddha. The reading ghato mityah seems also to have found it
way into some Mss. for similar reasons, cp. N. vart., p. 117. 8. Since Dharma
kirti enumerates in this place such theses which are not worth the while of bein,
disproved, the example of Vinitadeva seems much more natural than the Mimam
saka thesis round which war has been waged during centuries. Otherwise ever
thesis opposed by the Buddhists would fall into the category of impossible these
The text is either to be corrected accordingly or it must be understood as referrin
only to a VaiSesika-philosopher to whom the audience will refuse to listen. Thi
is another instance of very old text corruptions, cp. above sitra IIL 18—20,
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(corresponding to both these words). (59.6). A thing is said to be
distinctly conceived! when it is an object (apprehended by a synthe-
tic) mental construction.? To be a concept or to be conceived means to
be an object of a mental construction. (59.7). Owing to the circum-
stance that the thing «bearing the image of a hare» corresponds (in
our speech) to a mental construction which has the form of a concept,
(of a distinct image), it is established beyond douybt® that it can be
given the name of the moon. (59.8). Indeed, what corresponds to a
constructed image* is capable of coalescing with a word?® and
what is capable of coalescing with a word can be designated by
aname chosen (arbitrarily) by convention. (59.9). Consequently the pos-
sibility of giving it the name of the moon, and the contradiction ¢ of de-
nying it, are established by (the identity) of the object of mental con-
struction, i. e., by the (identical) form of the (corresponding) image.’

1 Digniga called this case loka-prasiddhi-viruddha «contrary to what is ge-
nerally known». Vinitadeva and the Tibetan translators interpret pratsts as me-
aning the same as prasiddhi = grags-pa. Uddyotakara thinks that this cannot be
a separate class and must be included in the preceding ones, cp. N. vart., p. 117. 9 ff.
The change of prasiddhs into pratiti by Dbharmakirti nevertheless seems inten-
tional, cp. Tatp, p. 185.4. Dh. thinks that this must be considered as a case of
an analytical syllogism, it can then be thrown into the following form,

Major premise. Whatsoever appears as the distinet image of the moon
can be given the name of the moon.

Minor premise. The «hare-marked» object appears as the distinct
image of the moon.

Conclusion or Thesis. It can be given the name of the moon.

Both names represent two coexisting possibilities, the presence of the one is by
itself a sufficient reason for inferring the necessary presence of the other, the de-
nial of this would be a contradiction (badhita). Vacaspati thinks that the Bud-
dhists ought to have considered this wrong proposition as repudiated by introspection
(svasamvedana), and the Naiyayiks as a case repudiated by internal evidence
(manasa-pratyaksa). The difference between these two views is that tbe first implies
simultaneous self-cognition as inherent in every moment of consciousness, ep. above
sutra, I. 10, the second considers it as a subsequent moment, cp. Tatp., p. 185. 4— 5.
2 vikalpa-vijfiana = Tib. rnam-par-rtog-pai rnam-par-ses-pa; p. 59. 8 our text
has wvikalpa-jAizna, probably a mistake for vijfiana, because the Tib. has, p. 184.11,
rnam-par-§es-pa. Cp. Tatp., 185.4. where we nevertheless have vikalpa-jiiana-
gocaratva. All difference between vijfiana and jiiana is here obliterated.

3 eva.
+ vikalpa-jiana-gralya = vikalpa-vijiana-visaya.
5 Sabda-akara. 8 badhaka.

7 The interpretation of Vinitadeva is much more simple and natural. He
takes pratits not in its technical sense of a mental construction, but in its general
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(59.11). The existence of a distinet image is here an analytical
reason, because the possibility of giving some name, arbitrarily chosen,
flows naturally just out of the circumstance that it is a mental con-
struction. (59.12). Thus the possibility of giving the name of the
moon, and the contradiction of denying this possibility must be conside-
red as established by analytical reasoning.!

54. A proposition contradicted by the words
in which it is itself expressed, is as follows,

Inference is not a source of knowledge.

(59. 14). When the intended thesis? is contradicted by the proper

words of the proposition which expresses it, it cannot be deduced, as
e. g., «inference is not a source of knowledge». This proposition

sense of something being known to cverybody. A thesis is inadmissible when it
Tuns against the generally accepted meaning of the words. Everybody knows that
the moon is called (in sanscrit) the thing «marked by a spot in the form of a hare»,
therefore it is impossible to deny it. He adds the very characteristic remark that
this wrong thesis is also overthrown by the fact that «every word can have any
meaning » (sarvasya Sabdasya servirtha-vacyatvam), since the meaning of a word is
a matter of conventional agreement (sanketa). This reminds us of a saying current
among pandits sarve Sabdah sarvirtha-vacak@h, an allusion to the exceedingly
developed metaphorical use of sanscrit words. Vinitadeva adds (p. 106.7) «you
may (if you like) call the jar a moon!».

1 The comment of Vinitadeva on this sutra, p. 109. 1—7, runs thus. « There
are some who maintain the thesis that the thing having the mark of a hare is not
«called the moon. This (thesis) is repudiated on the ground of universal consent
(prateti = prasiddhi) that the «hare-marked» is & name of the moon. It is more-
over repudiated by the fact that every object can receive any name, because the con-
nection between a thing and its name is arbitrary (read brdar-blags-pa), e. g., we
can give to a jar the name of a moon». — Thus, according to V., the meaning of
words is founded on convention (prasiddhi = sanketa). This, of course, is not denied
by Dh. But he calls attention to the fact that the possibility of giving a name is
founded upon the existence of a concept (or distinet image = pratibhasa-pratiti)
constructed by the synthesis of our thought (vikalpa-vijiagna = kalpand). Such a
concept contains in itself the possibility of being designated by a conventional name
{abhilapa-samsarga-yogya, cp. sutra L. 5). Therefore the judgment expressed in the
proposition c¢every distinct conception can be given a conventional name» is an
analytical judgment, since the predicate, the possibility of giving a name fixed by
convention, is contained in the subject, in every distinct conception. Thus Dignaga,
the Tibetans and Vinitadeva are satisfied with a reference to the conventional
meaning of words (prasiddhi = sanketa), but Dharmakirti and Dharmottara
make the addition that this is founded on the existence of constructed concepts
(prasiddhs is founded upon pratits).

2 pratyjfia-artha = paksa. This indeed has been a thesis of the Carvakas.
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means that the character of being a source of right knowledge is de-
nied of inference (or judgment)! But this is contradicted by the
proper words in which it is expressed, i e, by the words «infe-
rence is not knowledge». (59.16). The fact that the speaker resorts to
such a proposition is an indication that he admits the idea produced
by its expression? to be a true ome. (59.17). Indeed if the speaker
intended to convey the following meaning «the idea which will be
produced® in you by my words is a false one», he never would have
pronounced them. Supposing the idea to be communicated (to my
hearer) is that my words have a wrong meaning, well, my words will
then (really) have a wrong meaning* (59.19). Supposing somebody
says «whatsoever I speak is wrong»,even then the speaker pronounces
this proposition in order to convey® that these his words (at least)
have a true meaning. If this proposition is shown to be true, then
his other propositions will (eo ipso) be shown to be false. (60.1). If
this proposition were mnot true, his other propositions would not be
declared to be false. There would then be no use of pronouncing them.
He would have never pronounced them. (60.2). Consequently when a
speaker pronounces a proposition he (eo ipso) really declares that
the idea® produced by his words, the idea corresponding to the
meaning of the proposition is a true one, (i e, reflects reality).
(60.8). If this be the case, (the speaker) can show that the
meaning of his words is truth only in showing (eo ipso) that there
is an invariable concomitance? between speech and external reality.
It is a relation of an effect to its cause (60.4). Thus our words
(can be regarded) as an effect of those objects of the external world
which they denote. By using them we wish to show that the ideas
communicated by them represent truth, (i e., they express external
reality, their cause). We thus clearly show that the process of under-
standing the meaning of a word is nothing but an inference from an
effect of external reality to its cause, reality itself. (60. 6). Therefore

11t has been indicated above, passim, that the svdrthdnumana is in many
cases equivalent to our judgment. Here the proposition «inference is not a source
of knowledge» virtually means « a judgment is not a judgment».

2 sabda-pratyaya. 3 yo ’rtha-sampratyoyah.

4 aparthaka.

5 @darseyan «clearly showing .

8 vijlana is here, as well as in 60. 4 and 60. 5, in the sense of the old samyfia,
but Tib. has in all the three cases, p. 186. 5, 186.9 and 136. 12, Ses-pa = jfiana.

7 niintariyaka.
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if someone says «inference is not a source of knowledge», what he
really says is this: «knowledge communicated by words does not
apprehend reality», because not to be a source of knowledge is nothing
else than not to apprehend reality! (60.7). However, the fact that
we have recourse to words proves by implication that our words
are necessarily connected with reality, and thus the reality of their
corresponding objects is (also) proved. (60.8). Consequently, since
we conceive (i. e, imagine)? the words as a product of reality, we
then infer the existence of this reality, (the reality) which corresponds
to the idea produced by our words. This reality contradicts the
unreality which is expressed in the (intended) thesis. (60.9). The
meaning is thus the following one. From the proper words of the
speaker the existence of a corresponding reality is inferred. Thus the
unreality which is prima facie expressed® is contradicted by those
very words in which it is expressed.?

(60.11). Others uphold (the following theory). Words are the
result of the intention (with which they are pronounced). They pro-
duce (in the hearer) a knowledge of the speaker’s intention. It is his
intention (to communicate) truth. He avails himself of language (only
to communicate this intention). The proposition that «inferemce is

1 Lit., p. 60.4—7. «And it being so, who shows that the word is invariably
concomitant with external reality must show that the idea produced from the word
possesses a true object. Therefore that one who shows that the idea produced from
the word which is an effect of the external object (that this idea) possesses a real
object, has shown that verbal cognition (prama@na) is an inference produced by the
mark of an effect. Therefore that one who says «inference is not cognition» has
said that verbal cognition does not apprehend a real object; indeed we call «non-
cognition» (apramanya) just the absence of a real object».

2 kalpita.

8 vacyamana.

4 The interpretation of Vinitadeva is virtually the same, but simpler. He
says that since knowledge communicated by speech is a kind of internal inference,
it follows that if there were no inference the words would never have been pro-
nounced. The words thus appear not as a product of external reality, but as a conse-
quence of the intention with which they are spoken. Vinitadeva says «if these
your words do not communicate knowledge, why do you pronounce them?» It means
that the words are the product of the intention of the speaker to communicate
truth. This simple interpretation Dharmottara has again complicated by intro-
ducing the difference between the real cause of speech, which is the intention to
communicate truth, and the imagined, or indirect one, which is the truth itself, or
external reality.
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not knowledge» is contradicted by this (intention of the speaker to
communicate something).

(60.12). This is wrong! That our words are really the result of
the intention with which they are spoken,® (we do not deny). But we
do not allude here to the real (immediate) cause (which produces lan-
guage)? We have just mentioned that the identity of a conception is
a sufficient reason (for inferring the identity of the meaning of two
different words), and (we now contend) that our language is a suffi-
cient reason for inferring the existence of some real facts of which it
is an expression® But we take these relations in their logical* not in
their real (or psychological aspect).®

(60.14). And further, (we admit) that if someone denies inference,
he will have no right to infer the presence of fire from the presence
of smoke, he likewise will have no right to infer the intention of the
speaker from his words. Nevertheless we avail ourselves of speech
in order to make a communication about something really existing in
the external world. Therefore language is not caused by a conviction
that it is an expression of our intentions.

(80.17). And then, we do not pronounce words in order to inti-
mate that we have the intention (of doing so), but we do it in order
to make a communication about the existence of some external reality.
Therefore language is caused by our conviction that it is an expres-
sion of real facts existing in the external world.® Thus our interpre-
tation as given above is the only right one.

! Except when he is mistsken himself or wishes to deceive others, cp. Tatp.,
p. 185.10.

2 The real cause is here evidently conceived as the last moment of the prece-
ding series of efficient moments, all other moments can be only logically or indi-
rectly constructed as causes, cp. above, text p- 81.11—12.

8 In the first case we imagine coexistence between two attributes of the same
reality or an analytical relation founded on identity of the underlying reality. In
the second an indirect succession of two facts.

4 Lalpita.

5 Intention is viewed as the psychological cause of pronouncing words. Truth
may be regarded as its logical foundation, or reason. Vinitadeva is thus guilty of
not having sufficiently distinguished these two relations.

8 The existence of real objects in the external world (bahya-vastu-sattva) must
be understood as explained above in the notes to ch. I, siitras 20—21.

7 Lit., p. 60.11—19. «But others have said, knowledge produced from a word
which is the result of intention has (this) intention for its object, tlie use of words
belongs to a man who wishes a real meaning, by this the thesis, the fact of not
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55. The four kinds of an inadmissible thesis
are thus rejected

(60.21). The words «not discredited (beforehand)» are intended to
reject four impossible points.

(60.22). Next it will be shown what meaning results if the nega-
tive counter-part of every word is taken and all the negations collec-
ted together

56. Thus (a sound thesis should not be) 1)a fact
already proved, 2) a fact, although not yet pro-
ved, but adduced as a reason, (not as a conse-
quence), 3) a fact which the disputant himself
does not intend to prove at that occasion, 4) it
must not necessarily be a fact explicitly stated,
5) it must not be a fact impossible (by self-
contradiction). (All this is excluded), and just
this contrast will show that our definition (of a
sound thesis) is unimpeachable, namely, 1)it is a
point which the disputant himself has chosen to
establish, 2) which he himself admits and 3) which
is not (internally) imposible.

(61.5). «Thus» means in the manner just exposed. A thesis to be
proved? is contrasted with a point already proved. A point which

being a source of knowledge, is contradicted. This is wrong, because here we ad-
mit the distinct idea (pratiti) as an imagined own-existence-reason, aud one’s own
words as an (imagined) effect-reason, not as real. And the fact of being an effect of
intention is quite real for the word. Therefore it is not taken here. Morcover, just
as the one who does not admit inference does not understand the non-discrepancy
(avyadbhicaritva) of smoke with fire, just so will he not understand the nou-disere-
pancy of the word with intention. And the word is used for communication of exter-
nal reality. Therefore the use of words is not preceded by admitting an invariable
connection between words and intention. And again, words are pronounced not in
order to make known an intention, but to communicate the existence of external
reality. Therefore the use of words is preceded by admitting (their) invariable con-
nection with external reality. Therefore just the preceding interpretation is
faultless».

11In order to wind up this lesson on the theory of the relative or negative
meaning of words (apoha) the author now repeats the whole definition from the
negative side by collecting together all negations implied in the positive formu-
lation. ‘

2 sadhya = paksa, a thesis and a predicate.
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must be argued in a controversy is the opposite of a point already
previously established. The thing proved is contrasted with the thing
unproved. Therefore a thesis to be proved cannot be something
already proved! (61.7). But not every unproved point (makes a the-
sis). It is further contrasted 2) with the fact adduced as the proof,
8) with the fact which the disputant himself does not intend to prove
on that occasion, 4) with the necessity to give it expression in words,
(it can be understood without being expressed), 5) with a fact which
although unproved it is imposible to prove.

(61.9). The point which is free from these five negative characte-
ristics (with which it is contrasted), a point which is 1) not yet pro-
ved, 2) not a reason, 3) intended to be proved by the disputant,
4) which may be either expressed or understood, 5) which is not inva-
lidated (from the start by counter) proofs — such is the point which
has been defined by the words «is intended as such by the disputant
himself and not discredited».2

1Lit., 61.5—7. «The predicate (s@dhyah) must be envisaged by opposition,
by the reason of its being the opposite to the proved. This means that to what
object the proved object is opposed, this is the predicate, the proved is the oppo-
site of the non-proved. Therefore the unproved is (the predicate) to be proved».

2 Thus the inadmissible theses are, 1) according to Dignaga pratyaksa—,
anumd@na-, ggama-, prasiddhi- and svaracana-nirakria; 2) according to Pragasta,
pada who borrows from Dignaga, pratyaksa-, anumana-, abhyupagato-(= dgama-),
svadastra- and svaracana-virodhin; 8) according to Dharmakirti — pratyaksa-,
anum@na- (= svasa@stra), pratiti (= prasiddhi) and sravacana-nirakrta. Samkara-
svamin in his Nyaya-praveSa has added four further varieties of sn impossible
thesis, thus increasing their number to nine. The Naiyayikas and the united Nyaya-
VaiSesika school reject the wrong theses, on the score that a thesis is never right or
wrong by itself, but only on account of the reason, cp. N. vart,, p. 116 f. and T@tp.,
p- 82.2—8. They accordingly reckon two additional wrong reasons,or logical fallacies,
the counterbalanced (satpratipaksa) and the self-contradicting (badhita), and like-
wise two additional aspects of a valid reason (asat-pratipaksaivam and ab@dhite-
visayatvam), since they have borrowed from Dignaga the view that the classification
of wrong reasons must correspond to the number of the aspects of a valid reason,
cp. my Théorie bouddhique de la Connaissance in the Muséon, V p. 42
(veprint). The asat-pratipaksa- form of the reason corresponds to what in the defi-
nition of the thesis is hinted at by the words sadhyatvenw istah, cp. N. Kandali,
p- 208. 10 — pakso nama s@dhya-paryayah, sadhyam ca tad bhavati yat saGdhanam
arhoti, sambhavyamana-pratipeksas ca artho na sadhanam arhati, vastuno dvai-
rupya-abhavat. The abadhita-visayatva- form of a valid reason corresponds to the
four inadmissible (nirakrta) theses, cp. ibid. — pratyaksadi-viruddho'pi pakso na
bhavati. Therefore these both additional aspects of a valid reason are to be included
in the first one (anwmeye sattvam), ibid. — In the final form of the Nyaya-system
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(61.12). What must thus be proved is called the thesis. The de-
finition is thus® shown to be unimpeachable. There is nothing incon-
sistent in it.

§ 9. Loarcar Farvacres.?

(61.14). Having concluded the examination (of the syllogism which
is) the verbal expression of the three aspects of the logical mark (or
reason), and having incidentally dealt with the (correct) definition of
the thesis, the author now proceeds to examine the logical fallacies.
By way of introduction it is stated —

57. We have defined the syllogism as the ver-
bal expression of the three aspects of the rea-
son. Now, if even one of the three aspects is
not (correctly) expressed, (the result) is a fal-
lacy.

(61.18). The following is meant. If someone wishes to give verbal
expression to the three aspects of the logical reason, he should do it
with precision?® and precision is attained when the negative counter-
part* of (every aspect) is likewise stated. When we know what is
to be excluded, we then have a better knowledge of the other part, of
what is to be accepted. (61.20). The definition of a syllogism has been
given above, it is «the verbal expression of the three aspects of the
logical mark». Now, i. e, in the light of this definition,® if even one
of the aspects is not (correctly) expressed — the word «even» implies
that the same consequence will follow, if two of them are not (cor-
rectly) expressed ® — a fallacy will ensue. A fallacy is what resembles

as settled by GangeSa in his Tattva-cintamani the impossible theses of Dig-
naga appear as impossible reasons (badhita-hetrabhisa) and ten varieties of them
are established. 1 Lit., p. 61.12. «The word ## in the sense of ,,thus*».

2 All the implications, the originality and the importance of the Buddhist
theory of Logical Fallacies will be elicited only when Dignaga’s Table of
Reasons (hetu-cakra) will be analysed and tramslated. An edition of it with a
commentary by Bstan-dar Lha-rampa and an english translation by M-r
A. Vostrikoff will shortly appear in the Biblioteca Buddhica series.

3 sphuta. 4 prati-rigpaka = prati-yogin. 5 Lit., «if this exists».

8 No fallacy of omission of one of the aspects of the logical reason is mention-
ed in the sequel. But some examples will be given of syllogisms which although
valid by themselves are not correctly formulated, cp. below text, p. 88—89. The
three aspects of the logical mark are those mentioned under IIL 1, but not those
mentioned in IL 5—7.
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a syllogism, but does not represent a (valid) syllogism. It is a fault
consisting in some one of the three aspects being deficient.

58. And also (there will be a fallacy) if they
are, although expressed, but either unreal or
uncertain, either for the oppomnent or for the
speaker himself.

(62.4). Fallacy is produced not only by deficient expression, but
also through unreality or uncertainty of the reason, either to the
hearer, i. e., the opponent or the speaker, i. e., the respondent.!

§ 10. UNREAL REASON.

(62.6). Now, what is the name of the fallacy corresponding to
each unreal or uncertain form of the reason?

59. If one aspect of the reason, namely, its
first aspect), its presence upon the subject of
the conclusion, is either non-existent or uncer-
tain, the reason is called unreal.

(62.8). If one of the aspects (of the middle term), its necessary
sonnection with the subject of the conclusion, i. e., its presence upon
that subject, is either non-existent or uncertain, the fallacy is called
«unreal? reason». Just because it is «unreal», it conveys no knowledge
about the subject. It neither conveys cognition of the predicate nor
of the reverse of it nor of something uncertain, it is a reason of
cognizing nothing. Such cognition would never convince anyone? This
meaning is clearly implied just in the name «unreal».

(62.12). An example is given.

1 This is the celebrated rule of Dignaga which lays down the fundamental
principle that a philosophic debate must have some common ground to start with.
Neither the speaker nor his opponent has the right of quoting facts or reasons
that are not admitted as real by the other party. This rule proved very embarras-
sing to such philosophers as the Madhyamikas who denied altogether that the
Absolute, the «thing in itself» (svalaksana), could be cognized by logical methods.
They nevertheless produced arguments, but only with the aim to show that all
arguments were mutually destructive of one another. They pointed to the fact that
Dignaga himself was obliged to admit that in religious matters (Ggama) it was
impossible to find a common ground between two opposed religions, cp. my
Nirvana p. 119. 2 asiddha.

8 This remark refers only to the first example in IIT. 60.
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60. E. g, when it must be proved that the
sounds of speech are not an eternal entity, the
reason «because they are visiblen—is unreal for
both parties.

(62.14). This reason is wrong for both sides, the respondent, (the
Mimamsaka who maintains the eternity of the sounds of speech),’
and the opponent, (the Buddhist who denies it).

61. «Trees are animate beings»— this should
be deduced from the fact that «they die when
the entire bark is taken off» It is not accepted
by the opponent. He defines death as an extine-
tion of sensations, sense-organs and life Such
a death does not occur in trees.

(62.18). The Digambaras maintain that trees are sentient
beings? They point to the fact that they die as soon as they are
entirely stripped of their bark. (The reason) is unreal in the eyes of
their opponent, the Buddhist. Why? Because (a Buddhist understands

by death the cessation or extinction of sensations, of sense organs
and of life).3

(63.1). Sensations — means here visual and other sensational con-
sciousness.* Under sense organs we understand some special (subtle)
matter® in a (living) body, located on the ball of the eye and in

1 Cp. above, p. 127 n. 2.

2 The Jainas assume that plants are animate beings possessing only one sense-
taculty, viz. the tactile sense, cp. v. Glasen