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Benediction

The Tattvopaplavasimha of Jayarasi Bhatta is a rare work on
skepticism of Indian thought of eighth century A.D. The author has
boldly criticized the means of valid knowledge stated by the various
systems of Indian philosophy, i.e. Carvaka, Nyaya, Sankhya, Mimarsa,
Vedanta, Buddhist and Jain respectively by declaring the obliteration
of all the principles. Although the tradition links it with the Carvaka
systems of thought, its study leads a reader towards a skeptical
critique of all major systems of Indian philosophy. It is indeed a
unique work depicting Jayaraéi Bhatta as a great dialectician. Also the
study of the text helps us understand the Purvapaksa for without the
understanding and negation of the Purvapaksa, the Siddhanta cannot
be truly established.

Prof. V. N. Jha, a renowned scholar of Nyaya, Mimamsa and
Vyakarana has translated the text into lucid English on the basis of
Bauddhabharati, Varanasi edition, 1987. The present book consists of
an introduction, detailed analysis, and English translation. All these
will be useful to readers. I hope that the publication of the text will
stimulate further discussion and research. I am extremely happy that
the Chinmaya International Foundation Shodha Sansthan has brought
out such a text on the system of Indian thought for future generations
of scholars to edit and translate the text.

We are very grateful to Prof. V.N Jha for his unstinted support for
all the research activities at Chinmaya International Foundation and
its Shodha Sansthan. May God’s grace and Pujya Gurudev’s blessings
be ever with him.

In Shri Guru Smrti
Swami Advayananda
President, CIF



Preface

Jayarasi Bhatta most probably flourished in between the later part of
the 8th century AD and the earlier part of the 9th century AD ( ca.
770-830) in Southern India. He was a philosopher, a skeptic, loosely
affiliated to the materialist Carvaka/Lokayata school of thought. He
is the author of one of the most extraordinary philosophical works
in India, the Tattvopaplavasimha (The Lion of the Dissolution of all
Categories). Its palm leaf manuscript was discovered in 1926 in a
manuscript library at Sanghavina Padano Bhandar, Patan by Sukhlalji
Samghavi and Bechardas Dosi. The text was brought to light in 1941
by them and they assigned 8th century AD as the date of the text.
This date was slightly modified by Sukhlalji Sanghavi who placed
Jayarasi’s Tattvopaplavasimha between 725 and 825 AD, which, in turn,
is accepted by Eli Franco (1987: 12-13). However, in the ‘Preface to
the second edition’ of 1994, the date of Jayarasi Bhatta was modified
as 770-830 AD.

Carvaka, also known as Lokayata, is a system of Indian philosophy
that assumes various forms of philosophical skepticism and religious
indifference. It is named after its founder, Carvaka, the author of
the Barhaspatya-sutra which is not available today except some
quotations here and there.

The present text of Tattvopaplavasimha is often regarded as belonging
to the Carvaka school, which would make it the only extant authentic
text of that school.

The Tattvopaplavasimha reflects on various epistemological theories
offered by various schools of thought. He critically examines a number
of definitions of pramanas (process of knowing) accepted by various
Indian schools of thought and proves that none of them are sufficient for
establishing knowledge. Inference relies on inductive reasoning which
cannot be shown to be universal premises. Testimony requires the
reliability of the witness, which must be established by another the
pramana. Even direct perception cannot be established as true, because
it cannot be distinguished from an erroneous cognition. Therefore,
Jayarasi argues that none of the sources of knowledge is valid and
hence nothing can be known for certain. Jayarasi also challenged
the astika establishment’s belief in supernatural beings by attacking
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their epistemology with different arguments in a Vaitandika style. One
can find free use of epistemological terminology prevalent at the time
of Jayaraéi in this text.

Prof. V. N. Jha, a renowned scholar of Veda, Vyakarana, Nyaya,
and Mimarhsa, and the Former Director, Centre of Advanced Study in
Sanskrit, University of Pune, has translated this text into lucid English.
He has arranged the entire text in a dialogue form and has translated it
in such a way that the arguments become clearer and the reading of the
translation becomes quite enjoyable. For translating, he has taken the
text of Baudhabharati, Varanasi edition, 1987 of Pt. Sukhlalji Sanghavi
and Rasiklal Parikhji. In this edition, at several places, the Sanskrit text
is broken and those sentences do not convey any sense. Hence, Prof. Jha
preferred to leave them without translation with a hope, perhaps, that
in future a better manuscript of the text may be unearthed.

The present book consists of an introduction and a detailed analysis of
the content of the text, over and above, the Sanskrit text in Devanagari
along with its roman transliteration and English translation. At the end,
an index of all technical terms used in the text has been appended,
which, I believe, will be very much useful to the readers. It is a
great pleasure for the Chinmaya International Foundation Shodha
Sansthan to bring out this work for readers and scholars of Philosophy.
I am very grateful to Prof. Jha for allowing our Shodha Sansthan to
publish this work which is of great historical importance. I am thankful
to all my colleagues for carrying out all necessary works connected
with the publication of this volume. We are very much grateful to
Rashtriya Snskrit Sansthan, New Delhi, for the financial assistance,
especially to Prof. Radha Vallabha Tripathiji, the Vice-Chancellor, for
his kind support and advice. My sincere thanks to Prof. K. G. Paulose,
Chairman, CIFSS for his kind support and guidance. At last, I pray
Pujya Gurudev and the almighty God for their blessings.

Dilip Kumar Rana
Director, CIFSS
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Introduction

The Tattvopaplavasimha is the work written in the style of vitanda.

The Author of the Text

At the end of the book it is written that this work called
Tattvopaplavasimha is composed by Jayarasi Bhatta. Beyond this
nothing is known about the author.

Time of the Author

About the time of the author also nothing is certain. Looking at the
internal evidence, we do find reference to Kumarila, Prabhakara and
Dharmakirti in this text and so the upper limit may be fixed as 750 AD.
Similarly, Tattvopaplavasimha along with its author’s name Jayara$i is
quoted in the Astasahasr1 of Vidyananda, a Jain scholar of 810 to 875
AD. On this ground Pdt. Shri Sukhalalji Sanghvi thinks that Jayarasi
Bhatta might have flourished before 725 AD (Cf. Hindi Introduction of
Varanasi Edn.).

History of the Text

The Tattvopaplavasimha was published for the first time in the year
1940 in the Gaekwad Oriental Series (No.87). This was edited by Pdt.
Shri Sukhalalji Sanghvi and Prof. Rasiklal Parikh. That edition of
this work along with the Hindi introduction of Pdt. Shri Sukhalalji
Sanghvi was published separately by Swami Dwarakanatha Shastri in
the Bauddhabharati Series no. 20 from Varanasi in the year 1987.

Form of the Text

The Tattvopaplavasimha may be regarded as a work belonging to the
category of vitand-grantha. In a vitanda-grantha the main aim of the
author remains to show how the others’ views are wrong and untenable
without stating the author’s own views. Here too we find that Jayarasi
has criticised positions of all the three traditions of Vedic, Jaina and
Bauddha philosophy on the concept of pramana and prameya. In the
Vedic traditions too, he has specially engaged the doctrines of Nyaya,
Sankhya, Mimamsa, Vedanta and Vyakarana and refuted them. He
refers to the Jainas as Digambaras and refutes their stands. Among
the Buddhists he takes on Dharmakirti and his vijiana-vada-followers
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and refutes their theories. He equally finds it difficult to agree with the
language philosopher, Bhartrhari and ultimately refutes him also.

This simply shows the wversatile scholarship of Jayarasi. He
demonstrates equal command on all the systems of Indian Philosophy.
Ultimately he demonstrates that no doctrine is logically tenable with
regard to concept of pramana (the process of knowing) and prameya
(object of a true cognition). What is considered to be Truth can
never be established through any definition. Therefore, there is nothing
called Truth (tattva) or real as proposed by philosophers of various
systems. He takes a pride even in saying that he has excelled even
Brhaspati, the great teacher of the Carvaka school of thought so far the
creation of doubts is concerned. The Carvakas seem to have accepted
only one pramana called perception and the four mahabhutas namely,
earth, water, fire, and wind. Jayarasi demolishes this position also.
Thus, although one may get an impression initially that Jayarasi is
the follower of the Carvaka school, one will be disillusioned once one
completes the reading of the text carefully. This justifies the name of the
text as Tattvopaplavasimha (Lion who ransacks all the believed forms
of Truth of any system of thought). He says at the end of this work
that something appears to be true only as long as it is not critically

examined. In his words :

tad evam upaplutesu eva tattvesu avicaritaramaniyah sarve vyavaha-
raghatanta eva. tatha

pakhandakhandanabhijiia jnanodadhi-vivardhitah,
Jayaraserjayantiha vikalpavadijisnavah.

Application of the Form

This text provides training as how to frame questions in such a way
with a number of alternatives (vikalpa) that it becomes difficult for
the opponents to take a particular position. Gautama mentions three
types of discourse (katha) in his Nyayasutra 1.1.1. They are vada, jalpa
and vitanda. Vada is a form of a discourse which aims at discovering
the truth. Jalpa is that dialogue which involves twisting arguments.
Vitanda, on the other hand, is the form of discourse where the
proponent is interested only in showing how the opponents’ stand is not
tenable and hence wrong without, however, providing any alternative
view-point. Gautama defines it as follows :
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sva-pratipaksa-sthapanahino vitanda (Nyayasutra 1.2.3) ‘A discourse
in which the proponent neither agrees with the view of the opponent
nor establishes his own view.” Jayarasi’s Tattvopaplavasimha belongs to
this category of discourse.

Content of the Text
The plan of work of Jayarasi seems to be the following :

Since the reality of any thing is claimed on the basis of pramana, it
is better to challenge the very concepts of pramana held by different
system of philosophy. Thus when the basis or groud to claim something
real or existent is demolished, the reality of those accepted prameyas
gets automatically refuted.

Jayarasi has challenged and refuted the general and particular
definitions of pramana of Nyaya, Mimamsa and Bauddha philosophers.
He also refuted the particular definitions of pramana as offered by
Nyaya, Mimarsa, Sankhya, Bauddha, Pauranikas and the Vaiyakarana
thinkers. While he refuted the definitions of all the four pramanas as
developed by Gautama, Jayarasi seems to have refuted the definition
of perception of Sankhya, but those of perception and inference of the
Buddhists. Jayaraséi discussed all the six pramanas accepted by the
Mimarhsa system and pointed out their limitations. The aitihya and the
sambhava pramanas of the Pauranikas have also been criticised in this
text. There is comprehensive criticism of the concept of vacaka-pada
and sadhu-pada as desired by the grammarians.

The following are some of the concepts which Jayarasi has particularly
discussed:
1. jati (universal or generic property)
. samavaya (inherence relation)
. alambana (object of knowledge)
. atathyata (falsity)
. tathyata (validity)
. smrti-pramosa (erasing of rememberance)

. sannikarsa (sense-organ—object—contact)

o N O Ot ks W N

. visayadvaividhya (classifying objects into two category)
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9. kalpana (imagination)

10. aspastata (haziness)

11. santana (series)

12. hetu-phalabhava (cause-and-effect relationship)
13. atman (self)

14. kaivalya (pure state without attributes)

15. anekanta (multi-dimentional perspectives)

16. avayavin (whole)

17. bahyartha-vilopa (denial of external world)

18. ksanabhanga (refutation of the theory of series)
19. nirhetukavinasa (destruction without cause)
20. varpa (phoneme)

21. pada (morpheme)

22. sphota (conceptual form)

23. apauruseyatva ( non-human agency)

Jayarasi has very cleaverly discussed and refuted these concepts. It is
a fact that all systems of Indian Philosophy do not accept all these
concepts and while rejecting any of these concepts each system of
thought offer a set of arguments. Jayarasi equipped himself with these
sets of arguments for refuting a particular concept and made use of one
set of arguments at his convenience. For instance, concepts accepted
by the Naiyayikas, like jati, samavaya, avayavin and atman, are not
acceptable to the Buddhists and the Buddhists developed a set of
arguments to refute them. Jayarasi adopts these arguments of the
Buddhists to refute the Naiyayikas and vice-a-versa.

English Translation

I have translated the text as it appears in the Varanasi edition. In
this text it appears that the editors have followed certain principle of
editing. According to which whatever is found in the manuscript has
been kept unchanged in the running text and whatever has been added
by the editors is kept in the brackets. If the addition is of the nature
of correction in the text, the corrected form of the text has been kept



in the first bracket ‘(). Similarly, if the editors have suggested some
missing form of the text, that has been kept in the third bracket ‘[ |7,
and the broken text or corrupted text which does not convey any sense
has been put into the second bracket ‘{ }. I have not disturbed this
policy of the editors.

I have arranged the text in a dialogue-form. While translating the text
I have tried to make the translation readable, without, however, losing
the content. Wherever I could not make any sense of some text I have
put question mark(?) in the brackets. At several places the sanskrit text
is broken and so while translating I had to keep it blank.
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Tattvopaplavasithha of Jayarasibhatta
TesfioRRIRUi: daateaRis:
(Bhattasrijayarasipranitah Tattvopaplavasimhhaly)
Text with English Translation

0.1 J-AHRUHIIST

Granthakaranapratijna
(Introducing the Text)

Text: 1

Translation: 1
...tam yata muna ..... (The line is broken, it does not make any

sense.)

Text: 2

2. [q]@ureafds o faw| T 97 7 [gead]..........
[taJttvopaplavasimha esa visamo nunam maya [srjyate]..........
Translation: 2

This text called (Ta)ttvopaplavasimha which is unique, not similar
i.e. extra-ordinary, peculiar is (being composed) by me indeed. ...

Text: 3

TR T<thed a1 TS|

nasti tatphalam va svargads.
Translation: 3

Or there is no result of that (good, or, bad act) viz. heaven etc.

(hell)!

IThe Carvakas do not accept either merit (punya) and demerit (papa) produced by
good act, or, bad act respectively nor heaven and hell produced by merit and demerit
respectively.
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Text: 4

I, TaeT(<)dT HHOT: 3 ...
satyam, tavada(de)tasya karmanah sa bha..........

Translation: 4
It is true but by that, of this act ........
(the sentence is broken and hence does not make full sense).

Text: 5
S RGP CIENEE
uktam ca paramarthavidbhirapi-

Translation: 5

Even those who know the Ultimate Reality have said the following:

Text: 6
“Fitfcpept ARTsie: A[fI?] .....| NdcasR ufd Agelt Jrerafosadri”

“laukiko margo nusarttavyah afti?]............ lokavyavaharam prati
sadrsau balapanditau.” ityadi.

Translation: 6

“One should follow the mundane, or, ordinary path .......... (a part
of the verse is missing). With reference to the mundane behavior,
or, inter-action both, a child and a wise man, are alike.” etc.

[2. TerucRAErIgSD RhRIY e CetauRee| |
[2. brhaspatestattvacatuskokterapi tattvopaplavaparatvam.]

Text: 7

nanu yadyupaplavastattvanam kimaya....

Translation: 7

Well, if realities are unsettled i.e. are not as they are presented by
different philosophers ...... (again, the sentence is broken).

Text: 8

“athatastattvam vyakhyasyamah”
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Translation: 8
Question:
“Now, we shall explain the reality.”

Text: 9

"gfIEagRIT e deager) kRl e[ | seante
“prthivyapastejovayuriti tattvani tatsamudaye Sarirendriyavisaye
samgjna’”[ | ityadi

Translation: 9

“Earth, water, fire and air are the real entities. The compositions
made out of them are called body, sense organ and object.” Are
these real entities??

Text: 10
9, srarefcanq|
na, anyarthatvat.

Translation: 10
Answer:
No, because they are made for something else.

Text: 11

e ?
kimartham?
Translation: 11
Question:

For what?

Text: 12
EIRISIEEIRET
pratibimbanartham.

Translation: 12
Answer:
For reflection.

2This list refers to only the material aspect of the world. The Carvakas do not want to
go beyond that. Even time and space are not acceptable because these are not perceived.
What to talk of self and mind?



4 Jayarasibhatta’s

Text: 13

b g TR

kim punaratra pratibimbyate?
Translation: 13

Question:

What is to be reflected upon here?

Text: 14

gl e @ afig, amaft fRrEmen 7 safas=a 6
G ?

prthivyading tattvani loke prasiddhani, tanyapi vicaryamanani na
vyavatisthante kim punaranyani?

Translation: 14

Answer:

The entities such as earth etc. are well known in the mundane world.
When we enquire deep into them, even they are cannot be properly
characterized. What to talk of other entities?

Text: 15
31 B dIfy 7 Ff=a?

atha katham tani na santi?

Translation: 15

Question:

How do you say that (they cannot be characterized and hence) they
do no exist??

Text: 16

TSI~ ARG AT, AFEEHT 9 HARRAfT:, TS T
FEIqERIqEIcd DY [FeHd|. ... T
taducyate-sallaksananibandhanam manavyavasthanam, mananiba-

ndhana ca meyasthitih, tadabhave tayoh sadvyavaharavisayatvam
katham [svayameva]..... tam.

3If the world has an existence, it has to exist independent of its knowledge. Knowledge

merely reveals the world. It is said jianadhina vastusatta ‘the existence of an entity
is revealed by its true knowledge, or, manadhina meya-siddhih ‘the knowable is to be
established by its knowledge.’ But that knowledge has to be a true knowledge. But how
to determine that a knowledge is true or false? The Carvakas hold that it cannot be.
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Translation: 16

Answer:

Here is our answer. (You will agree that) settlement i.e. existence
of a proof (knowledge) is based on its proper definition. And the
existence of ‘what is to be proved’ (object of knowledge) depends
upon the proof (knowledge). In the absence of that (the proof),
how can (by itself ) both, (proof and what is to be proved), be the
objects of real reference...

Text: 17

Y. T §.. JIeR: fhad; dedN PUcddasNl gcrl T
FEEIIId8R: Fa< Rided: |

atha.... na ba..... vyavaharah kriyate; tadatmani rupastitvavya-

vaharo ghatadau ca sukhastitvavyavaharah pravarttayitavyah.
Translation: 17

Reference is made (the sentence is broken); at that time one should
make reference to the existence of form in the self and reference of
existence of happiness in pot etc.

0.2 IR YEITEURY quiar

[1. nyayasammatasya pratyaksalaksanasya pariksal

Refutation of the definition of perception as accepted by Nyaya
Text: 18

[3]Faneiafaemsicas STFHeuS et UdeH (<,
9191%) SfT TeT&OE|

[9. STEFPRSAT ABeTtadEd SRR SyuIIshd: ]

“fi[ndriyarthasannikarsotpannam jrnanamavyapadesyamavyabhicari-

vyavasayatmakam pratyaksam” (Nyayasu.1.1.4) iti tallaksanam.
[1. adustakaraketyadivikalpacatustayena avyabhicaripadasya dusa-
nopakramah.|

Translation: 18

The definition of perceptual knowledge as given by Nyaya Sutra
1.1.4 is “a perceptual knowledge is that which is produced by the
contact between the sense organ and its object and which is not
verbalized, which is not erroneous, and which is determinate in

nature.”
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Text: 19
Toareattm=R]....... fPIgEPRAIRIEIIEI, SRS ITEREdEH,
TR, gLl aT?

taccavyabhicalri]..... kimadustakarakasandohotpadyatvena, ahosvid

badharahitatvena, pravrttisamarthyena, anyatha va?

Translation: 19
Here we would like to know such knowledge is called

(14

not
erroneous”; is it because (a) it is produced by a number of factors
free from defects? Or, (b) because it is free from contradiction? Or,
(c) because it leads to fruitful interaction with the world? Or, (d)
because of anything else?

Text: 20

TEIGEPRBIACIBICUTEI SFHATNGH; AT BRUTTHGE PATETI ?

tadyadyadustakarakasandohotpadyatvena avyabhicaritvam; saiva

karananamadustata kenavagamyate?

Translation: 20

There, if you say that such knowledge is not erroneous because it is
produced by a set of factors which are free from defects, we would
like to ask how do you know that those factors are free from defects?

Text: 21

T YGEIT; TRATPAeTCR froeae] |
na pratyaksena; nayanakusaladeratindriyatvat.

Translation: 21

You cannot say you know it by perception because the defects (say
foreign particles) in the eyes are beyond the range of sense organ.
Text: 22

ATRIFHIAA; ﬁ?q’l"(‘lﬂlb"qud:l

napyanumanena; lingantara navagateh.

Translation: 22
Nor can that be known by inference because, no other ground is

known.
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Text: 23

] 358 o forg ageel av fafdreat mafy,;

nanu idameva jnanam lingam taduttham tasya visistatam gamayati;
Translation: 23

Well the same perceptual knowledge will be the ground and that
will cause the knowledge of its being special i.e. free from defects.

Text: 24

JSCRCRTSRIC GOTRHATI TTerd |

yadyevamitaretarasrayatvam duruttaramapanipadyate.
Translation: 24

Answer:

If it is so, it leads to the unavoidable defect of mutual dependency.*

(1) A true perceptual cognition has to be produced by the contact
between a sense organ and the object.

(2) It should not be erroneous.

(3) Tt should not be caused by the decoding process of language
(avyapadesya), and

(4) Tt should be a determinate cognition, and not a doubtful
cognition.

Jayarasi is going to challenge all these criteria and ultimately he
is going to demonstrate that they do not characterize any true
cognition.

Text: 25

g, ST TR AR R SR AR geRI-
RUIESNESCEIEIECH

kinica, indriyanam gunadosasrayatve tadutthe vijnane dosasanka
nativarttate pumuvyaparotpaditasabdavijnana iva.

Translation: 25

Moreover, if the sense organs are accepted as loci of healthiness
and defects then, the doubt regarding the defects in the knowledge

4The Naiyayikas provide criteria to decide what can be called a true perceptual cognition.
The criteria are:
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produced by the sense organ does not override i.e. remains as it is
like the verbal understanding from a sentence uttered by a human
being.

Text: 26

1Y FTTHAATSI ARG §d; Semgaafifdsmy & e,
MBI, TehsTHIcIGhdRDAbT T Afae: ?

atha badhanutpattya vyabhicaritvam jnayate; badhanutpattirvijna-

nasya kim yatharthagrhititvena, ahosvid badhakajnanotpadakakara-
kavaikalyaditi sandihmah?

Translation: 26

Question:

If you say that the perceptual knowledge which has arisen is not
erroneous because there has not arisen any contradiction. In that
case our question will be is it the case that there has not arisen
the contradiction because the perception has revealed the fact
or because all the factors which will produce the contradictory
knowledge are not present there? This is our doubt.

Text: 27

WA & THeERIRaeRGIGeI SIEMER:, JAT R AR
ST ST ST 7 e, STRINSATa IR HRPIYITT Fgcderd |
AT AT ATSRRICPHIAADHU AR, Halfeed dROIDATHT

FRN | 7 AT oRT FTefdT SuuEd |
drsyate hi badhakajnanotpadakakarakavaikalyad badhanutpadah,

yatha dure maricinicaye jalajnane jate badha na sampadyate, abhya-
sadesavasthitasya karakopanipate satyutpadyate. sa copajayamana
samvatsaradikalavikalpena  sanjayate, kadacicca karakavaikalya-
nnaiva sampadyate. na caitavata tasya yatharthata upapadyate.

Translation: 27

Answer:

As a matter of fact, we do see sometimes because of absence
of all factors contributing to the contradictory knowledge, the
contradiction does not take place, as for example, in the beam
of mirage at a distance, when there arises the knowledge of
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water, there is no contradiction arising at that time. But, when
there is association of all factors, with the familiar place the
contradicted knowledge does arise. And sometimes for the arising of
the knowledge of contradiction it takes a year or so and sometimes
because of absence of all necessary factors, the contradicted
knowledge does not arise at all. But simply because of this i.e.
simply because the contradicted knowledge does not arise, it cannot
be justified that the perceptual cognition is true.

Text: 28

Y =1, ETfaRE g TYRIgEEcd: qgUeieticd doiglaelsy: |
api ca, badhaviraha eva badhasadbhavavedakah tadupalabdhatvena
tatsadbhavopalabdheh.

Translation: 28
Moreover, the absence of contradictory knowledge itself suggest

that there is contradiction, because the knowledge of absence of
contradiction will cause the knowledge of contradiction.

Text: 29
3T, TEfaRE: fb FAgoNTIERT, SRR HiaeTuerT?

anyacca, badhavirahah kim sarvapurusapeksaya, ahosvit pratipattra-

peksaya?

Translation: 29

Still there is another point to be considered. Is it the case that
there is absence of contradictory knowledge for everybody? Or, such
absence of contradiction is only to that person who has perceived
actually?

Text: 30

TS FAYGONTUEHT... ferere... [F]asm: x|

tadyadi sarvapurusapeksaya... tadvirahopya... [sajrvajnah syuh.
Translation: 30

If you say, it is with everybody.......... (the sentence is broken) then
all will become all-knowing.
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Text: 31

Ja=g AT | AIET: | Pl Q=7

bhavantu nama sarve sarvajnah. ko dosah?
Translation: 31

Question:
Let everybody become all-knowing. What is the harm?

Text: 32

CNCEEICENEICERED
asarvajnavyavaharabhavaprasangah.
Translation: 32

Answer:

(14

In that case we cannot make reference to someone as “not

all-knowing”.

Text: 33

a1er UfraeIUeRT STeaTgeaTe: — Hfiugaied s Acder a9 deeatman;
atha pratipattrapeksaya badhanutpadah-pratipatturbadhakam vijria-
nam notpadyate tena tadavyabhicari;

Translation: 33

Question:

If you say that not arising of contradiction is only with that
person who is perceiving, and therefore since the contradictory
knowledge does not arise, and therefore the perceptual knowledge

1S not erroneous.

Text: 34
qeghY; IfIgeEpeISIeaast SAoRTHT—HRUMfeAT HfrERearc -
[EEPBEIEEAEIR

tadayuktam, pratipatturbadhakajnana nutpade’pi desantaragamana-

maranadinag manimaricyadiviparyayajnanadarsanat.

Translation: 34

Answer:

This is also not proper. Because, even if there does not arise the
contradictory knowledge to the perceiver, even to that person it
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is seen that there arises opposite knowledge, such as knowledge of
mirage, when he goes to that place....... (7)

Text: 35

T eI denfdemacas FUaRaagIde  JgTedh s -

TR Eghd, TeLNST T Vg WEFRSFA ... Wd AT IghA- “TF
T GE RO IF 9 AT T | @ SR TR [QERAT. 91914]

SATATSAH A |

athava tadviparyayajnanam tathavidhamevotpannam svaprabhava-

svabhavanupravesena yadbadhakavijnanotpadapratibandhakrt tadva-
so’pi tathabhuta eva parestasamyagjnianavat. .... evam sati yadu-
ktam- “yatra ca dustam karanam yatra ca mithyeti pratyayah sa eva
asamicinah pratyayah” [Sdbambhd. 1.1.5] ityetadeva’samicinam.

Translation: 35

Or, that erroneous knowledge being produced in that form because
of it own nature, obstructs the arising of its contradictory
knowledge. Even being affected by that it remains as it is like the
true cognition, intended by the opponent. ..... In this context, what
Sabarasvamin has said in his Bhasya on Jaimini Sutra 1.1.5 “where
the instrument is defective and where the knowledge is erroneous,
such cognition is called a false cognition.” Is also not proper.

Text: 36

3 FgRRMeAS SrAtEIRGl A, ugfiamed  wershRreEe:,
Theldl AFaraTadIgadls, OY b Tsaw: dY haAluaR: deaderg:
UM TRl BRI b1 qeamedaeg =Ry Tfd |

atha pravrttisamarthyena avyabhicaritam vetsi; pravrttisamar-

thyam phalena’bhisambandhah, phalarica srakcandanavanitoda-
kadi, tesu satyaphalanispatteh tesu phalopacarah taddehasamba-
ndhah pravrttisamarthyam. pravrttih kayastha kriya tatsamarthya-
mavyabhicaritam gamayati.

Translation: 36

If again, you know that the perception is not erroneous on account
of its corresponding with the reality, then corresponding to the
reality or prompting to fruitful interaction with the world, means
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the association with the result and result is garland of flowers,
sandal wood paste, women, water, etc. As a matter of fact, the
real result is going to be produced in them. And by extension they
are treated as result. Therefore, the association of body is in fact,
the correspondence with the reality. The inducement is the activity
in the body, the capacity of that leads to the knowledge of not being

erroneous.
Text: 37

qfchd 1A, IR aT?
tatkim avagatam, anavagatam va?

Translation: 37

Question:

Here we want to ask: whether that capacity causes the knowledge
after being known or without being known?

Text: 38

e A, a5 IR’ S el AfA? Srersaed; dearReafRTETRaT
HYTITI 3fcT JaRhATAITH

yadi navagatam; tad ‘asti’ iti katham vetsi? atha vagatam; tadava-

gateravyabhicarita kathamavagamyata iti purvoktamanusarttavyam.

Translation: 38

Anticipated Clarification:

If you say that it causes the knowledge without being known, then
how do you know that it exist. And if you say that it causes the
knowledge after being known, how does it lead to knowledge that
the perception is not erroneous? Therefore, one will have to follow
the same method of enquiry as presented before.

Text: 39

SEHUTT QAIAGHIISTRY SRRl aeT=d; b qedferrd-
SPYTRT, JATBIRA TSI TS| b [ITT, TaersTsiervTeed] d1?
udakapraptya purvotpannodakavijnanasya avyabhicarita vyavastha-

pyate; kim  tatpratibhatodakapraptya, ahosvit tajjatiyodafka/pra-
ptya, tadvamsajajalapraptya va?
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Translation: 39

Question:

If you say that if water is obtained after the knowledge of water, it
is concluded that the knowledge of water which arose before, is not
erroneous. There we would like to ask, is it so because one gets the
water which was revealed in the knowledge? Or, because one gets
water of that genre. Or, because one gets water of the same family?

Text: 40

Jafe gRMIaeeIT=T; deghd,; Jiiedsd e Auuer, s9-
AfeyuRadTs eSS aa fhaTaR YRR |

tadyadi pratibhatodakapraptya; tadayuktam; pratibhatodakasya ava-

sthanam mnopapadyate, jhasamahisaparivartana’bhighatopajata’va-
yavakriyanyayena pratyastamayasambhavat.

Translation: 40

Anticipated Clarification:

If you say that because one gets knowledge which was reflected
in the perception, it is not proper. Because what appeared in the
knowledge, does not exist there. Because it is possible that the
water has become extinct through the action in the parts caused by
striking of water, by the changing movements of fish, buffalo etc.

Text: 41

31 AW RISHITeT, Td dfe sRIaiedsHsiU S FafraaaRIedi~<
9 deifdeel ST

atha tajjatiyodakapraptya, evam tarhi asatyodakajnane’pi jate kvacit

toyamasadayanti pumamsah tadapyavitatham syat.

Translation: 41

Again, if you say that the knowledge of water has led to the getting
of water belonging to the class of water which was revealed in
the knowledge of water (therefore the knowledge of water is not
erroneous), then sometimes even if an erroneous knowledge of water
arises people get a water in that case that erroneous knowledge will
also have to be declared as a true cognition.
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Text: 42

1Y Te bl ae 7 UTafc fHeaTei =, FeM g TedlericiiaD
Y9I O deeafamif oq;

atha taddesakalasamlagnamudakam na prapayati mithyajnanam,

samyagjnanam tu taddesakalasamlagnamudakam prapayati tena
tadavyabhicariti cet;

Translation: 42

Clarification:

Well, the erroneous knowledge of water does not lead to getting the
water connected with a particular space and particular time. But,
a true cognition of water does lead to getting the water connected
with a particular space and time and therefore such a true cognition
is called not erroneous.

Text: 43
e gToafa g AR aft PR oM drarbisTeadRaIie—
e T AR AT

yanna prapayati tad vyabhicari tarhi mumursupadarthotpaditam

jnanam candrarkagrahanaksatratarakadisamvedanam ca vyabhicari
prapnoti.

Translation: 43

Reply:

Then it implies that, that knowledge which does not lead to getting
the object revealed by it is an erroneous knowledge. In that case,
knowledge which is caused by some thing which is about to die or
vanish and also the knowledge of moon, sun, planet, constellations
and stars etc. will have to be declared as erroneous (because such
knowledges do not lead to getting the objects revealed by the
respective knowledges).

Text: 44
T I TPl AAIGHUTIDHEH R, SIRITY IShafgTeRIFIaTd |

na ca taddesakalasamlagnodakaprapakatvamasti, desasyapi udaka-

vadvinasasambhavat.
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Translation: 44

(Moreover), it is also not true that what you consider to be a true
cognition, leads to getting the water connected with a particular
space and particular time, because as water is likely to be destroyed
the place also is also likely to be destroyed.

[2. TIET SIfFRIER0H] |

[2. prasangat jaternirakaranam.]
Refutation of Universal

Text: 45

T ST TS|

naca jateh sambhavo’sti.

Translation: 45

There is no possibility of “universal” or generic property being a
real entity.

Text: 46

q UT HA?

sa eva katham?

Translation: 46

Question:

How is to so?

Text: 47

BT~ AT Iehedfhrarstan, f=m, fenshe afr?

kathyate- sa udakavyaktibhyo’bhinna, bhinna, bhinna’bhinna veti?

Translation: 47

Answer:

Here is the answer. Let me ask (a) what you call universal or a
generic property (say waterness) is it identical with waters? (b) or
different from waters? (c) or different-cum-identical with water?

Text: 48

TS AICTCIafRRdT: TeT §8 JTAT ATHTca aeaTfy (T 31fd) AHTear-
qufRY:, ddhed o JATAHBATIR: | Tehed o o @m=adT drere=afafay aTl
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tadyadi tadatmyavyavasthitah tada tha tasam nanatvena tasyapt
(tasya api) nanatvopapattih, tadekatve ca sarvasamekatapattih.
ekatve ca nihsamanyata tadatmyaviparyaso va.

Translation: 48

If you say, that the universal is identical with the particulars,
then since the particulars are many in number, there will arise the
contingency of universal being many in numbers (i.e. there will
be many waternesses). And if you say that the universal is only
one, then there will arise the contingency that all the particulars
becoming one. And if the particulars become one it will have no
universal. Or, it will result into error of identity.

Text: 49

3 3TQJIIC"CN";!\CH; AT TIATDRT, FIATDRI qr?

atha arthantarabhuta; sa vyavrttakara, anugatakara va?
Translation: 49

Again if you maintain the universal as a distinct entity, then the

question arises (a) whether it is of the form of being distinct from
the rest? Or (b) whether it is of the form of one of the same form
in the consecutive cognitions?

Text: 50

TS AGATDHRI; T TR AHFIEUE TGUBETHIGET, arTead
tadyadi vyavrttakara; na tasyah samanyarupatvam vyavrttaikasva-

bhavatvat toyadivat.

Translation: 50

If you say that it is of the form of being distinct from the rest
then that cannot be of the form of universal because of its being of
distinct unique character like an individual water.

Text: 51

1Y ITRYTOUT; TlchH IHADUTIRI, TR aT?

atha anusyutarupa; tatkim atmarupanusyuta, pararupanusyuta va?

Translation: 51
But if you say that it is of the form of one of the same form. There
again the question arises (a) is it of one of the same form identical
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with its self or (b) is it of one of the same consecutive form identical
with the form of something else.

Text: 52

TERITH™UTTRIAN, dQghy; ATH-ITHISHII|
tadyadyatmarupanusyuta, tadayuktam; atmanyanugama bhavat.
Translation: 52

If you say it is of one of the same form identical with its self, it is
not proper because there is no question of consecutiveness in one
and the same thing.

Text: 53

3721 TRRUTIRIAT; b TRRBUIIRIIT- b aarerea, Joawarar ar?

atha pararupanusyuta; keyam pararupanusyutata-kim tattadat-
myam, tatsamavayo va?

Translation: 53

And if you say it is of one of the same consecutive form identical
with the form of something else, then we would like to know what
is that: is it of one of the same consecutive form identical with the
form of something else: (1) Does it mean identity with that? Or (2)
does it mean inherence with that?

Text: 54

qefe dIQIc=H; AMHMIdgdRHSUAS: |
tadyadi tadatmyam; samanyatadvatorabhedaprasangah.

Translation: 54

If you say it is identity with that, then there arises the contingency
of universal becoming identical with that which possesses universal,
that is particular.

Text: 55

3N IRRUHHIY: JRILTDRIRA; TGk, AT : FHARI: | ARG

T BIHTATARIGARSY T TSI |

atha pararupasamavayah anusyutakarata; tadayuktam; samanyad-

bhinnah samavayah. samanyasya anugatam rupamalocayitumarab-
dham na tato nyasya.
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Translation: 55

If you say it is inherence with other form, is what is called the form
of being known as of one and the same form in the consecutive
cognitions, that is not proper, because (for you) inherence is
different from universal. We have initiated the discussion on the
form of consecutive character of universal and not of anything else.

Text: 56

IR o ISHod RIS Yaifiideh s TR,
qaT IepHorareTay FrarsfeT TaTfeuTeseafiya () Rar Sewfae g
S

yadi ca udakajatiyarthapraptya vyabhicarita purvoditodakavijnia-
nasya vyavasthapyate; tada wudakajatergavadavapi sambhavo’sti
gavadi praptya’vyabhica(ca)rita udakavijnanasya syat.

Translation: 56

If you say that the knowledge of water is not erroneous because
it leads to the obtainment of something similar to water, then the
universal of water i.e. waterness can be found also in cow etc. and
so even if one gets cow after getting the knowledge of water, the
knowledge of water can be said to be not erroneous.

Text: 57
SRISCEIG ISR CISERICIRINECRE
atha udakatvasya gavadavabhava iti cet;

Translation: 57
Clarification:
Well, there is no waterness in cow etc.

Text: 58

fopH SRARTITE: , UTTHTE: , YEaRATTa:, JTI=oTTal ar?

kim  itaretarabhavah, pragabhavah, pradhvamsabhavah, atyanta-
bhavo va?

Translation: 58
Reply:
Here we would like to know what kind of absence is here in the cow.
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(1) Is it a mutual absence (2) Or a pre-absence (3) Or a destruction
(4) Or an absolute absence?

Text: 59

TECIRARTG: ; TS ISHIEEANT FHH SSHARATSHARIT: | ISHwIdT T
JCDhIH, IGhcdwpudl o dIgh...........

tadyaditaretarabhavah; tada udakadavapi samanam udakatvasya’-

bhavaprasangah. udakarupata na udakatvasya udakatvarupata ca

Translation: 59

If you say it is a mutual absence, then it is common in water also
and as a consequence there will be absence of waterness in water
too, because neither waterness is of the form of water, nor the water
is of the form of waterness.

Text: 60

3 UNTHIG:; dal RECMEY SECASIRICISKCH
atha pragabhavah; tada udake’pi udakasyabhavaprasangah.

Translation: 60

If you say there is a pre-absence of waterness in the cow, then even
in water one can say there is no water.

Text: 61

31 YESATHIG:; TSI IShsTU THIUAT: |
atha pradhvamsabhavah; tada udake’pi abhavaprasangah.

Translation: 61
Similarly, if you say there is destruction of waterness in cow, then
there is such destruction in water also.

Text: 62
379] AT ;

atha anyatrasti;

Translation: 62
Clarification:
Well, waterness is found in another water.
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Text: 63

BEERC RS ERIORCEE RE GRS R

naikatra pratyastamitasya anyatra sambhava upapadyate.
Translation: 63

Reply:

It cannot be so because if something is destroyed in one place this
destruction can be possible elsewhere also.

Text: 64

319T AT ; AT IShsT TRATSHITTAF: |

atha atyantabhavah; tada udake’pi tasya’bhavaprasangah.
Translation: 64

Again if you say that there is absolute absence of waterness in the
cow, then there will arise the contingency of its absence being in
water also.

Text: 65

3 SAHETHIIG TTdIqIdadcdHId 'sﬁf ﬁ?[,—

atha sambandhabhavad gavadavudakatvabhava iti cet;

Translation: 65
Clarification:
We say that there is no waterness in cow, because there is no relation

of waterness in the cow.

Text: 66

AT 5 ERERTIIG:, TedATHIG:, Sfcdw=arral afct ydag ached |
tatrapt kim itaretarabhavah, pradhvamsabhavah, atyantabhavo veti
purvavad vaktavyam.

Translation: 66

Reply:

There also the same questions arise as before: (1) Is it the case that
there is mutual absence of relationship and the cow? (2) Or there
is destruction? (3) Or there is absolute absence? And one should
satisfactorily answer them.
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Text: 67

A fRTRTTaTS, TaTeTa (g )Sdheanrd gfer od;

nimittantarabhavad gavadava(vu)dakatvabhava iti cet;

Translation: 67

Clarification:

Since there is absence of any other ground, there is absence of
waterness in the cow.

Text: 68

AISATY FA: |

so trapi samanah.
Translation: 68

Reply:

That is common here also.
Text: 69

T T ISHIhIAT AFTAIIUIGRIG Ui | SEhH SGHIDHRIG, SEhIHR]
i, SEBIBRR] B WERA? (Y SEPHORAA, IR,
SNTHRITRUT?

na ca udakavyaktinam nanatvamupapadayitum paryate. udakam

anudakakarad udakakarataya vyavarttate, udakakarattu katham
vyavarttate? kim udakakarataya, ahosvid akarantarena?

Translation: 69

Reply:

Moreover, it is not possible to explain how individual waters
are made (one can understand that) water is distinguished from
non-waters, in the form of water. But how can one form of water
be distinguished from another form of water. If it is distinguished
then two questions come to our mind (1) Is it being distinguished
in the form of water? (2) In the form of something else?

Text: 70

TER[GPIPRAAT Taxid, a1 IFITATIEDHhTH, SFIDIhRAl T
AN | 37 JSPHIPRAIT ISBIBRIfIAT; A SETSRE IJThadTT: |
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tadyadyudakakarataya vyavarttate, tada anyasamudakavyaktinam
anudakakarata prapnoti rasaderiva. atha anudakakarataya udaka-
karannivarttate; tato dahanaderiva anudakatvaprasangah.
Translation: 70

If you say that it is distinguished in the form of water then the
other water individuals become non-water like taste etc. and if one
individual water is being distinguished from other water individuals
in the form of non-water, then, as fire is non water so also other
water individuals will become non-water.

Text: 71

37 IEHHRGUTSIANSTY SaRIBTPRISIRFA TR A

atha udakakararupata’visese’pi avantaraganikakarabhedapariklrpti-
rite cet;

Translation: 71

Clarification:

Well, although there is no difference in the forms of water
individuals, still one gets the knowledge of difference of the form
of other entities like jasmine flower.

Text: 72

JIH, ATTRIOIBIHR: TIACTIIARY:, NI R ar?
satyam, avantaraganikakarah toyatadatmyavyavasthitah, atada-
tmyavyavasthito va?

Translation: 72

Reply:

What you say is true. But we would like to know (a) whether that
form of entity like jasmine flower is decided on the basis of the
identity with water? Or (b) whether it is decided on the basis of
non-identity with water?

Text: 73
Jafe ARIIIRR:, d& SSHIHRAAT ISHRIgeld| Td AIRI

IeHehHMaHaUdl AT, gaifeada SuuR|
tadyadi tadatmyavyavasthitah, tada udekakarataya udakantarad-

bhidyate. evam canyasam udakavyaktinamanudakarupata prapnoti,
purvoditameva dusanam.
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Translation: 73

If you say that it is decided on the basis of identity then it amounts
to saying that one water is distinguished from another water as
water. In that case, it will amount to saying that other water
individuals are not water and in this way, all the defects raised
above can also be raised here.

Text: 74
IFATACIIIRd: ; dfe C’ﬂﬂaaﬁcd IARRA|
athatadatmyavyavasthitah; tarhi anudakatvam rasaderiva.

Translation: 74

If you say that it is settled on the basis of non-identity, then
obviously the other individuals will not be called water as taste
is not called water.

Text: 75

Y SEh IR ITIDPIDhRIG CQJICITICCI;
atha udakatvavyavrttya anudakakarad vyavarttate;

Translation: 75
Clarification:
WEell, by distinguishing in terms of waterness water is distinguished

from non-water.

Text: 76

o= 3T drefeliud [ufeRd:! Jgedheaeagisiadls, T q1dy,
IS Iaepladadred DY egraTic?
srnvantu ami balalapitam wvipascitah! yadyudakatvavyavrttya nu-

dakad vyavarttate toyam, udakatvanca udekadanudakacca katham
vyavarttate?

Translation: 76

Reply:

Let these so-called intelligent people listen to your tale of children,
if you are saying that water is distinguished from non-water by
distinguishing waterness, then we will also how are you going to

distinguish from water and non-water.
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Text: 77

T TR DR | IR a7 SARIIeAaIsgare: TIq) TRw
FIIHYUT SARCRIHAT STaicl 7 ST erarcicl, SR avTgTd)

na jatyantaram vyavarttakamasti. abhyupagame va anisthopaplava’

nubandhah syat. tasmat svenaivarupena itaretaratmana vyavarttate
na jatyadina vyavarttate, jatyaderavyavrttiprasangat.

Translation: 77

You do not have any other universal which can distinguish them.
And if you accept another universal, you will be caught in
the undesired chaos. Therefore, it is better to accept that each
individual water is distinguished from others by its own form and
not by any entity called universal. Because, in that case there will
be a contingency of an impossibility to distinguish universal from
the rest.

Text: 78

TEAT FRIAHA IGhearhIT ATHTeaIuf: Jaguu! Aieded A ATHRI—
ARKT Facaad|

tasmat sthitametat nodakavyaktinam mnanatvopapattih tadanupa-
pattau nodakatvam nama samanyamasti svatvavat.

Translation: 78

Thus, we have come to this conclusion that it is not possible to
explain the plurality of water individuals and when that cannot be
explained we can say that there is nothing called universal such as
waterness as you too do not accept individuality as universal.

Text: 79
SIS 7 foerd A=, e ) fasTSTHdhea NI |

ito’pi na vidyate samanyam, nityasya sato vijnanajanakatvayogat.

Translation: 79
For the following reason too (we hold that), there is no universal.
Because, if a positive entity is eternal it cannot produce knowledge.

Text: 80
q<d HA?

tadeva katham?
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Translation: 80

Question:

How do you say so?

Text: 81

AT~ [T D Rl Jed Faou(d) MRS  AfhHesithey
T HRBFRMUEIISTABERIT ded wUH, 31d: JaafY BRGNS |
3rgeaTe a1 wm(f)a el [[] Sl

vyutpadyate - vijnanajanakavasthayam yadeva svarupa(pam) sama-

nyatmakam saktimacchaktirupam ca karakantaranapeksaya’janaka-
vasthayam tadeva rupam, atah purvamapi karyotpadaprasangah.
anutpade va prage(gi)va idanimapi [na janayet.

Translation: 81

Answer:

Let me explain. At the time of producing the knowledge whatever
form, of the nature of universal, possessed of capacity, and of the
nature of capacity it had without depending upon any other causal
factor the same form it has at the time of not producing knowledge.
Therefore, there arises the contingency that it should produce effect
viz. its knowledge even before and if it does not produce effect it
should not produce even now as before.

Text: 82

31 PREBIFRAVET IR BRI,

atha karakantaramapeksya utpadayati karyam,

Translation: 82

Clarification:

Well, it will produce effect taking help of some other causal factor.
Text: 83

& OF PRETIRY Y oI HREPpea, T aT?

kim tena karakantarena tasya kriyate karakatvam, jnapyate va?

Translation: 83

Answer:

We would like to know what does other causal factor do to this
universal? Do you want to say that the causal factor makes this
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universal also a causal factor? Or, do the causal factors reveal
universal?

Text: 84

5, g(d] =g )ured; g e

tad vyu(tad yadyu)tpadyate; susthitam nityatvam!

Translation: 84

If you say the causal factors convert universal into a causal factor
then its nature of being eternal is gone.

Text: 85

S ST (A Afé e, TSty e mRersaeard

uta jnapyate; siddham tarhi karakatvam, tadabhave’pi vidyamana-
sya vadyotanat.

Translation: 85

Again if you say that the causal factors reveal universal, then it
is proved that the universal itself is a causal factor. Because, even
without the causal factor, something existent is being revealed.
Text: 86

g A BRET DI QI:7

bhavatu nama karakatvam ko dosah?

Translation: 86

Question:
Let the universal be a causal factor, what is the harm?

Text: 87

BRI |

karyotpattiprasangah.

Translation: 87

Reply:

There will arise the contingency of its producing the effect.

Text: 88
31 HRAIASTY BRF T I,

atha karakatve’pi karyam na janayet;
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Translation: 88
Clarification:
(It is not necessary) even if it is a factor, there is no need that it

should produce any effect.

Text: 89
3781 RIS TRITRA ~HaTiyepyen:! Salsfy AR AHI; TguuIeeHT -
feRaT]

padakamanavyatirekat.

Translation: 89

Answer:

Oh, what a prevailing order of the king, of the animal logician.
Also for the following reason, we think that there is no universal.

Because, there is no proof which can explain it.

Text: 90

T SIRET THIOF - '3T: AIGLIH T Ao O AGeNsTH 3Rt a1 I
TGYU:' SATSSH ARG g () JUTIAHIRI AUerd | 371
fede fretr arenfaehet STTfcrdgegaremey;

nanu astt pramanam- ‘anayoh sadrsyam’ ‘esam sarupyam’ ‘tena

vabodhaka(kam) apratipannasamanyasya nopapadyate. asti tvidam
vijnanam badhavikalam jatitanuvyavasthapakam;

Translation: 90

Objection:

WEell, there is proof for instance there are cognitions like, “there is a
similarity between the two,” “these have similar forms,” “it is similar
to that,” “that is similar to this,” and the like. These knowledges
convey the existence of universal. And unless one accepts universal,
these knowledges are not possible. This is a knowledge which is not

contradicted and therefore it establishes the form of universal.

Text: 91

Jeaeged; fb A oe dF Wiy Mg, dHdees ar? defs
AT SCUTRI; daT 7 AT dedm1ad, SRIFFIASHY R focer -
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FHAAMAH SIS, I AMEFIGIIT| 37 q?“TCIILl‘H"i 3cdl<ld;
Tqeud; Harsaaner s = ecRfuaiRiaifaem|

tadetadayuktam; kim nimittabhutena tena evamuvidham jnanamu-
tpadyate, karmatapannena va? tadyadi nimittabhutena utpadyate;
tada na samanyam kalpaniyam, asamanyatmakameva nimittami-
tthambhutasamanyajnanotpadanaya, alam samanyakalpanaya. atha
karmatapannena utpadyate; tadasat;, naiva’vabhati vijnane sama-
nyam dhurtairaviparyasitasamuvidam.

Translation: 91

Reply:

This is improper. Is it the case that universal is an efficient cause
because of which such knowledge is produced? Or is it the case that
universal causes knowledge by becoming object of that knowledge?
If you say being an efficient cause it produces knowledge, then there
is no necessity of postulating any universal. For the production of
such knowledge of universal the efficient cause of the nature of
non-universal itself, is sufficient. There is no need of postulating
any universal. If you say that universal produces knowledge, by
becoming the object of that knowledge that is also not true. No
universal appears in the knowledge of those who have not been
brain-washed by the cunning logicians.

Text: 92

T ATGLIHAHTIT;

nanu sadrsyamavabhati;

Translation: 92

Objection:

Well, as a matter of fact, similarity does appear in the knowledge.
Text: 93

A, T, AU AT - SO HS T UTaehTedey—Jm Tl
qTadhedd, U Tadl:, Jearaasigesad, 3Rl oM+ wger 3T fadmmemafy
SETH|

satyam, avabhati, napahnuyate api tu-dravyagunakarmatmakam

sat pacakadibhedesuyatha esam pacakatvam, ete pacakah, tatpaca-

kasadrso’yam, asau anena sadrsa iti visesadavapi drastavyam.



Tattvopaplavasimha 29

Translation: 93

Reply:

It is true. It appears. We are not denying that. But it is of the nature
of either substance or quality or action, as we find in different cooks,
as we find cookness in them and we say they are cooks or “he is like
that cook” or “that cook is like this cook” in the same way such
references can be made to particulars also.

Text: 94

ST AP RETaRT od;

atrapi samanyaparynaptirits cet;

Translation: 94

Objection:

In these cases also, there is knowledge of universal.

Text: 95

7, FTETAI ATFIIANY AT TaTe o 0 ST [, 3, ¢1914]
na; sutravyaghatat samanyavisesesu samanyavisesa’bhavat tata eva
gnanam [Vai. su. 8.1.5.],

Translation: 95

Reply:

No, it is not so. If you interpret like that, it will go against
the Vaisesika Sutra 8.1.5 “there is no universal and particular in
universal and particular.” Knowledges arise from them directly.
Text: 96

31fTST T- 3Ny A aRee T Afd T<E:, Iit F<g Y e
IRBEIIH, G: AT, 38T 3ol SRIGUETSIF e |

anistha ca- visesesu samanye parikalpyamane sati sandehah, sati

sandehe tesu visesantaram parikalpaniyam, punah samanyam itya-
nistha ityalam asadgraha’bhinivesena.

Translation: 96

This is also not desirable. If we postulate universal in particulars
there will be doubt. And when there will be doubt, one will have
to postulate another particular. Again, in those particulars some
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universal and in this way (it will lead to infinite regress) and
therefore this is not desirable and hence enough of this unsound

insistence!

Text: 97

3 el A WAy R -SeRYeT ke U
AR, QAN G IUTI FegedferReh ()

atha bhinnabhinna samanyam bhavadbhih pratipadyate-akarabhe-
dena vyaktibhya upalabhyate ityarthantaram, desabhedena tu naiva
upalabhyate ityavyatirikte (ktam);

Translation: 97

Objection:

WEell, you are explaining universal which is different-cum-identical.
You are telling that it is distinct because it is obtained from
particulars due to the difference in form. But it is not obtained
as distinct on the basis of the difference in space.

Text: 98

TeTHERGHIINH,
tadetanmahasubhasitam,

Translation: 98

Reply:

Oh, this is indeed a great and beautiful saying!

Text: 99

T QLTS AT HS: 31U  SMMPRUST HIaT HSGUAT= | AT F JATHRHIT
TR FermsHavmg fFafeam|

na desabhedenaiva vastunam bhedah apt tu akarabhedenaiva bhava

bhedamupayanti. yatha ca akarabhedo nasti tatha’ nantarameva nive-
ditam.

Translation: 99

It is not true that things become different only because of the
difference in space. But the positive entities are distinguished on
the basis of difference in their form. And we have just explained

how there is no difference in form.
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[3. T T FRAH |

[3. prasargat samavayasya nirasanam.|

Text: 100

M= TR fhy i gl =1 ot faerd |

samanyam samavayavrttya vyaktisu varttate iti. na casau vidyate.
Translation: 100

Universal (according to you) exists in the individuals by the relation
of inherence. But the fact is there is nothing called inherence.
Text: 101

AR & TR Ta:, STgihRaar ar?

samavayo hi- vyavrttaikasvabhavah, anugataikasvabhavo va?
Translation: 101

We would like to know (1) whether it is of unique and distinct
nature or (2) whether it is consecutively of unique nature.

Text: 102

TS TR IDYaIa:, PRITHT FHAR:, Fad! ST et

tadyadi vyavrttaikasvabhavah, kasyasau samavayah, sarvato vya-
vrtteh niladivat.

Translation: 102

If you say that it is of unique and distinct nature we would like
to know, whose inherence it is, because it is distinguished from
everything like a blue object.

Text: 103

31T IFPIPREIE: ; A Afe, T a1, IR Falsad garliedniead,

atha anugataikasvabhavah; samanyam tarhi, na samavayah, nitya-

sya sato’nekatra vrttergotvadivat,

Translation: 103

Again if you say it is consecutively of unique nature, then it becomes
universal and it is not inherence, because it is a positive entity, it
is eternal, and it exists in many individuals like cowness.

Text: 104

SUYTChUHIVITHIITH |

upapadakapramanabhavacca.
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Translation: 104

And also there is no proof which can explain inherence.

Text: 105

T UG EIaIAN ST

nanu pratyaksabuddhyavaseyo’sau;

Translation: 105

Objection:

Well, it can be definitely known by perceptual cognition.

Text: 106

degh; [ Fa-ogeeaIsedamind, JTRINAg, 38qeed], FHaRgedT
IHA?

tadayuktam; kim sambandhabuddhya’dhyavasiyate, ahosvid thabu-

ddhya, samavayabuddhya va ucyate?

Translation: 106

Reply:

This is not correct. Is it known as a relation, or is it known as the
locus or is it known as inherence. What do you want to say?

Text: 107

TJofe Fra-aqgedT; DIt Tare:? & Fraraigd: T arg:, RIS
STTPIATRTAST(+cl:, SFIBTTSIA AT, Fra-eigfGIILs a1, Ara-aggegcaraa! dT,
A1 (78T ) DRI a1?

tadyadi sambandhabuddhya; ko’yam sambandhah? kim sambandha-

jatiyuktah sambandhah, ahosvid anekopadanajanitah, anekasrito va,
sambandhabuddhiviseso va, sambandhabuddhyutpadako va, samba-
ddha(ndha)karo va?

Translation: 107

If you say, it is known as a relation, we would like to know what
is that relation? (1) Is it a relation associated with the genre of
relation? (2) Or is it known as something caused by many evidence.
(3) Or is it known as located in many? (4) Or is it known as a
particular knowledge of relation? (5) Or is it known as the generator
of knowledge of relation? (6) Or is it known as something which a
form is associated?
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Text: 108
T T aSTToRIhR] e ; AISTIT: ; FHARIISF e oo |
tadyadi sambandhajatiyuktaste sambandhah; so’nupapannah; sama-

vaya’sambandhatvaprasargah.

Translation: 108

If you say that your relation is that which is associated with the
genre of a relation that is not proper, because it will lead to the
contingency of un-related inherence.

Text: 109

3Y d—l"ICbILHCZI"i\)‘II('\'Id: AR ; dal Est’:l:l éq U Y cquag: |
atha anekopadanajanitah sambandhah; tada kumbhaderapi samba-

ndhatvaprasangah.

Translation: 109

If you say it is that relation which is caused by many factors, then
even a pot will have to be treated as the relation of inherence.
Text: 110

31ef IFPIAT: FHawg: QT Teuldls: T =g Tead |

atha anekasritah sambandhah tada ghatajatyadeh sambandhatvam

prasajyate.

Translation: 110

If you say it is a relation which is located in many, then the universal
of pot, viz. potness will have to be treated as a relation of inherence.
Text: 111

37 I GYGEYLUTCDRT I Fel; el AR A e |
atha sambandhabuddhyutpadakaste sambandhah ucyate; tada locana-

derapi sambandhatvaprasarngah.

Translation: 111

If you say that your relation is that which produces the knowledge
of relation, then there will arise a contingency of treating eyes etc.
as a relation of inherence.

Text: 112

37 I GYGEITIY: TSI ; TaT PloiTpdRGARTI ST Fe=e—

el TH-EIURIF: |
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atha sambandhabuddhyavaseyah sambandho’bhidhiyate; tada kaule-
yakakarikumaradisvapt sambandha$abdavyutpadane sambandhatva-
prasangah.

Translation: 112

Similarly, if you say that, that is relation of inherence which is
definitely known from the knowledge of relation, then when one
derives the knowledge of relation from the relational terms like
“someone born in a noble family,” “the baby of an elephant” etc.
there will arise the contingency of such relations becoming the
relation of inherence.

Text: 113
TR ThfISTHIaSIcd SRS Jra=¢=aydT UTHT|

sambandhetarayoh ekavijnanavisayatve itarasya sambandharupata

prapta.
Translation: 113

If relation and non-relation becomes object of one knowledge, the
non-knowledge becomes relation.

Text: 114
37 FEITHR: T ; TANSHSTAT: |

atha sambandhakarah sambandhah; samyoga’bhedaprasangah.

Translation: 114

Again if you say that the form of a relation is a relation of inherence,
then it will become identical with the relation of contact.

Text: 115

\’J‘IC{I"d{‘Ii'DIQ’HCDN‘{'g TJT - Hah: AT IR¥AIgehAd @T‘:U
avantaraganikakarastu yatha na bhedakah tatha purastaduktameva

dusanam.
Translation: 115
As the form of another jasmine flower is not the distinguisher, we

have already stated it before along with the objections which could
be raised in that case.
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Text: 116

3791 ‘38 gy UC: ' 3fT Seggeaeda™iaT;

atha iha tantusu patah’ iti ihabuddhyadhyavasiyate;

Translation: 116

Objection:

Well, (the knowledge of inherence) is obtained for certain on the
basis of the knowledge “there is cloth here in these threads.”

Text: 117

7| ZEgeRfgaRUNIfIgUE T A= (7 I dR TdAE 3
TRepURIG ~IRTH, SfCTIRTFI

na. thabuddheradhikaranasamuvidrupatvat. na casminna(na canyasmi-
nna)kare pratiyamane anyat parikalpayitum nyayyam, atiprasangat.
Translation: 117

Reply:

It is not proper, because, the word here stands for the knowledge
of locus. It is not proper to postulate something else, when such a
form of locus is revealed in the knowledge. Or else it will lead to
undesirable contingencies.

Text: 118

37 AAATIGEATS STHRAT b

atha samavayabuddhya tmasatkriyate;

Translation: 118

Objection:

Well, this we had decided on the basis of knowledge of inherence.
Text: 119

AIUUS Ud, FHARIgeRIIu:, R dvg:, 3 Ue:, SHAHAN: AHA:
ST T g ST S |

sopyanupapanna eva, samavayabuddheranupapatteh, ‘ayam tantuh,
ayam patah, ayamanayoh samavayah’ iti na jatu janate janah.
Translation: 119

Reply:

That is also not proper, because, there is nothing called knowledge
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of inherence. This is a thread, this is cloth, and here is the
relationship of inherence ‘between the two’ people do not know this.

Text: 120

31T A JTHII;

atha anumanena anumiyate;
Translation: 120

Objection:

The inherence can be inferred.
Text: 121

3 A -SEH, AT G8 |
dve anumane-drstam, samanyato drstam ca.
Translation: 121

Reply:

You have two forms of inference (1) drsta (2) samanyato drsta.

Text: 122

T T, TR

na drstam; pratyaksavyatirekat.

Translation: 122

The first type of inference will not apply here, because inherence is
not perceived.

Text: 123

AHTIAT SEAY AR T sgaaes: |

samanyato drstamapi nasti; tatprabhavakarya nupalabdheh.
Translation: 123

The second type of inference will also not apply, because one does
not see any effect produced by inherence.

Text: 124
Afdegfevd FHaREUD-'38 avqy Uc: i U gERE:,
JeTfeiT-SevcadIcdd, 38 Pus afF’ 3fcl Teagdd

nanvihabuddhireva samavayajniapika-‘tha tantusu patah iti pratya-

yah sambandhanimittah, abadhita-thapratyayatvat, ‘tha kunde
dadhi’ iti pratyayavat.
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Translation: 124

Objection:

Well, the very knowledge “here in the threads there is cloth” will
cause the knowledge of inherence by the following inference: (1)The
knowledge “here in the threads there is cloth” is caused by a
relationship. (2)Because, it is an uncontradicted knowledge “here
in the threads there is cloth”. (3)Like the knowledge “here in the
pot there is curd”.

Text: 125

T ST -

kimanena anumiyate-

Translation: 125

Reply:

What is being inferred by this inference?:

Text: 126

o M=, 39 dree:?

kim nimittamatram, uta sambandhah?

Translation: 126

(a)The very causal factor which cause the inferential cognition of
inherence? Or (b) The relation of inherence?

Text: 127

gfe FiftrErEH, dd: Rigumeaaan Faaided: |

yadi nimittamatram, tatah siddhasadhyataya sambodhayitavyah.
Translation: 127

If you say mere causal factor is being inferred then it is required to
be satisfied because it is going to cause knowledge of that which is
already known.

Text: 128

37 A TN, AT T2

atha sambandhah; samyogah, samavayo va?
Translation: 128

And if you say that relation is going to be inferred then I ask you,
is it (a) contact or (b) inherence?
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Text: 129

HIRMTA STHET: |

samyoganumane upagamahanih.

Translation: 129

If you say that it is a contact which is being inferred it will go
against your conclusion.

Text: 130

SAHIIATFHI A CR: |

samavayanumane sambandhavyatirekah.
Translation: 130

And if you say that inherence is being inferred then there is absence

of relationship.

Text: 131

A I JHe-g: A~ THDhd, 3T%WFU LRSI cdeddYdpee-d
Teieiiod HUTedmHe] FROCTATIT, HDhTeg e |

na canyasya sambandhah anyasya gamakatvam, atiprasangat. na

jatu devadattanayanakutasambandhe yajnadattendriyam rupadika-

martham karanatvasamyat prakasayad drstam.
Translation: 131

It cannot be the case that the relation is with something else and
it causes the knowledge of something else, because, it will lead
to undesirable consequences i.e. the defect of over-application. It
is never the case that when something is related to the eyes of
Devadatta the sense organ of Yajnadatta reveals the object such as
color because of the similarity between the sense organ of Devadatta
and Yajnadatta. It is never seen like this.

Text: 132

T4 AfT AHIRTARIRE Hef SeTfe eawee 3f foread |

evam sati samanyasamavayavirahe katham dravyadi vyavastha iti

cintyate.

Translation: 132

Thus, when there is neither universal nor inherence how can one
decide or know or settle that something is a substance (i.e. how can
there be something called substance.)?
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Text: 133

Y Tgd (A TGS )STAITST  HFRFIRGT  Sd;  degehd;
IITIAIGITU DI RBI| T ° IShedchi=l AT, T2 I F
foerar der fFafed gl

atha  tadvat satya(atha tadvamsaja)jalapraptya  avyabhicarita
jnayate; tadayuktam; antyavayavidravyanam janakatvavyatirekat.
na ca udakavyaktinam nanatvamasti, yatha ca na vidyate tatha

niveditam purastat.

Translation: 133

Like that, if you say, since one gets water belonging to the same
family of water, the knowledge of water will not be proper, because,
the substances in the form of final wholes cannot be the cause of
anything (i.e. of any other whole) and there are no other water
individuals and that there are no plural individuals of water, has
already been explained before.

Text: 134

fora, yafomeds sreafrenRar gaifedsi ey st - g e, smer
STEEITHD?

kinca, pravrttisamarthyena avyabhicarita purvoditajiianasya jnapyate-
kim lingabhutena, aho adhyaksatmakena?

Translation: 134

Moreover, you have said that on the strength of consistent
inter-action the knowledge which arose before i.e. the knowledge
which prompted the interaction is not erroneous. There questions
are (a) is it because that is treated as a ground for inference or (b)
is it because it is of the nature of perception?

Text: 135
TS g, JegHH; I AT TG e |
tadyadi lingabhutena; tadayuktam; tena sakam sambandhanava-

gateh.

Translation: 135
If you say it causes the knowledge as a ground that is not proper,
because, one cannot know the invariable concomitance with that.
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Text: 136

YTl aTsat TR |

avagatau va’lam pravrttisamarthyena.
Translation: 136

If you say it can be known, then there is no need of capacity of
resulting into fruitful interaction.

Text: 137

STRTEIETHD; TSI, YA SAIRRII AT AfThyisHIard| Tfesi—
fasm 9 gcgathel  RIGTAII dhevghlfaddadad) - fasmar-
AIQISTHTAT, 7 7a: qEHET|

athadhyaksatmakena; tadayuktam; purvoditapratyastamitena sakam

sannikarsa’bhavat. tadvisayavijnanam na pratyaksaphalam nirala-
mbanatvat keSondukadisamuvedanavat. na vijnanasyabhavo vabhati,
na bhavah tadabhavat.

Translation: 137

If you say it will cause the knowledge being in the form of perception
that is also not proper, because, there cannot be any contact with
the knowledge which arose before and vanished. The knowledge of
that object cannot be the result of perception, because, it will be
contentless, like the knowledge of thread-like things which appear
in the knowledge when we come from the Sun and suddenly open
our eyes.

Text: 138

e fasmelt adhe: —f sfeRIYdcd a1, FewTfeediuded dT,
IR 91, AEIATSH aT? HoRd MR fHaeard, Hemsl faw: ? dafgwacd

PAUSHIITRIG Frear Fom=auofia)

avidyamanasya visayartho wvaktavyah-kim akararpakatvena va,

mahattvadidharmopetatvena va, sattamatrena va, sahotpadena va?
sarvasya pratyastamitatvat kathamasau visayah? tadvisayatve keso-
ndukadivijnanasyeva mithyatve bijamanvesaniyam.

Translation: 138

There does not appear either absence of knowledge or presence
because it does not exist there. You should tell us the meaning
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of content which does not exist. (a) Is it content because it offers
itself to the knowledge? or (b) Is it content because it is associated
with the property viz. “grossness”? or (c) Is it content because of
mere existence or (d) Is it content because it arises together? As
a matter of fact when all of them have vanished, how can that be
called content?

And in spite of that if you say that it is content of knowledge,
then like the knowledge of thread-like things which appear in the
knowledge when we come from the Sun and suddenly open our eyes,
that should be considered as erroneous or illusory and in that case
one should enquire into the reason for this illusion.

Text: 139

AT fHeTed IR fHeaTcaqIuerd ad: datetd: |
atmasattamatrena mithyatve sarvasya mithyatvamapadyate tatah
tattvopaplavah syat.

Translation: 139

If by mere existence of itself it is considered as illusory, then
everything has to be accepted as illusory and thereby one will have
to accept that there is nothing called real and everything is a flux.

Text: 140

Y ISR &I — SATHI:PRURTE Il e -
IIRATTARIE Teicar; degdhd; decaf¥raTied gt aT, doeay a1?

atha anyatha’ vyabhicaritvam grhyate-atmantahkaranasambandhena

utpannam vijnanam avyabhicaritavisistam pradyotyate; tadayu-
ktam; tadavyabhicaritvam taddharmo va, tatsvarupam va?
Translation: 140

If you say that there is another way by which one will know that
perceptual knowledge is not erroneous viz. when the knowledge
produced by the relationship of inner sense organ i.e. mind and the
soul is revealed qualified by the property of not being erroneous.
This is also not proper, because, this give rise to two questions (a)
whether the property of not being erroneous is the property of that
knowledge or (b) is it the nature of that knowledge?
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Text: 141

Tafe agd: - feg:, s ar?

tadyadi taddharmah-sa nityah, anityo va?

Translation: 141

If you say that it is property of that knowledge there again the

question arises (a) whether that property is permanent? Or (b)
whether non-eternal property?

Text: 142

Ife forea:, aar Sfcemumam e (oS ) afdaen: |

yadi nityah, tada jatidosenapopodi(napodi)to veditavyah.
Translation: 142

If you say that it is eternal property then it will be rejected on the

basis of the same defect which were raised in connection with the

universal.

Text: 143

rerste: — qaicas:, {g, ULaTal 9d:?

atha’ nityah-sa purvotpannah, saha, pascadva jatah?

Translation: 143

Again if you say that it is non-eternal, then also one can ask
(i) whether it was produced before (ii) whether it is produced
simultaneously or (iii) whether it is produced later.

Text: 144

TS qatcas):; qa1 HNl g:? 7 & afffopaur gt Jfagreft, [dar
RATIARIIT D BT Ihed

tadyadi purvotpannah; tada kasyasau dharmah? na hi dharminama-

ntarena dharmo bhavitumarhati, sarvato vyavrttarupatvat kah
kasyeti vaktavyam.

Translation: 144

If you say it is produced before, then one may ask whose property it
is? Because, without a locus no property can exist. When everything
is discrete, which is property of what? You should tell.
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Text: 145
37 BT ; Pl: e Zfcl IThedH |
atha sahotpannah; kastayoh sambandha iti vaktavyam.

Translation: 145
If you say it is produced together then you should state what is the
relation between the two?

Text: 146

TR ARG i Yeawelf awhed: T SreafaTivee
gl

tadatmyatadutpattisamavayasambandhabhave sati sasthyartho vakta-
vyah ‘tasya avyabhicaritvam’ iti.

Translation: 146

If the relationship is not identity or cause-and-effect relationship or
inherence then what will be the meaning of the genitive suffix, you
should state, because, the expression is “the property of not being
erroneous of that”.

Text: 147

37 USRS qe FETRAT e I | 7 =1 smenfcialseaiy—
IR EHIRAT FRTeafIRh:, T A= I Tgu |

atha prsthotpannastarhi purvam vyabhicarita vijnanasya prapnoti.
na ca adhyatmiko vyabhicarirupo dharmosti sukhadivyatiriktah,
tatpratityasambhavena svayamanabhyupagamat.

Translation: 147

If you say that it is produced later then it implies that the knowledge
was erroneous before. It is not also the case that there is a property
viz. the state of not being erroneous in the self other than happiness
etc. because, that can never be known and you yourself have not
accepted it.

Text: 148

IR T PRl gl AARY: IUTIN (Rafess e
AT FIRAUSIER;  ToATIUT;  HADTAeb AU R fi -
AR RITATRFRINTG, STRSTIHART BoHHvE 8 ST S|
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yadi ca avyabhicaradayo dharma arthantarabhutah abhyupaga-
myante tatravacchinnam vijianam samagrya avasthapakamud-
ghusyate; taccanupapannam; pratyekamanekavisesanavacchinna-
vijnanapratipattikalavasthanayogat, jnapyajnapakayorabhave karttr-
matraprabandhi jnanam syat.

Translation: 148

If you declare that the properties like not being erroneous are
accepted as another type of entities, and therefore the knowledge
qualified by those properties will account for the factors which have
produced it, this is also not proper, because, each knowledge will not
exist up to the awareness of the knowledge qualified by a number
of qualifications and where there will be absence of both the revealer

and the revealed, the knowledge will be restricted to only the knower.
Text: 149

1Y TIPSR G~ dfcch FRIAERATSTRIGA, N FARIARIGT aT?
atha tatsvarupamavyabhicaritvam-tatkim svasattamatra’ nurodhena,

arthantarasattanurodhena va?

Translation: 149

If you say the very nature of the perceptual knowledge is that it is
not erroneous, there the question arises, is it on account of its mere
existence? Or is it on account of the existence of another object?
Text: 150

TS TAAMECAISARaRET I, TaT BevgaHafdalst sreaframar
| T 9 FAHERIST S frieRER a1 Igiad|

tadyadi jnanasattamatrataiva vyabhicaritvamucyate, tada kesondu-

kasamuvido’pi avyabhicarita syat. na ca jnanasattamatranurodhena
jnanam vyabhicaryavyabhicari va udgiyate.

Translation: 150

If you say the mere existence of the knowledge is what is called
the state of not being erroneous, then the knowledge of thread-like
things which appear in the knowledge when we come from the
Sun and suddenly open our eyes, should also be considered as not
erroneous. It is not proper to say that some knowledge is erroneous
or not erroneous only on the basis of its existence.
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Text: 151

SreNefraRRATRIAT TR ~ bR s aRRaTRIeH,
MBI, SUBRBISATRATATRIG?

atharthantarasattanurodhenavyabhicaritvam-kim anupakaraka’rtha-

ntarasattanurodhena, ahosvid upakaraka rthantarasattanurodhena?

Translation: 151

If you say that it is not erroneous, because there is existence of
another knowledge, there again the question arises (i) is it because
of existence of another knowledge which is not involved in the
production of the knowledge? Or (ii) is it because of the existence
of another knowledge in the production of knowledge?

Text: 152
T dag, ATUPRBISATRATIIRIE, T PAVGD-Frggad e -

RrRaTRTS: |

tadyadi tavad anupakaraka’rthantarasattanurodhena, tada keSo-

ndukaindudvayasamvidopyavyabhicaritaprasangah.

Translation: 152

If you say that it is on account of existence of another knowledge,
not involved in the production of knowledge, then there will arise
the contingency of accepting the knowledge of thread-like things
which appear in the knowledge when we come from the Sun and
suddenly open our eyes and the perception of two moons when you
press your eyes in a particular way, as not erroneous.

Text: 153
3 IUBRBISYIRIATRIGT I HATRAT-Tdh GRS FeRIYehRep—

AR, AfemRIdTe<RIThREGATIRIE aT1?

atha upakaraka’rthantarasattanurodhena avyabhicarita-kim pratiya-

mana rthantaropakarakasattanurodhena, tadviparitarthantaropaka-
rakasattanurodhena va?

Translation: 153

If again you say that it is on account of the existence of another
object which is involved in the production of knowledge, the
knowledge is known as not erroneous, then again the question arises
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(i) is it because of the existence which is involved in production of
knowledge of something else “being known” or (ii) is it because
of the existence which is involved in the production of another
knowledge “not being known”.

Text: 154

eI quam=gu™:, JaT SAAASATAGAR AR AIIERY 7 die1-
CEE NI ERIEE IR R INI R IS R O ESECU IR EARCARIRIGIS

tadyadi purvapaksabhyupagamah, tada atita’nagatanumanavijna-

nasya yogipratyaksasya ca codanavacanajanitavijianasya va vyabhi-
carita na bhavet tadavagatopakarakarthabhavat.

Translation: 154

If you accept the first alternative, then, the inferential knowledge of
the past, inferential knowledge of the future, the perception by the
Yogins, or even the knowledge caused by Vedic injunction, cannot
be considered as not erroneous, because, there is no object which is
known as the helping factor towards that.

Text: 155

A a7 fAIAHThATAITRS: | 312 IR 7l:; Tl PANTGDH-35-aa™id—
s TR SRRISTEH

bhave va vitanakriyalopaprasangah. atha uttaro matah; tada kesondu-
kaindudvayasamuvido vyabhicaritvam prasajyate ityasadgrhitam.
Translation: 155

Accepting that, that is there, there will arise the contingency of
vanishing all activities. Again if you accept the second alternative,
there will arise the contingency of accepting the knowledge of
thread-like things which appear in the knowledge when we come
from the Sun and suddenly open our eyes and the perception of
two moons when you press your eyes in a particular way, as not
erroneous. Therefore this is not a proper understanding.

Text: 156

fher, AfesH SreafrarRieRTd AT SITUdH, 3FTerTd a1?
kinca, tadvijnanam avyabhicaryavagatam samagrya jnapakam,

anavagatam va?
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Translation: 156

Moreover, that perceptual knowledge is not erroneous you have said.
Is it the case that, that knowledge is not erroneous which is known
through a collection of factors or which is not known?

Text: 157

TEIRTTH; TEATANT: NTHAATIGUT T, STHFaRIET ar?

yadyavagatam; tasyavagatih atmasamuvidrupa va, jnanantaravedya
va?

Translation: 157

If you say that only when it is known, it causes the knowledge, then
is that knowledge of knowledge self-illuminating or it is to be known
by another knowledge?

Text: 158

TETTHGIGTRUTRNT:; TG, & (T )T | YA a1 SHTH -
foRre: |

tadyadyatmasamvedanarupavagatih; tadayuktam,; dva(sva)yamana-
bhyupagamat. abhyupagame va upagamavirodhah.

Translation: 158

If you say it is self-illuminating and therefore it causes its own
knowledge, it is not proper because in your System (in the System
of Nyaya) you would not accept any knowledge as self-illuminating.
And if you accept there will be contradiction with your doctrine.

Text: 159

37 STRaE I e diomeer)

atha jnanantaravedyam vetsi; vijnanayorbhede bijamanvestavyam.
Translation: 159

If you say that, that perception is not erroneous is known by another
knowledge, one will have to enquire the ground to explain the
difference between those two knowledges.

Text: 160

ST FTPRIC, ST QTaid SR el eraid ? — o Sreaan

ST SRS, STTBRTANT?
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jnanamajnanakarat  jnanatmataya  vyavarttate  jnanantarattu
katham vyavarttate?- kim jnanatmataya vyavarttate ahosvid akara-
ntarena?

Translation: 160

Knowledge is distinguished from the form of knowledge as
knowledge but how can knowledge be distinguished from another
knowledge? Is it distinguished as knowledge? Or, in terms of another
form?

Text: 161

T T JTaTid; AaT Ry STHICaT fFaid ariede|
tadyadi jnanatmataya vyavarttate; tada anyasya jnanatmata nivar-

ttate toyaderyatha.

Translation: 161

If you say it is distinguished as knowledge, then the other (i.e.
the non-knowledge i.e. the form or object) is not of the nature of
knowledge as water is not knowledge.

Text: 162

Y JHAThIRT~IXTUT; PRI PR SII"iICbI‘{i’aQS: T, JATDRIRATS—
TITSTRTI

atha akarantarena; akarantarasvikarane jnanakaravirahah syat, aka-
rayostadatmya yogat.

Translation: 162

And if you say that it is distinguished on the basis from another
form, then if you accept another form, it amounts to saying that
there is no form in knowledge, because the two forms cannot be
identical and if they are identical that object is only one.

Text: 163
ATSTR 91 Uah daveq ST (F) 1l (F) ar? afe s (7)) ; 7 afg siaRmaRo
g fag STMHNY, 3T STETHICHB NS |

tadatmye va ekam tadvastu jnatam(nam) ajnatam(nam) va? yadi

jnatam(nam); na tarhi akarantarena vyavarttate kintu jnanatma-

tayaiva, anyasya ajnanatmakatvaprasangah.
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Translation: 163

Is that single object knowledge or non-knowledge? If it is knowledge,
then it cannot be distinguished with the help of another form, but
only in the form of knowledge. Since, the other will become of the
nature of non-knowledge?

Text: 164

3 eTTeI(); g : wHifea

atha ajnatam(nam); siddham nah samihitam.
Translation: 164

If again you say that single object is non-knowledge, then what we
are intending to prove, is already proved.

Text: 165

31 S Ao, T eaTaidl gicT JathaRacied |

atha jnanatvam vyavarttakam, tatkena vyavarttate iti purvokta-

manusarttavyam.

Translation: 165

If you say the property of being knowledge is distinguishing factor,
here again we would like to know by what it distinguishes? And
thus, we will have to follow the same method of raising doubts as
shown by us before.

Text: 166
RHTIRIEMY 7 F=af| 37el =1 derd; e el grdfe?

katham punarvetsi?

Translation: 166

That the knowledge is not erroneous cannot be known by any other
knowledge also. If you say that it is not known, then we will ask
you how do you know that it exists.

Text: 167
g AT ARSI AR S I |

anenatva vartmana satyetaravijnanayorvibhagabhavo bhyupagantavyah.



50 Jayarasibhatta’s

Translation: 167
In this way, we can show there is nothing called a true cognition or
a false cognition. This is what you should note.

Text: 168
ardseafraTRucHdTefeH |
ato vyabhicaripadamaparthakam.

Translation: 168
And therefore, we say that the term “not erroneous” is meaningless.

[¢. TPRIRUT SafETRues AR 1]

[4. prakarantarena avyabhicaripadasya nirasah.]

Text: 169

EGIIBELE

itopyaparthakam-

Translation: 169

For the following reason also the clause “which is not erroneous”
(in the definition of perception as given by Gautama 1.1.4) is
purposeless:

Text: 170

sfaareRafermyue e (fR)deard)

indriyarthasannikarsapadena apodi(hi)tatvat.

Translation: 170

Because, the intended true perception can be excluded from the
false perception by the word “contact between sense organ and
object”.

Text: 171

RIEENILSEICE RIS UEI DR FIRNET

nahi keSondukavijnanasya nayanarthasannikarsodbhutirasti.
Translation: 171

It is not the case that the perception of the thread-like things which

appear in the knowledge when we come from the Sun and suddenly
open our eyes is produced by the contact between eyes and the
object.
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Text: 172

TR TRIEHIAT I, TEUAIGR S feTRuey;

nanvasti maricyudakavijnanasya, tadapanodaya avyabhicaripadam,
Translation: 172

Objection:

Well, the clause “which is not erroneous” is required to exclude the
perception of water in the mirage.

Text: 173
T, Id IS UG, T T 97 I8 TS| faemm 9 Ieaead
A1sfrer ™ | doTea=er aT, 7 afeva () Frearafiguuerd AaieaadeTad)

tanna; yata udakam pratibhati, na ca tena saha sambandho’sti. vidya-
manena sakam sambadhyate na’vidyamanena. tatsambandhe va, na

tadvisayo(ye) mithyatvamihopapadyate satyodakasamvedanavat.

Translation: 173

Reply:

It is not true, because, in that knowledge of water, water does
appear, but there is no relationship of sense organ with that water.
The relationship of the sense organ is possible only with that which
exists there and not with that which does not exist there and if you
say there is a relationship with water there, then the knowledge of
water arising from the mirage, cannot be said to be erroneous like
the knowledge of water where there is real water.

Text: 174

T3 T UG A8 el AR ggy:, AT (T e
TR AT TS, TG e, degl Ui Jg:, o1 @
fAegTeqd, SFIeTeraTq 3ded Ui |

nanu yadyapi pratiyamanodakena saha sambandho nasti caksusah,

tathapapya(thapya)lambya maricinicayena sakam sambandho’sti,
tasyaiva alambanatvat taddesam prati pravrtteh, ata eva mithyatvam
anyadalambanam anyacca pratibhati.

Translation: 17/
Objection:
Although there is no contact of eyes with the water which has
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appeared in the perception of water in the mirage, still, there is
relationship with the mirage after getting water as its object. Water
alone has to be the object of that knowledge because the person in
need of water goes towards that direction of mirage and that is
why such knowledge of water is called erroneous, because the basis
of that knowledge is different and what appears in the knowledge
is different.

[4. TSR G URI&UH |

[5. prasangadalambanapadarthasya pariksanam.]
Text: 175

PISTHICTSIA TH JSHgNId — IFclera- araq Hfcrarlfer? - fdb
e, bR, femfaasues, femmaiaarn ar?

ko’yamalambanartho nama yenedamudghusyate - anyadalambanam

canyat pratibhatiti?-kim vijnanajanakatvam, akararpakatvam, vijna-
Translation: 175

Reply:

Please tell us the meaning of the word alambana on the basis of
which you are making the statement, on which the perception of
water depends is different and what appears in the perception is
different. Does it mean (i) “the property of being the producer of
that knowledge”? or (ii) does it mean “the property of offering a
form in that knowledge?” or (iii) does it mean “being the locus of
that knowledge”? or (iv) does it mean “the state of being a revealer
of knowledge?”

Text: 176

TS fIsToMdcaHTera=Tef:; a1 FIHTAIBIRY JTTefecd IR |
tadyadi vijnanajanakatvamalambanarthah; tada nayanalokaderapi

alambanatvam prasajyate.

Translation: 176

If you say that the meaning of the term ’alambana’ is being the
property of being the producer of that knowledge, then eyes, light,
etc. should also be called alambana.
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Text: 177

3 SfBRUBCHITAT; TG, -IIRIPTRISTRIFHAR] I °
YR faet =7 goard qeuRerd ufareRsam: |

atha akararpakatvamalambanatvam; tadayuktam, naiyayikasama-

ye nabhyupagamat. yatha ca visayakaro vijnane na yujyate tatho-
paristat pratipadayisyamah.

Translation: 177

If you say that the meaning of the term alambana is being the
property of offering a form in that knowledge, that is also not
proper, because, such a position is not acceptable in the doctrine of
Nyaya. We are going to explain later in what way the form of the
content of knowledge, will fit into that perception.

Text: 178

31y fasmHTIfeaRuIcaH Tersmcad, [7;] 7 TRRreshcafaadarad 9 1Y g
JTHAHAJTATHTTHATISIT |

kalitamudiyate jnanam api tu atmasamavetamatmanamasadayate.

Translation: 178

If you say that the meaning of the term alambana is being the locus
of that knowledge, it is also not correct, because, it is not the case
that knowledge arises by way of blossoming as it were, from the
circle of the mirage. But what happens is it obtains its own form in
the self through the relationship of inherence.

Text: 179
31 ST TRIT SMTeremcad; daT Sehide™ Iad Ued F FRad: |

pratiyate na maricayah.

Translation: 179

If you say that the meaning of the term alambana is the state of
being a revealer of knowledge, then in the knowledge of water, water
alone should appear and not the mirage (as it happens later).
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Text: 180

Y ITHOHRAT e @ FlI=; I ISRl gl FfaRk-
HIseafcins ar?
atha udakakarataya maricaya eva pratiyante; sa udakakaro

maricibhyo vyatirikto vyatirikto va?

Translation: 180

If you say that yes, mirage alone appears in that knowledge, in the
form of water, then we will ask you whether that form of water is
different from mirage or not different.

Text: 181

JeraeafiRee:; § aifdalsaraa ar?

tadyadyavyatiriktah; sa tattviko tattviko va?

Translation: 181

If you say it is not different, then we will like to know whether it is
real or unreal?

Text: 182

IfS AfEd:; B qEFTAfHATTT?

yadi tattvikah; katham tadavagatermithyatvam?

Translation: 182

If you say it is real, then how the knowledge of it can be unreal?

Text: 183
IATsTAD: ; TST ARRIATEY rdTRaded TSI |

atha’tattvikah; tada maricinamapi atattvikatvam prasajyate.

Translation: 184
Again if you say it is not real, then the mirage also will become

unreal?

Text: 185

e Afd dgadeHaedq| fhgh wafd? mRiffde-
qaTH|

atattvikodakatadatmye sati tadudakajnanamatathyam. kimuktam

bhavati? maricivijnanamatathyam.
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Translation: 184

If the mirage becomes identical with the unreal water, then the
knowledge of that water is not real. What does it mean? It means
the knowledge of mirage is unreal.

Text: 185
THRAGHIHR TR el TG REATTH—RIe—: Ui Samfeoer!

ekasmimscodakakare pratiyamane kena etadakhyatam-maricayah

pratibhanti devanampriyasya!

Translation: 185

When it is the case that only one form viz. the form of water appears
in the knowledge, then who has told you, Oh fool! that in this
knowledge the mirage appears?

Text: 186

MY IFYRYS:; Afe F ThedH — TR ISHIBRAAT U< ISBIDRT—
=ARET FRY: |

atha arthantarabhutah; tarhi na vaktavyam-maricaya udakakarataya

pratyante udakakarantarita maricayah.
Translation: 186
If you say that the form of water is different from the mirage, then

you should not say that the mirage appears in the form of water. It
is not the case that the mirage is covered by the form of water.

Text: 187

31T PNUgHIIA fpeTfer? fhaTerad?

atha kesondukavijnane kimavabhati? kimalambate?

Translation: 187

Objection:

Well, T can also ask you what does appear in the knowledge of
thread-like things which appear in the knowledge when we come from
the Sun and suddenly open our eyes, and what is the alambana there?
Text: 188

PATTGHRIATeTecd U T TAT IShRAG JTehericd T,

AT TR URHeH|
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kesondukasyaivalambanatvam pratiyamanatvam ca tatha udaka-
syatva alambanatvam pratiyamanatvanca, nalambanantaram pari-
kalpyam.

Translation: 188

Reply:

The same thread-like things are called alambana and the same
appear in the knowledge. In the same way, in the knowledge of
water in the mirage, we think that water alone is alambana and
water alone appears in the knowledge. You need not postulate any
other alambana in that case.

Text: 189

T AeheT T FHgaHIGHIsATerd(F)@d fearad, ifd g s
dqifidhedd, el BAUgHAAGISY fredre T Ui, ST -
fRBI|

na codakajnanasya pratiyamanodaka nyalamba(na)tvena mithya-
tvam, api tu abhavat tattvikatvena, anyatha kesondukasamuvido’pi
mithyatvam na prapnoti, anyalambanavyatirekat.

Translation: 189

It is not the case that the knowledge of water in the mirage is called
erroneous knowledge because it has an alambana which is different
from water which appears in the knowledge of water. But, it is called
a false knowledge because in reality there is no water. Otherwise,
the knowledge of thread-like things also will not be called false
because it is not based upon any thing other than what appears in
the knowledge.

Text: 190
TSGR~ AR IRl T R Mo Jeid ST 3fera -

CEEUINRIESER SR
yadapyuktam-maricidesam — prati  gamanat — maricinamalamba-

natvam; yadyevam desasyapi alambanatvamanaya ritya upapadyate.

Translation: 190
You said that the mirage is the alambana of this knowledge of water
in the mirage, because, after knowing water the person in need
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of water goes towards the mirage. If it is so, then in this way it
is possible to say that place should also be the alambana of that
knowledge.
Text: 191

T ATATACD AT HPEIc SIHIATRITIULEN, A ISDEIISGEAN],
AT SFTHICETLRATY T Tca o= Tuerd ST ey —
NREISN

na cavabhatodakabhinnarthasannikarsajatvam udakavijnanasyopa-

padyate, satyodakajnane’drstatvat, anyatha anumeyadahanajnana-
syapi indriyarthasannikarsajatvamapanipadyeta atmamanahsanni-
karsajatvat.

Translation: 191

It is not possible to justify that the knowledge of water is caused by
the contact of the sense organ with something different from water
which has appeared in the knowledge of water, because, this is not
seen in the knowledge of real water. Otherwise, even the inferential
knowledge of fire, can be said to be produced by the contact of sense
organ with the object, because, it is in any case it is produced by
the contact of soul and the mind.

Text: 192

37 TRAAGE-H A8 F! AT g

atha pratiyamanadahanena saha manaso nasti sambandhah;
Translation: 192

Objection:

Well, in the case of inferential knowledge of fire, the mind is not
connected with the fire, which appears in the inferential knowledge.
Text: 193

BT TR S RAT A8 TR Aee: I&: |

tadihapi pratiyamanena ambhasa saha nasti sambandhah caksusah.
Translation: 193

Reply:

Similarly, here also there is no relationship of the eyes with the
water, which appears in the knowledge of water.
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Text: 194

JEAEIETRUS 7 e sfaareRafermiueI e
tasmadavyabhicaripadam na yuktam indriyarthasannikarsapadenapodi-
tatvat.

Translation: 194

Therefore, the clause “which is not erroneous” is not required in the
definition of perception, because, the clause the contact between the
sense organ and object can exclude erroneous perceptions.

[€. GT: ThRIIRUT S fraTRucRaTaTan<ur| |

[6. punah prakarantarena avyabhicaripadasyapakaranam.]

Text: 195

SIS, STOIRISTHTSI=aT

itopyanupapannam, apohyajiiana’sambhavat.

Translation: 195

Similarly, for the following reason also the clause which is not
erroneous is not required, because, there is no knowledge which
needs to be excluded.

Text: 196
3721 FRIgEep iR (F) T (<) 92T IUTERId; Ao Ui ? arfaer -
EEAGEDICINY

mapaniyate? avidyamanodakavisayatvat.

Translation: 196

If you say that this clause is required, in order to exclude the
knowledge of water in the mirage, we would like to know, how you
are going to exclude it. Is it because this knowledge has water which
is not there as its object?

Text: 197

Jerfder = (F); disT fawamet: ? yatfeargrrofia)
yadyavidyamana(nam); ko’yam wvisayarthah? purvoditamanusa-
raniyam.
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Translation: 197

If you say there is no water (then it means there is absence of
water) and then the question arises, what should we understand by
the word ‘visaya’ or ‘content’? All objections raised in such context
are to be referred to once again here.

Text: 198
Ife TAGD TferTfer dwem erfer?

yadi tatrodakam pratibhati katham asti?

Translation: 198

Objection:

If you say water appears there then how is it, that water is not
there?

Text: 199

[, aferrfer, fobeq 3raed ufcrier| 3rqeddr &1 - fob U =ITsHra:,
I AR T 34T ?

satyam, pratibhati, kintu atathyam pratibhati. atathyata ka?- kim
pratiyamanasya’bhavah, uta pratiyamana eva abhavah?
Translation: 199

Reply:

True, water appears but what appears is false. Then we would like
to know what is this falsity of knowledge? Does it mean (a) absence
of what has appeared in the knowledge? Or (b) what has appeared
that itself is absence?

Text: 200

T T 31919~ b dad, IMEIRAq HIeTwarur?

tadyadi pratiyamanasya abhavah-sa kim tadaiva, ahosvit kala-
ntarena?

Translation: 200

If you say “absence of what has appeared”, the next question that
arises is that absence at that time only? Or at a later time?

Text: 201

i aeg; 3 fra(frma)Ta:, T ar?

yadi tadaiva; sa kimva(kimava)gatah, anavagato va?
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Translation: 201

If you say at that time only, then the question will arise is it known
or unknown?

Text: 202

TET:; A AT (GBS, SRR aT?

yadyavagatah; sa kenavagamyate kimudakavijnanena, jnanantarena
va?

Translation: 202

If it is known, by what it is known? Is it known by knowledge of
water? Or by some other knowledge?

Text: 203

TEEDHE; Tel; T ISDfavIdrd|

tadyadyudakajnanena; tanna; tasya udakavisayatvat.

Translation: 203
If you say that it is known by knowledge of water, it is not correct,
because that has water as its object.

Text: 204

qfewRIcd a1, 1 dfs ‘ISPl FH, SR JHTATRIR IRATSRAEN
tadvisayatve va, na tarhi ‘udakajnanam bhrantam’ ityupapadyate
abhavavisayasya paramarthasattvat.

Translation: 204

In that case it cannot be said that knowledge of water is false. Since,
in that knowledge, water alone is the object, because, the object of
absence is a fact.

Text: 205

T I ISBIORISH fae drfdFgaaisaar= sifcrorrgTd
na ca udakakaravagahini vijnane toyavinivrttayo vabhanti atipra-

sangat.

Translation: 205

It cannot be said that in the knowledge where the form of water is an
object, absence of water appears, because, it will lead to unwanted

consequence.
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Text: 206

372 SIFTINUT; F; S RINTIeRT=aTd

atha jnanantarena; na; jnanayaugapadyasambhavat.

Translation: 206

If you say that absence is known by knowledge, this is also not
correct, because, no two knowledges can occur simultaneously.
Text: 207

IS T SIS ARl e qas+ 9 Jacqavel, daT Sahed
ATATTET TehehTel! ST

yadi ca abhavajnianena abhavavyavastha kriyate bhavajnanena ca
bhavavyavastha, tada udakasya bhavabhavau ekakalaw syatam.
Translation: 207

If you are settling absence on the basis of the knowledge of absence
and presence by the knowledge of presence, then there will be
presence and absence of water at one and the same time.

Text: 208

37T VST HTIaR2I 7 BRI SIS o STHTTIdELAT PRI | 378 SIS
STRIBYN: |

atha bhavajnanam bhavavyavastham na karoti abhavajnianam ca
Translation: 208

If you say that the knowledge of presence of an entity does not settle
the presence, but the knowledge of absence settles the absence of
an entity. What a king’s order of the animal called logician!

Text: 209

I T AaeH Taeaaveli 7 PRI qal Ty HIaNIg: | doh!
JIYTIRITIARUNT:, TeTafRa! o dwagceld: T

yadi ca bhavajnanam bhavavyavastham na karoti tada sarvabhavesu
anasvasaprasangah. tatprasaktau abhavasyapyanavasthitih, tadana-
vasthitau ca tattvopaplavah syat.

Translation: 209
If the knowledge of presence does not settle the presence, then
there will be uncertainty with regard to all positive entities and if
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there is uncertainty, there will absence of settlement of absence also
and where there will be no settlement, it will result into certainty
regarding the reality itself.

Text: 210
STRATSTERT: ; AISRAT Bef GrdfRT?
atha’navagatah; so’stiti katham punarvetsi?

Translation: 210
If you say that it is not known, then how do you know that it exists?

Text: 211

MY PIATR; T 7 fBfIg T AAIGHANY BIATTRSHAITT: |

atha kalantare; tada na kinicid badhyate satyodakasyapi kalanta-
re’bhavopapatteh.

Translation: 211

If you say that it will be known later, then nothing is contradicted,
because, even then; it is possible to explain that there is going to

be absence of even real water, sometime later.

Text: 212

31T UMM TG 319TE:; o Afese R e ude, TdREmRa
TR ?

atha pratiyamana eva abhavah; katham tadvisayajnanasya mithya-
tvamupapadyate, pratiyamanasyaiva abhavasyopapatteh?
Translation: 212

If you say that absence is indeed known, then how the knowledge

of that absence can be possible to be false? Because, this absence
is that which is known.

Text: 213

T d HIdThIR Hdr\lél"ll"l SAHIdheUAT ~YTT, SJI%IFIG%F], 3T ?‘Wé
U™ WATReheuT ddaan| 7 9 fohad, e I Udid |

na ca bhavakare pratiyamane abhavakalpana nyayya, atiprasangat,

anyatha rupadeu pratiyamane rasadikalpana karttavya. na ca
kriyate, tathehapi udakam pratiyate.
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Translation: 213

It is not proper to postulate absence when the positive form is
known, because it will lead to over-application, otherwise, when
color is known, one should postulate taste, but nobody does so. In
the same way, here also, water is known.

Text: 214
g ue e g STLIH;
nanu pratiyate kintu atathyam;

Translation: 214
Objection:
It is true that water is known, but it is false.

Text: 215
TN, SSHUURAIST reiad AYRIGaD(HIcT TAT|

yadyevam udakapraparnico’'yam dirghodakam madhurodakamiti yatha.

Translation: 215

Reply:

If it is so, this is family of water, as we say ‘huge water’ ‘sweet
water’.

Text: 216

T ARG AR ISP TR T ARG 3 Hhed |
nanvatra sarvasu avasthasu udakam pratiyate tena tasu ambhah
prakalpyate.

Translation: 216

Objection:

WEell, here in all conditions or forms, water is known and therefore
by that water is postulated in all of them.

Text: 217

Jod afEfy sraweredsf Sedh el AaicaRIcied o AcaiGdhel™
GBI ASAAGHTIGD aT| TUT A G SHIGD FrdTir
FAIedTIed a1, FYIRITATR & §53: 1|

yadyevam tadihapi avasthadvaye’pi udakam pratiyate satyodaka-

masatyodakam ca. satyodakajnane satyodakamavabhati na’satyoda-
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kamanudakam va. tatha asatyodakajnane’satyodakam pratibhati na
satyodakamanudakam va, svavisayaparyavasayinyo hi buddhayah.
Translation: 217

Reply:

If it is so, then here also in both the states, water is known such
as real water and unreal water. In the knowledge of water, real
water appears and not unreal water or something which is not
water. Similarly, in the knowledge of unreal water, the unreal water
appears, not the real water and anything but unreal water, because,
the knowledges result into determining their objects.

Text: 218

31 TETHMAA fHeTeafdfy o,

atha badhyamanatvena mithyatvamiti cet;

Translation: 218

Objection:

Well, we say some knowledge as false, only because it gets
contradicted.

Text: 219

{3 qreary—arel:, ST, S a1?

kim badhyate-arthah, jnanam, ubhayam va?

Translation: 219

Reply:

What is contradicted? Is it the object, or the knowledge or both?
Text: 220

JRY FIET; 3 el T ? b FITHATCHT STert, SMTRT 3reifeeRur ST a1?

yadyarthasya badha; sa kena badhyate? kim svayamevatmanam

badhate, aho arthantarena jrianena va?

Translation: 220

Is it the case that, it contradicts its own form? Or is it contradicted
by something else or by knowledge?

Text: 221

e FoHareA ™ ST, A<l STET ?F‘f I?bQJd, SITId a1?

yadi svayamevatmanam badhate, tada badha tena kriyate, jrapyate va?
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Translation: 221

If you say it is contradicted by itself, then does it mean it performs
contradiction or does it mean that it reveals contradiction?

Text: 222

I fopara; ereafcrfaT, saffe ar?

yadi kriyate; avyatirikta, vyatirikta va?

Translation: 222

If you say it does cause contradiction, and then question arises is it
identical or is it different?

Text: 223

TereafcrehT; T Ter fohaat SRy e smmcaTerd | ded | e FaTeAf
IERICREIST

yadyavyatirikta; tada badha kriyate iti atma anenotpadyate. tacca

na jaghatiti svatmani kriyavirodhat.

Translation: 223

If you say it is identical, then when you say contradiction is caused,
it will mean by this its form is produced. But that does not fit in,
because, no action can be directed towards one’s own self.

Text: 224

a1t fRehT fopard; Aty fer R @cd = Ui =RaTsTay: |
atha wvyatirikta kriyate; tathapi wvidyamanasya karttrtvam na

pratiyamanasya’palapah.

Translation: 22/

If you say that it does something different, even then the agency
should be ascribed to that which exists and one should not deny
the existence of that which is cognized.

Text: 225

372 ST ST, AT, =l ar?

atha badha jnapyate; sapyabhinna, bhinna va?
Translation: 225

If you say that contradiction is indicated, there also question arises,
contradiction is identical or different?
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Text: 226

TJeIfrel; et 91eT OF S | s wafi? S5 S|

yadyabhinna; tada badha tena jnapyate. kimuktam bhavati? udakam
Jnapyate.

Translation: 226

If you say that it is identical, then it will mean that the contradiction
is indicated by that. What does it amount to? It amounts to saying
that water is revealed.

Text: 227

312 fy=T; T faeMTy siuscd (g, UdigH =Ry Frsiecead |

atha bhinna; tada vidyamanasya jnapakatvam siddham, pratiya-
manasya ca’stitvam.

Translation: 227

If you say that contradiction is different, then it gets established
that whatever exists that implies and whatever is cognized exists.
Text: 228

31 3rIfeaRuT JTed; ey e alafegaradmymal Jureraiig, 7 da
ST DHIT YU |
atha arthantarena badhyate; tathapi vidyamanayorbadhyabadha-

kabhavo bhupalayoriva, na catkasya badhyabadhakabhava upa-
padyate.

Translation: 228

Again, if you say that it is contradicted by something else, still,
the relationship of contradicting and contradicted, of two existent
things will be like the same relation between two kings. It is
not proper to say that such relationship of contradicting and
contradicted, is there with reference to only one thing.

Text: 229

ety o7 TR - fohar, sTeer ar?

badhapi tena pratiyamanasya-kim kriyate, jnapyate va?
Translation: 229

What is the fact: is the contradiction of that which is cognized is
created by that? Or is it indicated?
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Text: 230

I feparay; ereafarfapT, et ar?

yadi kriyate; avyatirikta, vyatirikta va?

Translation: 230

If you say it is created, the same question may be asked whether is
it identical or different?

Text: 231

TR, dar sreafiiReer arem S| fgh waq? SeddcamE|
SEREICHICIR NI CEHNERSIEE ]
yadyavyatirikta; tada avyatirikta badha utpadyate.  kimuktam

bhavet? udakamutpadyate. tadutpadane ca tatsamuvido 'mithyatvam.

Translation: 231

If you say it is identical, then it will mean identical contradiction
is produced. What does it mean? It means water is produced and
with reference to production of that, the knowledge of that water
cannot be said to be false.

Text: 232

31y fRpICITEN; AT AT SaaieieeRF = SUUft- AT Saad—
TS TRAIERG: |

atha vyatiriktotpadyate; tathapi toyasambandhitayopalabdherambhasa
upapattirna jatu devadattasya’sattve tannayanavyavaharasiddhih.

Translation: 232

Again if you say, that it is different and it is produced, still, since it
is being known as related with water, it is possible to justify water.
It cannot be the case that if Devadatta is not there, the function of
his eyes (is there).

Text: 233

372 SITRI; =T TSIV, fIRhT ar?

atha jnapyate; tada sa’vyatirikta, vyatirikta va?

Translation: 233

If you say it is indicated, there also the question arises, whether
that contradiction is identical or different.
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Text: 234

TJereafIRehT ST, AaT STe o STead | foveeh Wiafr? S s |
yadyavyatirikta jnapyate; tada badha tena jnapyate. kimuktam
bhavati? udakam jnapyate.

Translation: 234

If it indicated as identical, then the contradiction is indeed indicated
by that. What does it mean? The water is revealed.

Text: 235

3fer ARIRTHI Al SR, JATYSHRII FTefT SFITHATIT TR
A=Y : |

atha vyatirikta sati jnapyate; tathapyudakasyeyam badheti anyata-
ntrataya pratibhasanat natyantabhavopapattih.

Translation: 235

If you say that it indicates by being different, still this contradiction
is of water and therefore one cannot say that there is absolute
absence of water because it appears with the help of something else.
Text: 236

TRATRATIRUTY STt |

tasmadarthantarenapi na badhopapattih.

Translation: 236

Therefore, even if it is treated as a different entity, still,
contradiction cannot be explained.

Text: 237
31 ST a1edd; fob afgsRior srafawyor fHfdwor ar?

atha jrnanena badhyate; kim tadvisayena anyavisayena nirvisayena va?
Translation: 237

If you say that it contradicted by knowledge, there the question
arises, is it contradicted by content of knowledge or by the content
of some other knowledge or by knowledge without content?

Text: 238
IS TfewRIvT; deT aq e gt 7 g fuafaaft demreiafiasdarnd|

yadi tadvisayena; tada tat svarupam vidhatte na tu viparyasayati

tadakaraparyavasitarupatvat.
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Translation: 238

If you say that it is contradicted by the content of that knowledge,
then it justifies its form and does not make it otherwise, because, it
is of the form which is contributed by the form of that knowledge.

Text: 239
3721 SIS g+, T 7 Fodd, I5 T TRIG T [Tt Feaaed
femaes nfoeads ar| wafvgudaani=a & g5

atha anyavisayam badhakam; tadapi na yujyate, yad yadvisayam

tattasyaiva sattam vidhatte natvanyasya vidhayakam pratisedhakam
va. svavisayaparyavasayinyo hi buddhayah.

Translation: 239

If you say that object of some other knowledge is the contradicting
factor, that also is not proper, because, if X is the object of the
knowledge Y, then that X justifies the existence of Y. It cannot be
either the justifier or the prohibiter, because, the knowledges result
into referring to their own objects.

Text: 240

arer Fifdwior reara; 7 fosfarg fagenfer ufomaftr ar Aifdwrcarcal

atha nirvisayena badhyate; na kincid vidadhati pratisedhati va
nirvisayatvadeva.

Translation: 240

If you say that it is contradicted by knowledge without content, then
it will mean that it neither enjoins anything nor negates anything,
because it does not have any content.

Text: 241

31T ST JTEd; TRATIY 11 12 — o Feueag ey, FaReuTIgd<euT dT,
[ERRIEEIREEIGIN

atha jrnanam badhyate; tasyapi badha ka? - kim svarupavyavrttirupa,

svarupapahnavarupa va, visayapaharalaksana va?

Translation: 241
You are saying that knowledge is contradicted, what is that

contradiction with reference to that knowledge? Is it of the form of
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exclusion of its own form from the rest or is it of the form of denial
of its own form or is it of the form of snatching away its content?
Text: 242

T FeweUdged qieT, & |94 aifed a1q e~ faemmeo
RERENS IS

tadyadi svarupavyavrttirupa badha, tada sarvam badhitam syat

Translation: 242

If you say that it is of nature of exclusion of its own form from
the rest and that is what you call contradiction, then everything
will become contradicted, because, one knowledge is contradicted
by another knowledge.

Text: 243

37 FAEUTIEARY (UT); TG e e Ry Sr3zHTeard

atha  svarupapahnavarupam(pa); tadayuktam; mithyodakavijna-

nasyapi anubhuyamanatvat.

Translation: 243

If you say that it is of the form of denial of its own form, that
is not proper, because, even the knowledge of false water is being
experienced.

Text: 244

379 fASRATIE RV aT9T IT; AT 7 bl | T T f[AIAIERI 7 21 g
qTs=aRad e

atha visayapaharalaksana badha ucyate; sapi na yukta. yatha ca
visayapaharo na sakyate karttum tatha nantarameva niveditam.
Translation: 244

If you say that it is of the form of snatching away its content and
that is what is called contradiction, that also is not proper. That it
is not possible to snatch away the content, which is being explained
later.

Text: 245
afe T sreaq ffeat srefforat a1 wRif wra:?

yadi na badhyate kimityasau arthakriyam na karoti bhavah?
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Translation: 245

If you say that it is not contradicted, then does it mean that a
positive entity does not perform consistent interaction?

Text: 246

g, NeifehaT a1 o T TR g - e, ugftRedT, mifheaT,
RSECEECIRIRIULCRIEINe

keyam arthakriya ya tena na sampadyate pumsam-kim vijnanarupa,
pravrttirupa, praptirupa, sukhaduhkhotpadabhogarupa va?
Translation: 246

What is this consistency of behavior which is not brought about to
the people by that positive entity? (i) Is it of the form of knowledge?
(ii) Is it of the form of action (iii) Is it of the form of getting what
was shown by the knowledge? Or (iv) Is it of the form of experience
leading to happiness or unhappiness?

Text: 247
TS emaenn 7 eI, Jege; faemaemmmeifhal exicda aa|

tadyadi vijnanalaksanam na karoti; tadayuktam; vijnanalaksana-

marthakriyam karotyeva toyam.

Translation: 247

If you say it does not produce knowledge that is not proper,
because, water does produce the consistent behavior in the form
of knowledge.

Text: 248

31 YgfReul 9 eI, degdd; aRife JosesrgaaniRe AreRewd-
HATIEEGTI1T | GouT {8 HMa: Jacid a1 9 a1, Feiaraar dedarafE: |
atha pravrttirupam na karoti; tadayuktam; pravrttirhi purusecchanu-
vidhayint  narthasvarupabhavabhavavanugamayati.  puruso  hi
kamatah pravarttate va na va, nahyetavata tadabhavasiddhih.
Translation: 248

Again if you say, that it does not produce consistency in the form of
action, that also is not proper, because, an activity takes place as per
the desire of the person and does not cause the knowledge of either
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positive or negative entity. A human being’s activity is prompted
by desire or not, till today its contrary has not been proved.

Text: 249

3721 TTfReumeifeRd 1 aRIfT THISHe; deRgdH; FRIhIe e aRaIs:
WIS T ard|

atha praptirupamarthakriyam na karoti tena’sattvam; tadapya-

yuktam; candrarkagrahanaksatratarakadeh praptyabhave’pi sattva-
sambhavat.

Translation: 249

If you say that the positive entity does not produce consistent
behavior in the form of obtainment of what has been shown, and
therefore it does not exist. It is also not proper, because, in spite of
the fact that entities like moon, sun, planet, constellation and stars
etc. have not been obtained by anybody and still they exist.

Text: 250

371 GRIG FHUTHITERAT T PRITT - ST G T FRINT ATEN SET-EoT?
atha sukhaduhkharupamarthakriyam na karoti-kim darsanajam
sukham na karoti aho dehasambandhajam?

Translation: 250

If you say it does not produce the consistency in the form of pleasure
and pain, there one may ask, does it mean that, it does not produce
pleasure produced by seeing the object or produced by relationship
with body?

Text: 251

TeIfe SLFS 7 PRINT; TGHH; PRI |

tadyadi darsanajam na karoti; tadayuktam, karotyeva.
Translation: 251

If you say it does not produce pleasure caused by perception, it is

not proper, because it does produce pleasure.

Text: 252

37 SEFEES 7 PRIN; &I T eIeAe] FRER: Y Qg gl —
GEodhed AR, 371 T T | 7 T A fehaisahicd™ R RIE FeaRd
TSR, TEDTRIARETRT = FRIfC |
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atha dehasambandhajom na karoti; tada candrarkagrahanaksatradau
vyabhicarah tesam dehasambandhajosukhajonakatvam nasti, atha
ca sattvam. na ca arthakriya’karttrtvena vastunamasattvam svahe-
toreva vijnanajananamatrasyotpatteh, sahakarivirahadva na karoti.

Translation: 252

If you say it does not produce pleasure caused by the association
with body, and then it will violate the fact in the case of moon, sun,
planet, constellations etc. because, they do not produce pleasure
being associated with body and in spite of that they exist. It is
not the case that things do not exist simply because they do not
produce consistent behavior, because, by their own ground they
simply facilitate the production of their knowledge or if they are no
auxiliary causes they will not produce that.

Text: 253

for=r, areifopan 1 aRIfcT— e Ufiay:, Femfcg=gon ar?
kinca, arthakriyam na karoti-kimekasya pratipattuh, sarvaprati-

pattrnam va?

Translation: 253

Moreover, you say that a positive entity does not produce fruitful
behavior, do you want to say that it does not produce fruitful
behavior of some specific person or all persons who know it?

Text: 254
qafe vy uiReifRat 9 aRIf A1, dal aradhaeeadRaR]
fER: grsdef 7

tadyadi ekasya pratipatturarthakriyam na karoti tena’sattvam; tada

candrarkagrahanaksatratarakadau vyabhicarah mumursvarthe ca.

Translation: 25/

If you say that it does not produce fruitful behavior of a specific
person who knows it and therefore it does not exist, if it is so, it
will violate the fact with regard moon, sun, planet, constellations
etc. and also something (like a bubble) which is about to vanish.
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Text: 255

31J FAUIIIUIIfRIT = FRIRT A1, @ dfe AaamHaayas: |
g A ram: 9 gouTiRda: |

atha sarvapratipattrnamarthakriyam na karoti tena’sattvam; evam
tarhi sarvabhavanamasattvaprasangah. nahi sarve bhavah sarva
purusarthahetavah.

Translation: 255

If you say that it does not produce fruitful behavior of all those who
know it and therefore it does not exist, in that case, it will lead to
the contingency of non-existence of all positive entities. It is not the
case that all positive entities are the cause of desired goals of all
human beings.

Text: 256

T 7 adgeufrarfidmafiaraT=g urid sraffider|

na ca  sarvapurusarthakriyavihinametadityavagantum  paryate
arvaguida.

Translation: 256

It is also not possible to know that this is devoid of fruitful action
of all human beings by a person who knows before.

Text: 257

AT FRyaHas raaTRUGHSH |

tasmat sthitametad avyabhicaripadamanarthakam.

Translation: 257

Therefore, one can conclude that the clause “not erroneous” is
purposeless.

[0, T Tfcred Tetgpect HTHTARIVT HR fdepew R |

[7. bhramasya smrtitvam svikurvatam prabhakaranam matasya
vikalpya nirasanam.]

Text: 258

3 J TR e Sfced Afde 7 Srf<ieaa|
anye tu maricyudakavijnanasya smrtitvam pratipadyante na
bhrantirupatam.
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Translation: 258
Others (Prabhakaras) however believe that the knowledge of water

in the mirage which he remembers of water is not an illusion.

Text: 259

T e Hficd - fFeamEifias TRideaTeliic™ a1 SehTguH-aR-
HrerTaed a1 HIIYIRe a1 'JHersTe SISSHRUT ST aT?

tasya katham smrtitvam-kimudakagrhititvena, grhitodakagrhititvena

va udakagrahananantarakalabhavitvena va nirvisayatvena va ‘yam
ahamadraksam’ ityanena’karena upajayamanatvena va?
Translation: 259

There we can ask how is it called remembrance? (a) Is it a
remembrance which reveals water or (b) is it a remembrance which
reveals water which was known before or (c) is it a remembrance
because it occurs after the knowledge of water or (d) is it
remembrance having no content or (e) is it a remembrance which

arises in the form such as “this is what I saw before”.

Text: 260

TR ISHRICIEH; TaT Haladb el S fiavas: |
tadyadi udakagrhititvena; tada sarvodakavijnananam smyrtitva-

prasangah.
Translation: 260

If it is a remembrance “as knowledge of water” then, all knowledges
of water will become remembrance.

Text: 261

3 EIAIRETEIad Ffcad; TRISSERATY  JEldeaTaliced  Ffcred
RIS, Tl IS aT e eI

atha grhitodakagrhititvena smrtitvam; tada’dyasyapi grhitodaka-
grhititve smrtitvam prasajyate, grhitodakagrahitvavisesat.
Translation: 261

If it is a remembrance which reveals water which was known before,
then, if the first knowledge is also the knowledge of water which was
known before and so that knowledge also will become remembrance,
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because the first knowledge also is equally the revealer of water
which was known before.

Text: 262

STERY eI IeepdTfecd AT

adyasya grhitodakagrahitvam nasti;

Translation: 262

Clarification:

The first knowledge of water cannot be called the revealer of water
which was already known.

Text: 263

aer! Rrefivaced, v 7 fadony Eianfa faemd|

tadanim bhinnavisayatvam, bhinnavisayatve ca dvitiyasyapi grhita-
grahitvam vihayate.

Translation: 263

Reply:

That means, at that time i.e. at the first time, the object was
different, then the second knowledge of water, cannot be said to
be revealer of water which was already known (in that case the
second knowledge cannot be called remembrance).

Text: 264

372 U TITIea]; STRIT e Moy Teidanfaead, arfafdrerefeifieucarnd,

I}T?al‘-lITNI{?JSII"ICJ('U JAT vaﬂmwmwulscbgllqgcwwmﬁswq "IK\IC'15|I"I—
Huar 7 e, sl

atha ekavisayatvam; ayatam tarhi prathamasyapi grhitagrahitvam,

avisistarthagrhitirupatvat, prathamottaravijnanavat. yatha ekanila-

bhidyate, tathehapi.

Translation: 264

If you say the object is one and the same, then the first knowledge
has to be revealer of that which is already known, because, the

first knowledge is the knowledge which reveals an object which was
not specific, like the knowledge which followed thereafter as the
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form of knowledge of a blue thing, is not distinguished from many
knowledges of blue things simultaneously occurring, at the time of
the knowledge which reveals one blue thing. The same is the case
here.

Text: 265

qeT, RIS FfeudT JTei |

tatha, dharavahivijnananam smrtirupata prapnoti.

Translation: 265

Similarly, the perceptions occurring in a sequence, when someone
is looking at one and the same thing, will become remembrance.
Text: 266

JoIT, TR 9 TeiauTiecad Fficd TRaead |

tatha, pratyabhijnanasya ca grhitagrahitvena smrtitvam prasajyate.
Translation: 266

In the same way, the knowledge called recollection (which is
produced by sense organ and impressions together) will become
remembrance.

Text: 267

3N YAMSTRY TEIcenfeed 7 faerd;
atha pratyabhijnanasya grhitarthagrahitvam na vidyate;

Translation: 267

Clarification:

Well, in that case it is different and hence it cannot be called
recollection.

Text: 268

T TcafeTed i, eIl S92 ' TR Segued |
tada pratyadbhijnanatvam nivarttate, nahyadyam darsanam ‘sa

evayam’ ityupajayate.

Translation: 268

Reply:

In that case, it cannot be called recollection. It is not the case that
the first observation arises in the form viz. “he is the same person”.
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Text: 269

AT 3TH SCITAGS '_'l('_'f) RGPPSR 3 ST |

tatha anumanikamapi vijnana(nam) grhitarthagrahitvena smyti-
tvamapadyate.

Translation: 269

Likewise, the inferential cognition also will become remembrance
since it reveals something which was already known.

Text: 270

Y dCZCbiISUII'('Nd’JI(ﬂ‘HIIFC\JCq"I ?:'ﬂ ?Icatl;
atha udakagrahanottarakalabhavitvena smrtitvam,

Translation: 270
Well, remembrance is that knowledge, which occurs after the
knowledge of water.

Text: 271

T ARHRE FRURRICT U, SESHITEUNTRBITTII, RRTdGRY I
tada samskarasya smaranarupata prapnoti, udakagrahanottarakala-

bhavitvena, rasasamuvedanasya ca.

Translation: 271

Reply:

Then, the impression “produced by experience” will become
remembrance because, impression also occurs only after experience.
Also, the experience of taste, will become remembrance.

Text: 272

arer ffesRIca FIfrauaT ST, degdd; qaifeargHaTaiadeidRIgEa T
SEAHET: $HY AfdygeT?

atha nirvisayatvena smrtirupata ucyate; tadayuktam; purvodita-
nubhavaveditarthakaravedakatvena udiyamanayah katham nirvisa-

yatvam?

Translation: 272
If you say that the knowledge of water in the mirage is remembrance
because it is contentless, it will be improper, because, as this
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knowledge has arisen as the revealer of the form of water, prompted
by the earlier experience of water, how can this knowledge be called
contentless?

Text: 273

37eT QATFTITRRTR A TSI AT, daT AeATS-d -
e Ffdsaes Sficaamive, FdadareneRa aelsamETd) 9 a1
FAiaHYdT AUYed | Taguu! TR faeaysg: |

atha purvanubhutarthapratyastamaye sati samanakalarthabhavanni-
rvisayata; tada codanajanitavijnanasya nirvisayatvena smrtitvama-
panipadyate, karttavyataruparthasya tada’bhavat. bhave va kartta-
vyarupata nopapadyate. tadanupapattau saptatantukriyaya vilopa-
prasangah.

Translation: 273

If you say by contentless what we mean is the absence of object
or at the same time when the object is of the earlier experience is
no longer there, then, the knowledge caused by an injunction will
become contentless and thereby will become remembrance, because,
at that time there is no object which is worth-performing. If you say
it is there, it cannot be explained how it should be worth-performing
and if that cannot be explained then all the activities related to the
sacrifice called sapta-tantu will vanish.

Text: 274

afe g Fifdvarca wfoced; deT femmee - S FTERURIRH RIS |
yadi ca nirvisayatvena smrtitvam; tada vidyamanaghata-jatyadeh
smaranasyasmyrtitvaprasangah.

Translation: 27/

If you say that the knowledge is contentless and therefore it is a
remembrance, the remembrance of universal like potness which is
existent cannot be considered as remembrance.

Text: 275

31 '3TETEH FATBRUNISIIA A Ffcied;
atha ’adraksam’ ityanenakarenopajayamanatvena smrtitvam;
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Translation: 275
Clarification:
Knowledge which arises in the form viz. “I saw” will be a

remembrance.

Text: 276

TG, 'SRIGD Y TRTHRUNISTRIATT: H2F, SISTalf dwudqyerd?
tadayuktam;  ‘thodakami’tyanenakarenopajayamanayah  katham

‘adraksami’ityevamrupatopapadyate?

Translation: 276

Reply:

It is also not proper, because, when knowledge of water in the
mirage has arisen in the form “here there is water”, how can it
be explained having the form viz. I saw?

Text: 277

arey faysf [ ar oar vgwa SuSad |

atha vipramusiftafta anaya bhangya upajayate.
Translation: 277

The erasing of that knowledge can be explained as follows:

[¢. TaTe] favmoter |

[8. prasargat vipramosapariksa. |

Text: 277a

DI AN AWE? PTIAERIAGOM,  SRUTGRUEGA!  dT,
srqatefTeifered a1, sfemefaford a1, sfanafsafimdord ar?
ko’yam vipramoso nama? kimanubhavakarasvikaranam, smarana-
karapradhvamso wva, apurvarthagrhititvam wva, indriyarthasanni-
karsajatvam va, indriyartha’sannikarsajatvam va?

Translation: 277a

If you say, such knowledge arises in the form in which some part
is erased; we would like to ask you, what is this erasing? (a) Does
it mean acceptance of the form of experience? (b) Does it mean
destruction of the form of remembrance? Or (c¢) Does it mean
revealing something new? Or (d) Does it mean the state of being
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produced by the contact between the sense organ and object? Or
(e) Does it mean the state of not being produced by the contact
between the sense organ and object?

Text: 278

TS SFTATHRIHRUM; TeT FfoReuar A9uerd |

tadyadi anubhavakarasvikaranam; tada smrtirupata nopapadyate.

Translation: 278
If you say, does it mean acceptance of the form of experience? Then,
that cannot be treated as remembrance.

Text: 279

31T FICReUT; TRISTHATHRIAIDRY] AqYer], FIITHaAThRAT: AR -
ERENRIRN RIS

atha smrtirupata; tada’nubhavakarasvikaranam nopapadyate, smrtya-

nubhavakarayoh itaretarapariharasthitilaksanatvat.

Translation: 279
If you treat it to be a form of remembrance, then you cannot treat it
as the form of an experience, because remembrance and experience

are mutually exclusive.

Text: 280

3T TRUTHRYLART:; Tegeh; e ¥ Ffoicd-mguiHIe| Jeasl fe
NfIETTHe: del FfoReuar fem?
atha smamndkdmpmdhvamsah' tadayuktam' m’jﬁdnasya svayam

smrtzmpatam mdhatte?

Translation: 280

If you say, does it mean destruction of the form of remembrance?
That is not correct, because, knowledge by itself is not accepted as
remembrance. Destruction is not of the form of knowledge, and so
how do you call it a remembrance?

Text: 281

a1er g eifawaRy (ool ) Eifcicd FIRIAY ITd; daT SIAaIsTgcaTan—
EERIICHIENIEIRSINI CEEINEE RCIRE R
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atha  apurvarthavisayagr(rthagr)hititvam — smrtipramosa  ucyate;
tada atyanta’nanubhutakanakapanasadisamuittinam smrtivipramo-
satvam apadyate.

Translation: 281

If you say that erasing of remembrance means revealing something
new, then the perception of golden jackfruit and the like which
is never experienced by anybody, will become erasing of that

remembrance.

Text: 282

1 faaTeafeaoid STy ST, et Afeh=T(AT) Ffcrfavmm -
CEREH

atha indriyarthasannikarsajatvam smrtivipramosa ucyate; tada
samuittina(nam) smrtivipramosatvaprasangah.

Translation: 282

If you say that, does it mean the state of being produced by the
contact between the sense organ and object? Then there will arise
the contingency of erasing of remembrance of all perceptions.

Text: 283

Ay gfeueNfaTed Fffdyy STd; dar AT
IFAMIHMIIERI 9 SIS TIerd |

atha indriyarthasannikarsajatvam smrtivipramosa ucyate; tada
codanajanitavijnanasya anumanopamanavijnanasya ca smrtivipra-
mosatvamapadyate.

Translation: 283

If you say that, does it mean the state of not being produced by the
contact between the sense organ and object? Then, the knowledge
caused by injunction and the inferential knowledge as well as
analogical knowledge, will also become the erasing of remembrance.

Text: 284
TS, T oI forarics Sfefasmie:, o qern =uri 7 faved i

tasmad yatha yatha vicaryate smrtivipramosah, tatha tatha nyayam

na visahata iti.



Tattvopaplavasimha 83

Translation: 28/
Therefore, as we go on analyzing erasing of remembrance, deeper
and deeper, it does not withstand logic.

Text: 285

T, RIgediae R 7 FfafayEseaar oft g fodiaeanae
RS 4T

tasmat maricyudakavijnanasya na smrtivipramosarupata api tu
viparitakhyatitvam samyaginanatvam va.

Translation: 285

Therefore, the knowledge of water in the mirage is not of the form
of erasing of remembrance, but either of the form of knowledge of
the contrary or the form of a true cognition.

[R. ARSI A ]
[9. vyavasayatmakapadasya samalocanam.]

Text: 286
AT, FARITHBISHY AT (FU= ) ATTaTe|

tatha, vyavasayatmakapadamapi nopadeyamaprame(mapane)yabhavat.

Translation: 286

In the same way, the clause “which is of the nature of determinate
cognition” is not required in the definition of perception, because,
there is nothing which can be excluded by this clause.

Text: 287

7 FATUaTEdse gty A HEG MG Aot s -
USRI AGUHII; TR, FreasT™ ST R uferafer ammet 7 uferfar?
nanu  sthanvadike rthe indriyarthasannikarsat —samanyamatra-
darsanat visesanupalabdhau sandehajnanamupajayate tadapaniyate;
tasmin sandehajnane jate kincit pratibhati aho na pratibhati?
Translation: 287

Objection:

Well, when our eyes come in contact with a post, we observe certain
common features there and we also do not observe certain specific
features and after sometimes, a doubtful knowledge arises. Now the
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question is, in that doubtful knowledge whether something appears
or does not appear?

Text: 288

TJerfe mferrfer; | fob o=, gt ar?

tadyadi pratibhati; sa kim dharmi, dharmo va?

Translation: 288

Reply:

We would like to know what appears in the knowledge, is it a locus
of the properties or the property itself?

Text: 289

qefe =T ufrfar; | afed:, srdrfaea ar?
tadyadi dharmi pratibhati; sa tattvikah, atattviko va?

Translation: 289

If you say that the locus appears, then our question is, whether that
locus is real or unreal?

Text: 290

IS ATfEiep: ; AT AfsvAfaeT=|

yadi tattvikah; napaneyata tadvisayavijnanasya.

Translation: 290

If you say that it is real, then obviously, the knowledge of that
cannot be excluded.

Text: 291

31ef 3T ; AT ARG I, - FARITHBUSTITSTH |

atha atattvikah; tada avyabhicaripadena apanitatvat na vyavasa-

yatmakapadamupadeyam.

Translation: 291

If you say that it is real, then it has already been excluded by the
clause “which is not erroneous” and so the clause “which is of the
form of determinate cognition” need not be added to that definition.
Text: 292

31J &H: UTHTICT; I FATUCIIEUT: JONCIARUT:, IHY 17
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atha dharmah pratibhati; sa sthanutvalaksanah purusatvalaksanah,
ubhayam va?

Translation: 292

If you say what appears there is a property, we would like to know,

is that property of the form of postness or of the form of manhood
or both.

Text: 293
TS FATICTALUN & TITHIRT F arfaaplsdrfcia ar?
tadyadi sthanutvalaksano dharmah pratibhati sa tattviko tattviko va?

Translation: 293
If you say that property which appears there, is of the form of
postness, we will again ask you, whether that is real or unreal?

Text: 294

I qTfep: ; B dge: Twewud], daaeilElRata TG HaaTac?
yadi tattvikah; katham tadbuddheh sandeharupata, tattvikarthagrhi-
tirupatvena satyodakasamvedanavat?

Translation: 29/
If you say it is real, how can that knowledge be doubtful like the
perception of real water which reveals the real object?

Text: 295

31e] JTaTfa:; daT rafERucH ST 7 FaRIHSHUGTIRTH |
atha atattvikah; tada avyabhicaripadena apoditatvat na vyavasa-
yatmakapadamupadeyam.

Translation: 295
If you say it is unreal, then this has been already excluded by
the clause “that which is erroneous” and therefore the clause “that
which is of the form of a determinate cognition” need not be added
in the definition.

Text: 296

3191 GONIIEON &+ TR, JrATafy arfaaisarfaa ar?

atha purusatvalaksano dharmah pratibhati; asavapi tattviko tattviko
va?
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Translation: 296

If you say that property which appears is of the nature of manhood,
the same question can be asked, whether that manness is real or
unreal.

Text: 297

e aifee:; B dge: Aragoudl?

yadi tattvikah; katham tadbuddheh sandeharupata?

Translation: 297

If you say real, then how can that knowledge be called doubtful?
Text: 298

312f 3TTfE: AaT ARG JUIfIcaTs, SaARIHSBUS - ATLR: |

atha atattvikah tada avyabhicaripadena apoditatvat vyavasayatma-

kapadam na sadhiyah.

Translation: 298

If you say unreal, then this has already been excluded by the clause
“that which is erroneous” and therefore the presence of the clause
which is of nature of determinate cognition cannot be justified.
Text: 299

31 I TfereTfer; a1 SHURT@deaH, srdTf@ded aT,

atha ubhayam pratibhati; tada ubhayostattvikatvam, atattvikatvam va,
Translation: 299

If you say, that what appears in the knowledge is of nature of both
real and unreal, then, either both are true, or both are false?
Text: 300

Y TP dlfadcdd, IRAAIAdDd? daic SHARMI @, aal
Cll?'i$||"|‘{'¢l dlﬁq\mchq, A g lcHdT|

atha ekasya tattvikatvam, anyasyatattvikatvam? tadyadi ubhayosta-

ttvikatvam; tada tadvijnanasya tattvikatvameva, na sandehatmata.

Translation: 300

If you say if one is real, and other is unreal, there if both are true,
then the knowledge of both will be true and that knowledge cannot
be said to be of nature of doubt.
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Text: 301

31e] AP, TSI Al fARIIHYdT, 7 FrgTeTd|

atha ubhavapyatattvikau; tada tadvijnanasya viparyayarupata, na
sandehatmata.

Translation: 301

If you say both are unreal, then the knowledge of that will be of
knowledge of nature of contrary or nature of opposite, but not a
doubtful knowledge.

Text: 302

31 Uy dlfdacd - IRTSAT@dbedT; el dad ST IR doarse—

R sraTaareiEReucarg, SR, dfEaeiERudeRER|

atha ekasya tattvikatvamanyasya’tattvikatvam; tada tadeva jranam

vyabhicari tadeva vyabhicari atattvikarthagrhitirupatvad vyabhicari,
tattvikarthagrhitirupatvadavyabhicari.

Translation: 302

If you say one is real, and the other one is unreal, then that very
knowledge becomes erroneous and that very knowledge become
non-erroneous, since one reveals the unreal object, and therefore
is erroneous, and the other reveals the real object and therefore it

1S not erroneous.

Text: 303
ToH femrssgricaq| I f& SeareR: Ui 7 umeR: |
etena dvicandrajnanamudghatitam. tatra hi dravyakarah pratibhati

na gunakarah.

Translation: 303

By the same argument, the knowledge of two moons is also
explained. In that knowledge what appears is a form of substance
and not of the form of quality.

Text: 304
31 Al faRIIRY F<gsmAfd od;

atha sandigdharthakarapratibhasi sandehajnanamiti cet;
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Translation: 304

Clarification:

Well, the knowledge which reveals doubtful form of an object is
called a doubtful knowledge.

Text: 305

& [frErsf fderd a1 = ar

sa sandigdho’rtho vidyate va na va?

Translation: 305

Reply:

We would like to know, whether that doubtful knowledge exists or
not.

Text: 306

Tafe e, o9 deideRg Agoudl eTadeRTEiRdcErd, Adiedh—
RESEERW

tadyadi vidyate; katham tatsamvedanasya sandeharupata abadhi-

tarthagrhitirupatvat satyodakasamuvedanavat?

Translation: 306

If that exists, then how can the knowledge of that would be form
of doubt, because, that knowledge, reveals an object which is not
contradicted like the perception of real water?

Text: 307
1y 7 fer; aeTseafeniue Mg, searIeHdhIGHIT |

atha na vidyate;, tada’vyabhicaripadena apoditatvat vyavasayatma-

kapadamaparthakam.

Translation: 307

If you say that it does not exist, then, by the clause “which is not
erroneous” itself that has been excluded, and therefore again, the
clause “which is of the nature of a determinate cognition” becomes
purposeless.

Text: 308
Ao 7 fFlfefy ufeefa; 9 df aw sanNmYs|eH|, gacs-
[ISTad | TG, FaARICHBUGHNY JTgUTedH
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aftha na kim/cidapi pratibhati; na tarhi tasya indriyarthasanni-
karsajaftvam/, bhrantodakavijnanavat. tasmad vyavasayatmaka-
padam api anupadeyam.

Translation: 308

If you say nothing appears in that knowledge, then that cannot be
treated as knowledge caused by contact of sense organ and object
as in the case of illusion of water. Therefore, the clause “which is of
the nature of a definite cognition” is also not required to be added
in the definition of perception.

[90. NTUSLIICHIATYT AHURARI-LATEG: ||
[10. avyapadesyapadasyasadhutve laksanasaragranthasyollekhah.]

Text: 309
IS JAT =T ATe: TAT AGURIN SETH |

avyapadesyapadanca yatha na  sadhiyah tatha laksanasare
drastavyam.

Translation: 309

We have discussed (in detail) how the clause “that which is not
named or verbalized” is not justifiable in the definition of perception.
For that one should see the text Laksanasara (composed by me).

[99. SRaafrmcree e

[11. indriyarthasannikarsotpannapadasya samiksa.|

Text: 310
qerm, gfeareIfasSadt Muverd dgrerard| sfaaneiRifaest &
FafedTeiguafeaics! a1, N{aRufest a1, dgcaTeaaeT e a<T ar?

tatha, indriyarthasannikarsajatvamapi nopapadyate tadgatyabhavat.

indriyarthasannikarso hi vyavahitarthanupalabdhilinigo va, afvara-
nalingo vaf, tadutpaditaghatadijnanavaseyo va?

Translation: 310

Similarly, the clause “which is produced by the contact between the
sense organ and object” also is not justified, because, there is no way
by which it can be known. Is the contact between the sense organ
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and object known on the basis of not arising of the knowledge of a
thing at a distance or is it known on the basis of the ground viz.
cover or ignorance or is it concluded on the basis of the knowledge
of pot etc. produced by that contact.

Text: 311

Jafs Safearafguafalits:,; degmd; I 98 TFa-aIsguu:, deva-
YA RIGTACLHI | TSI T A9 F $Hef qAGATIGD: ?

tadyadi vyavahitarthanupalabdhilinigah; tadayuktam; tena saha

sambandha nupapatteh, tadabhavepyanupalambhasadbhavadarsanat.
yadabhave’pi yasya sadbhavah sa katham tatsadbhavavedakah?

Translation: 311

If you say it is known on the basis of not arising of the knowledge of
a thing at a distance, it is not proper, because, there is no invariable
relationship with that, because, it is observed that even in the absence
of that the non-knowledge exist. If X can exist, even without Y, how

can Y be the producer of knowledge of existence of X.

Text: 312

3791 SRVl ; TSGHH,; O T8 T (FF)IRUTET, de9asit Agma—
ST, TSI a7 JNMAROMFST (R )| TSI TeTfel: HeF?

atha avaranalingah; tadayuktam; tena saha sammatiga(sarga)tera-

bhavat, tadabhave’pi sadbhavadarsanat, tadbhave va avarananartha-
Jya(kya)m. tadabhave tadgatih katham?

Translation: 312

If you say it is known on the basis of the ground viz. cover or
ignorance, which also is not proper, because, this also does not have
a relationship with that contact. Since, even in the absence of that
it is observed to exist and if it exists the cover becomes meaningless
and if it does not exist, how can it be known?

Text: 313
3 d&ng"“-lll?isll"ﬁ SR, dcigrh‘i; ﬂfﬂa—rl?ﬁ dg&ch‘{'ql"ICJ‘ld:I

T TIIRATU S SaR e SHT ATSIH: | el TSR derd S7?
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vagatau tadudbhavatvasyanavagateh. pisacaparamanumahesvara-
kalpo’sau sannikarsah. katham tadayattata vedyate jnane?

Translation: 313

If you say it is known by the knowledge which is produced by the
contact, it is again improper, because if it is not known, it cannot
also be known that the contact has produced the knowledge of pot.
That contact between sense organ and object is something like a
ghost or an atom or what you say God which is never known. How
can it be known that knowledge depends upon that?

Text: 314
FY T dg ARSI S -fb fAsTTeRT, o8l Hrif-
HRAAT, SFoaTRAfIBETITHRTAT 17

karataya, aho karyakarataya, indriyarthasannikarsajonyakarataya va?

Translation: 314
We would like to ask: How does that knowledge cause the knowledge
between sense organ and object? Is it (i) As knowledge? (ii) As an
effect? (iii) As a form produced by the contact produced by sense
organ and object?

Text: 314
a%rf%{ SIFRGHIIA]; d<y<hy; CICZ‘HIqSﬁ SITHTDRET FFHT IUHTH ég Q|

tadyadi jnanasvabhavataya; tadayuktam, tadabhave’pi jnanakarasya

sambhava upamanadijnane.

Translation: 314

If you say it causes the knowledge as nature of knowledge, it is not
proper, because, even without this there is possibility of a form of
knowledge as in the case of analogical knowledge.

Text: 315

37 PRICHIAT THIRT TSR, STAFGAFS AR eToTetal vl
AETATT: | Y A AT Ay | Pef TR ST AH? SRl ARy
THehed AT |




92 Jayarasibhatta’s

atha karyatmataya gamayati tadapyayuktam; upamananumanajna-
namaricinilajaladau tasya sadbhavopapatteh. yo yena vina bhavati sa

katham tasya jnapako nama? anyatha sattvaderapi gamakatvam syat.

Translation: 315

If you say it causes the knowledge in the form of an effect, it is also
not proper, because, in the case of analogical knowledge, inferential
knowledge, and the knowledge of water in the mirage, also effectness
is present. If X comes into being without Y how can Y be called
the producer of knowledge of X7 Otherwise, mere existence can also
become the producer of knowledge.

Text: 316

1Y gfaaneAfmYSITaRaaT |A(R) Iy oe; it gfaneRafaad-
SRITPR: FHBRIGIRE: fIRDI aT? Jeeafiig: ; T&T FHHdHH,
ASSHRICRDISAISET frresmmIsgaFTRE™Y Je| e
SHRAUT B |

atha indriyarthasannikarsajanyakarataya samsu(su)cayatiti - cet;
asav indriyarthasannikarsajanyakarah jnanakaradavyatiriktah, vya-
tirikto va? yadyavyatiriktah; tada jnanatmatamatram, na’karati-
reko nyo’sti vibhavyamano numanadijnanesu yatha. akarantarati-
reke va jnanarupata hriyate.

Translation: 316

If you say that it causes the knowledge as a form produced by the
contact between the sense organ and object. We would like to know
whether that form produced between the contact between the sense
organ and object, is identical with the knowledge or different from
it. If it is identical, then it is mere knowledge. There is no different
form which we can imagine there as in the case of an inferential
cognition and the like and if we posit another form it will seize to
be knowledge.

Text: 317

31y Ffifeh:; TR g Tadcd 7 STHTART | TRRATRMHGE g
atha wyatiriktah; tasyaiva tarhi gamakatvam na jnanakarasya.

tasyapyagamakatvam tadavedanat.
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Translation: 317

If you say that the form produced by the contact between the sense
organ and object is different from knowledge, then that should
cause the knowledge and not the form of knowledge. Even that
cannot be called producer of knowledge, because it cannot cause
that knowledge.

Text: 318

e WHLEY, dalsgRamaTiaRicl = 9 gde< & s fRufis
FEATRT, ST HeaRafdcand |

kinca, tadutpannam indriyarthasannikarsad vijnanam svarupena-
vagahaniyam, tato wvyaptismaranam, tadanu paramarsajnanam,
tato 'numeyavagatiriti. na ca etavantam kalam vijnanam sthitipadam
badhnati, asubhavitvena pratyastamitatvat.

Translation: 318

Moreover, first of all, that knowledge produced from the contact
between the sense organ and object, should be known in its
own form. Then, there should be remembrance of invariable
concomitance. That will be followed by a confirmatory knowledge
and then the inferential knowledge of that contact can arise. The
initial knowledge however, cannot continue to exist for such a longer
duration, because, as the knowledge comes quickly, it goes quickly.

Text: 319
3N ARG GHYTHIRA UR&GERIT AT,
atha buddhyarudhena dharmadharminyayena parikalpyate anumanam;

Translation: 319

Clarification:

Well, we can postulate a mental process of inference, as we do on
the basis of the principle of locus and located.

Text: 320
T<T 3TaRd JTel RUNIRSIREST

tada avastavam prapnoti sugatanumanavat.
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Translation: 320

Reply:

Then the whole thing will become unreal like the inference of the
Buddhists.

[92. SETScaRT g asA=adeaeT | |
[12. indriyajanyatvasya pratyakse’sambhavaprakatanam.]

Text: 321

Ter, sfaaicaTercad iy MUY, sfaaicarecarfeNaaid: |

tatha, indriyotpadyatvamapi nopapadyate, indriyotpadyatvatireka-

navagateh.

Translation: 321

In the same way, even this cannot be justified that perceptual
knowledge is produced by the sense-organ, because, we do not know
whether the perceptual knowledge is also produced by something
other than the sense-organ.

Text: 322

ERIN SR CIPIC) deld, TIhIRT—dXUT, CI\)'$|H“| qa1 $||"|ICbN|ra<8H‘{'|$f'1|
vijnanam svabhavatayaiva vedyate, nakarantarena, tajinaptau va

jnanakaravirahaprasangah.

Translation: 322

Knowledge is known by its own nature and not by any other form
and if it is known by any other form then it will result into loosing
the form of knowledge.

Text: 323

T 9 S 3T GF, I AgUe =M, S T |
na ca jnanam indriyasambaddham drstam, yena tadupalabhya-

manam indriyam gamayati.

Translation: 323

We have not come across any knowledge connected with the sense
organ, had it been so, it would have caused the knowledge of the
sense organ in the form of being known.
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Text: 324
31l fohaT ST HRURATEAT Q1| T TSR TET: FRURFEISaTa: |
atha kriya anyatra karanasadhya drsta. saiva gamika’stu yasyah

karanasambandho vagatah.

Translation: 324

Objection:

Well, we do find action somewhere else i.e. in another locus produced
by an instrument, let that action be the causer of the knowledge
with which relationship of instrument is understood.

Text: 325

T IR Y IR TG (b RICATIIGUUEN | 5 ST Saeaaia—
T A Teie<I~od Helfem e 3R e IR Hh1eag, 8|

na canyasya sambandhe anyasya gamakatvam kincitsamyadupapa-

dyate. na jatu devadattanayananilasambandhe sati yajnadattend-
riyam ghatadikamartham asati sambandhe karanatvasamyat praka-
sayad drstam.

Translation: 325

Reply:

It will not be proper to say that on the basis of some similarity,
X has the relationship and Y can cause the knowledge. No one
has seen that, if there is a relationship of something blue with the
eyes of Devadatta, then the sense organ of Yajnadatta causes the
perception of pot etc. even if there is no relationship simply on the

basis of similarity of an instrument.

Text: 326

TJoT, JFRISTITBRISTY T 3Fvd HepIur e dfeded: |
tatha, arthajanyakaro’pi vijnane anenaiva prakarena paryudasto

veditavyah.

Translation: 326

In the same way, the argument of knowledge having a form produced
by the object, should be known as rejected on the basis of this very
logic.
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[93. 37T gearsTdhca@ue | |
[13. arthasyapi pratyaksajanakatvakhandanam.]

Text: 327

qer, 37 fasTgeaTeatcr— srguaTTarsiaier:, SusTaTfery a1, feafd—
Reproatrafarery a1, safaRprasTaraerT ar?

tatha, artho’pt vijnanamutpadayati-anupajata’tisayah, upajatati-
Sayo va, avyatiriktopajatatisayo va, vyatiriktopajatatisayo va?
Translation: 327

Similarly, you say that object produces knowledge; there we would
like to ask, (i) whether the object produces knowledge without
any additional property produced in the object? Or (ii) whether
it produces knowledge with something extra property produced in
it?

Or (iii) does it produce knowledge with something additional
property produced in it and at the same time not being different
from it? Or (iv) does it produce cognition with some extra feature
produced in it which is different from it?

Text: 328

TFERT SIIUSITTIIeR: PRI, T&T AdaT PTG, 7 aT HRUF D dT A -
(7)d ToramUTfrg: |

tadyati anupajatatisayah karoti; tada sarvada kuryad na va karanam
akaranam va nopavi(pa)dyeta tatsvarupanativrtteh.

Translation: 328

If you say, it produces knowledge with something extra property
produced in it, then it should always produce knowledge or it cannot
be characterized either as an instrument or non-instrument because

its nature remains unaffected.

Text: 329

qefT, SreafrRhIISTaTrerRITsi T FRIf, SHRBIBRIITII: | T a1 7
qfe deeafcanlsicrer: |

tatha, avyatiriktopajatatisayo’pi na karoti, akarakakarasyanugateh.

ananugatau va na tarhi tadavyatirikto tisayah.
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Translation: 329

In the same way, it cannot produce knowledge with some additional
feature being born in it, which is not different from itself, because,
its form of not being a causal factor still continues. If you say it
does not continue, then, the additional feature is not different from
the object.

Text: 330
31 FRIRPIIATAIIRA S ey A[uuer]d, SThRBIGRIFIIIT: |
arfergit a1 3Tmana arforencar )

atha vyatiriktopajatatisayena janyate tathapi no[papadyajte, akara-

kakaranativrtteh. ativrttau va ayatam ksanikatvam.

Translation: 330

If you say that knowledge is produced by the object, which has
additional feature which is born at the same time which is different
from itself, even then, it is not justifiable, because, the form of not
being a causal factor has not ceased to exist and if you say that it has

over-extended the one cannot stop it from becoming momentary.
Text: 331

qaea AfeaneRIfmySt s Teereieony)

tatas$ca nendriyarthasannikarsajom vijnanam pratyaksalaksanam.
Translation: 331

From all this we conclude that a cognition which is produced by

the contact of the sense organ with the object, it cannot be called
the definition of a perceptual cognition.

0.3 HHIHFHIRI FHTUICIEURY GRe|

[mimamsakasammatasya pramanalaksanasya pariksa.]

(Refutation of the definition of pramana as accepted by the
Mimarhsakas)

Text: 332

3 g SRR FHIUASUFHREE T | O SagehdTionT SEedT: |

anye tu anadhigatarthagantrtvena pramanalaksanamabhidadhati. te

tvayuktavadino drastavyah.
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Translation: 332

Others (Mimmarhsakas) say that the general definition of pramana
is that knowledge which reveals an object, which was not known
before. They should be looked upon as such scholars, who do not
talk rationally.

kathamayuktavadita tesamiti cet;

Translation: 333

Objection:

How do you say that they do not talk logically?

Text: 334
I - AR TP FureaRerdae e s sy
QAT ISR U0 ARSI 34 R Jehed |

ucyate-vibhinnakarakotpaditaikarthavijnananam yathavyavasthitai-
karthagrhitirupatva visese’pi  purvotpannavijnanasya pramanyam
nottarasya ityatra niyamakam vaktavyam.

Translation: 33/

Reply:

We say so due to the following: When, the knowledges of an object
produced by different causal factors do not show any difference,
in their form viz. being the revealer of that single object as it is,
they say that the knowledge that has arisen before, is authentic,
whereas the knowledge that has arisen later, is not. What should
be the deciding factor? They should spell out.

Text: 335

31 JYUTIARARIEIeUcaTaeys qaicq=fds=Ra UHoagader J
FTW@@W;

atha yathavyavasthitarthagrhitirupatvavisese’pi purvotpannavijna-
nasya pramanyamupapadyate na prathamottaravijianasya;
Translation: 335

Clarification:

WEell, when there is no difference in the form viz. being the revealer
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of one and the same object, as it is and still it is proper to hold that
the knowledge that was produced before is alone dependable, and
not the knowledge that followed the first knowledge.

Text: 336

dqel 3FHd IR YeFRATIUTINE  TRih  JetareiTfacarsaesTd) aem
NI CRMICEIREUI R ER IR CRIRIER IS SIS S CA YRR I |
Rera, qe gEfRIcr=fRIsHHMY TéareiEifiseaar 9 Facifl

tada anenaiva mnyayena prathamasyapyapramanyam prasaktam
grhitarthagrahitva visesat. yatha ekanilasvalaksanavabhasitayugapa-
dutpannanekanilavijnananam nilaikarthagrhitirupata na bhidyate,
tatha purvaparotpannavijnananamapi grhitarthagrhitirupata na
nivartsyati.

Translation: 336

Reply:

Then on the same logic the first logic should also be declared as
non-dependable, because, that is also not different from having the
nature of being the revealer of the object which was known. As the
knowledges of a blue thing simultaneously occurring at the time of
the knowledge which reveals one blue thing, do not show difference
of their form of being the revealer of the same one blue thing. In
the same way, the knowledges occurring the earlier knowledge will
not give up their form of being the revealer of something which was
known.

Text: 337

() frdfivac  yafaRfds=a: —gaicaafasi=  sMferarfer-
FHHRUME SUERI, STR J eI RS asTRd |

atha(tha) niyatavisayatvam purvottaravijnanayoh-purvotpannavijia-
nam anadhigatarthakarasvikaranamukhena upadiyate, uttaram tu
adhigatarthakaravisayamupajayate.

Translation: 337

Clarification:

Let us accept that the one and the same object appears in the
earlier knowledge and also in the subsequent knowledge. In that
case, we accept the knowledge which was produced earlier, as having
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the form which was not known before. Whereas, the subsequent
knowledge, reveals the form which was already known.

Text: 338

i TEaeifvacay; w9 Ui aafisacad? 3 Ui adfisaca; o
e, PR R

yadi grhitarthavisayatvam; katham pratiniyatavisayatvam? atha
pratiniyatavisayatvam; katham grhitarthagrahitvam, niyatavisaya-
tvagrhitagrahitvayorvirodhat?

Translation: 338

Reply:

Here, we would like to know if the knowledge is called knowledge in
which object is known, then how we can say that each knowledge
has the same object? And if each knowledge has the same object,
then how can the knowledge be called a revealer of an object which
was known? Because, there is a contradiction between the property
of being a specific object of knowledge and the property of being a
revealer of something which was already known.

Text: 339

IS 7 fradafawcas; deT STIRM UHIaH_ sFfaTareigearsiaesm|

yadi ca niyatavisayatvam; tada ubhayorapi pramanyam anadhigata-
rthagantrtva visesat.

Translation: 339

If it is accepted that knowledges have specific object then both
the knowledges should be treated as authentic, because both
the knowledges share the characteristics of being the revealer of
something which is not known.

Text: 340

31T TohfaSee; a1 SR UHTOSHUMIO a TeliauraearsiILrsTd

atha ekavisayatvam; tada ubhayorapi pramanyamapramanyam va
grhitagrahitvavisesat.

Translation: 340

If you say both the knowledges are of one and the same object, then
both the knowledges should be either authentic or non-authentic,
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because both share the characteristics of being the revealer of some
unknown object.

Text: 341

RAIST TgUARITRB I H=RIa T fielerRaH gotR: | Fafgd-
fovarcd T TETUATEH TR A0S, FHT0hEdT aTl $IsT
[REINECIN

so’yam gadupravesaksitarakavinirgamanyayopanipatah srutilalasa-
nam duruttarah. nanvadhigatavisayatve satyapi pramanyabhyupa-
game smrterapi pramanyamanusajyate, pramanaphalata va. ko’tra
nivarayita?

Translation: 341

Objection:

Well, if knowledge reveals something which was already known and
in spite of that if it is treated as authentic, then even a remembrance
will have to be treated as authentic or it will have to be treated as a
result of a dependable knowledge. Who can prevent this unwanted
consequence?

Text: 342
I INE ISR - SR aTd eare iRy a1, srafawar ar, Ffdwarar?

smrtirthopajayamana-adyanubhavaveditarthakaravisaya va, anya-

visaya va, nirvisaya va?

Translation: 342

Reply:

In that context, we would like to ask whether the remembrance
which is caused here, has the same form which was revealed by the
first experience or having different object or having no object?

Text: 343

qafs gaffearaafarafeRiayar, gur aan: yHohed 49 Harfig
URI eldremTRcafeTieeghy |

tadyadi purvoditanubhavaveditarthakaravisaya; tatha tasyah prama-
naphalata naiva nivarayitum paryate grhitarthagrahitvavisesadi-
tyuktam.
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Translation: 343

There if you say that the remembrance has the same form, which
was revealed in the earlier experience, then that should be treated
as a result of the authentic knowledge and that cannot be avoided
because, the remembrance also shares the same property of being the
revealer of the object which was known. Therefore, it is not proper.

Text: 344

RES N : . - I

evanca smrtisamjnakam saptamam pramanam prasaktam mima-
msakanam.

Translation: 344

In that case, the Mimamsakas should accept the seventh pramana
called remembrance.

Text: 345

Y YEfTFaEIRarayT, Jed B TR JHIhelaHuTg IR ?

MR (R )T FfReua @ = UTeAIfr | gegfaneifawar & Sfemfréar-
offreT |

pramanaphalatvamapanetum  paryate?  adyanubhavasyai(sye)va
smrtirupata ca na prapnoti. drstasrutarthavisaya hi smrtirnagrhita-
rthavisaya.

Translation: 345

If you say that the remembrance has its object which is not known
by the earlier knowledge, if you say so, how can its property of being
the result of a dependable knowledge are removed. One cannot say
that the first experience is of the form of a remembrance, because
remembrance is that in which either something seen appears as
its content or something heard appears as its content and never
something which is not known.

Text: 346

arer TR $591; a1 9 JRldmeiTiEeds FRUTHIEH_ 310 g Hevgd—
RECECIRIERUCET
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atha nirvisaya isyate; tada na grhitarthagrahitvena smrterapra-
manyam api tu kesondukasamvedanavannirvisayatvena.
Translation: 346

Now if you say that it is without content, in that case, the
remembrance cannot be declared as non-dependable on the ground
of its revealing something already known. But, only like a perception
of thread-like thing which one sees in the cognition when one returns
from the scorching sun in a shade.

Text: 347

aifY =1, afe M, aer Eldnefufeul wem?

api ca, yadi nirvisaya; tada grhitarthagrahini katham?
Translation: 347

Moreover, if you say that it is without content, then how can you
call it a revealer of something which was known?

Text: 348

TearefRufifr ad;

grhitarthagrahiniti cet;

Translation: 348

Clarification:

By that we mean, revealer of that object which is known.

Text: 349

Ffdwr i 7 g 7 9 Afdwr-AeR IR gyfiaadesq 9=t
g gy’ 3 qafpvaeiaiereieaiiza & Saa:, s
EClRCICICRIRIEAR RS NRINEIG]

‘nirvisaya’ iti na vaktavyam. na ca nirvisaya- ‘mataram pitaram

susrusitavanaham’ ‘santi me pancabhrtyah’ iti purvanubhavave-
ditarthakaraparyavasayinyo hi smrtayah, smrtijnanena purvanubha-
vaveditarthakarasya pratibhasanat.

Translation: 349

Reply:

In that case you should not say it is contentless. As a matter
of fact, remembrance cannot be without content. We do have
remembrances such as “I had served my father and mother.” “I
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have five servants” which reflect the forms of the objects, which were
experienced before. Knowledge called remembrance always reflects,
the form of an object, which was experienced before.

Text: 350

37 TSI g fRiPdIeRR TR Jievaed | Ud 9
ffsRIc FIRUTIOE 7 TEldTeiT e S

atha smrtivijnanakale purvaprabodhavisayikrtarthasya pratyasta-
mitatvanna tadvisayatvam. evam ca nirvisayatvena smrteraprama-
nyam na grhitarthagrahitvena ityuktam.

Translation: 350

If you say, at the time of the knowledge viz. remembrance the
object which was the content of the earlier knowledge is no more,
and therefore we say that, that is not the content of remembrance.
If it is so, then remembrance is not dependable not because it is
contentless, but not on the ground of its being the revealer of that
object which was known.

Text: 351

I ° aURATL AN THOFTHTORUTE AeTSTHMSTFRG STHTHI0THT—
ERILERT

yadi ca avadharitarthavisayam pramanamapramanamupapadyate
tada’numanajnanasya apramanyamapanipadyeta.

Translation: 351

If you say, a dependable knowledge which has a definite object as
its content is being presented as not dependable, then an inferential
knowledge also will not become dependable.

Text: 352

q<d HAT?

tadeva katham?

Translation: 352

How can it be so?

Text: 353
HeY-Iad AR GIEUDTae R caaH  felgToieg e
TI&I Td SAMIGETEB T, SRR dTadhseeud, Faef a1, folgeamar—-
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TG ()R a1, fogiosa a1, sififhuRa==a a1
HATAHI ?

kathyate-yadeva avinabhavasambandhagrahanakalavadharitamagni-
tvasamanyam lingajohadvrttitvena pratyaksena tadeva anumana-
davagacchati, ahosvit pavakasvarupam, matvartham va, lingavya-
parasamanakalinata(ling)stitvam va, lingopasarjanatvam va, agmni-
vyaktiparatantryam va agnitvasamanyasya?

Translation: 353

Here, is the answer. At the time of the knowledge of invariable
concomitance between smoke and fire, whatever was decided such as
the class of fire, the same is being known by inference, on the basis
of perception of the ground, viz. the smoke through the method
of inclusive relationship, is it this or mere the form of fire or the
meaning of the possessive suffix or the existence concurrent with
the function of the ground or what was indicated by the ground or
any dependency on a particular fire individual.

Text: 354

T gataemNaRIMASRAUId; a1 U0 9 FHRART Jardei-
e Ffiaea| qeumIuy ATfiHEedaweliuufts: dequust ar e
ST RRART: | qaee 'SFgATH: " SRR g ehelellheidaRicRE:
ST

tadyadi purvavadharitasamanyavisayamabhyupeyate; tada prama-

nyam naivae samasadayati  grhitarthagrahitvena  smrtivadeva.
tadapramanye nagnimattvavyavasthopapattih tadanupapattau va
arthapattya agnivyaktisamsthitih. tatasca ‘amutragnih’ ‘agniraniya-
tam’ itt sakalalokavyavaharavirahah syat.

Translation: 354

If you accept that knowledge has having the universal which was
decided before, then it cannot be said to be authentic, because like
remembrance, it reveals something which was already known and if
that becomes unauthentic on the basis of that the subject cannot
be concluded as having fire and when that is not explained, there
will be existence of individual fire through another way of knowing
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viz. arthapatti and that will result into all human behaviors such

2

as “there is fire there” “please bring fire” etc.

Text: 355

31 AT 5 oq gafaenRawe FAFRT(T) UHog -
atha ma bhudetadvyavaharahaniriti cet purvavadharitepyarthe anu-
manasya(sya) pramanyamabhyupeyate;

Translation: 355

Clarification:

Well, let us not lose such a behavior and we do accept the
authenticity of an inferential knowledge which reveals an object
which was already known.

Text: 356

qaT sFfamTareRTfIeyurITelD STt

tada anadhigatarthagantrvisesanamaparthakam srotriyanamiti.
Translation: 356

Reply:

In that case, the clause “that which reveals an object which was not
known before” becomes purposeless for the Mimarsakas.

Text: 357
37 UTgRERUE Y ; T felgToTegiRica qemagnag ar, 7 ar?

atha pavakasvarupamanumimise; tat lingajahadvrttitvena purvama-

vadharitam va, na va?

Translation: 357

If you say that you will infer the nature of fire by the inference there
the question will arise, will that fire be known before through the
relation of invariable concomitance with the ground viz. the smoke
or not?

Text: 358

IS gatueTee™; el AT = |

yadi purvopalabdham, adhigatarthavisayatvamayatamanumanasya.



Tattvopaplavasimha 107

Translation: 358
If you say the known fire will be inferred, then obviously the content
of inferential cognition becomes something which is already known.

Text: 359

31 | q:\?ﬁqaga'l:[; S ICANPE W’Iﬂ% ;I?ﬁ?‘:lﬁ, ?I_Q'W Wﬁ(’—
YT TASad |

atha na purvopalabdham; avyapako’gnih anumanattarhi pratiyate,
tadabhyupagame trnajaladivisayamapyanumanam prasajyate.

Translation: 359

If you say that such fire that was known before will be inferred, it
will mean, in that case, that such fire is being inferred by inference
which is not the pervader of ground viz. the smoke and if that is
accepted then one can have inferential knowledge of grass, water
etc. from the knowledge of smoke (which is absurd).

Text: 360
31 AisTHII & gafqeniar ar, = ar?

atha matvartho 'numaiyate sa purvavadharito va, na va?

Translation: 360
If you say a qualified thing (the subject qualified by the thing to be

inferred) there again the question arises, whether that is known or not?

Text: 361

JEaETRA: B SFATArNIIRINuM g Fw9afr?
yadyavadharitah katham anadhigatarthagantrvisesanam anumane
sambhavati?

Translation: 361

If you say it is known, then how can the qualifying clause “which
reveals something which is not known before” will fit into the
inferential cognition?

Text: 362
31T AT ; AT STeqUIT TS RIg T TR S|
atha naivavagatah; tadanim jolatrpadivisayamapyanumanam prasa-

Jyeta ityuktam.
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Translation: 362
If you say it is not known, then we have already said that from

anything there will arise the cognition of water, grass etc. etc.
Text: 363

Y fIgAIREAMGT TR, IR IgHII; AR -
FAFBTA TR, NATAHIIG, I IRHH, eTIRh a7

atha lingavyaparasamanakalinastitvam agnisamanyasya anumiyate;
tadanumanavyaparasamanakalinastitvam agnitvasamanyad vyati-
riktam, avyatiriktam va?

Translation: 363

If you say through inference, what is inferred is the existence of
fire universal occurring at the same time of the function of the
ground i.e. the smoke, there we may ask, whether the existence
of the universal of fire existing at the time of the function of the
ground is different from the universal of fireness or identical.

Text: 364

qafe sreafiRed; Tem YalueeeT RIS THarIATH, ST TR -
faerumETTeld T Tdq?

tadyadi avyatiriktam, tadanim purvopalabdhastitvavisayamevanuma-
nam, kathamanadhigatarthagantrvisesanamaparthakam na bhavet?
Translation: 364

If you say it is identical, then it is the inferential knowledge of the
same object viz. the existence which was known before and in that
case, how are you going to say that the qualification “which reveals
the object which was not known before” is not meaningless?

Text: 365

a1y afciep; afcd qatdetse™, 3TUetey ar?

atha vyatiriktam, tatkim purvopalabdham, anupalabdham va?
Translation: 365

If you say it is different, there also the question will arise, whether

it was known before or not known at all.
Text: 366

IS gaTdetee™; AaTISTAMRI ATsA TR auerd |
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yadi purvopalabdham, tadvisayatve numanasya na’nadhigatartha-
gantrvisesanamupapadyate.

Translation: 366

If you hold that, it is known before, then to that inferential
knowledge the qualification “which does not reveal the object which
is known before” will not fit in.

Text: 367

31eT AU, AHLFITHRI STeradhed ga?

atha nopalabdham; tatkathamanumiyate jaladikalpam dhumena?
Translation: 367

Again if you say it is not known at all, and then the question will
arise, how will you infer something like water on the basis of smoke?
Text: 368

319 g oIS T AT JTHI, el

atha lingopasarjanatvamagnitvasamanyasya anumanat pratiyate;
Translation: 368

Clarification:

What is inferred by the process of inference is the dependence of
the universal of fireness on the ground viz. smoke.

Text: 369

aferg oIS rficaamTarg, e, 1 ar?

tallingopasarjanatvam agnitvasamanyad bhinnam, abhinnam va?
Translation: 369

Reply:

Here also the question may be asked, whether that dependency on
the ground is different from the universal of fireness or identical?
Text: 370

T, yaiuciedTs IR afavada STgAM el THI0IHR] Hafc?
yadyabhinnam; purvopalabdha’gnitvasamanyavisayameva anuma-
nam katham pramanyabhag bhavati?

Translation: 370

If you say it is identical, then the inferential knowledge will have
the same content viz. the universal called fireness, which was known
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before and in that case how such a cognition will be called authentic
according to you?

Text: 371

a1y freny; a5 srfemmTfoRTraremguael fagamiacas raenid T,

atha bhinnam; tad avinabhavisambandhagrahanakale lirigavyapa-
katvena avadharitam va,

Translation: 371

If however, if you say it is different, then at the time of knowledge
of invariable concomitance, whether it was known at pervader of
the ground or not?

Text: 372

T 1?7 JaETRAT; BT NI AT ?

na va? yadyavadharitam; kathamanadhigatarthavisayamanumanam?
Translation: 372

If you say it was known, then how can inferential knowledge of
something which was not known before?

Text: 373

JY  fogaudeHTlad;, d9  ARTESIAR GREe
e gFv el URdewd, FrarararsfaeTd?

atha lingavyapakatvena/najvagatam; tada tadvisayatve numanasya
parikalpyamane tribhuvanavedakatvam dhumasya kinna parikal-
pyate, sambandhabhava visesat?

Translation: 373

Again if you say that, it was not known, as the pervader of the
ground, then if that is the object of inferential knowledge postulated
by you, then why don’t you postulate that the knowledge of any
probans will cause inferential knowledge of anything in the three
worlds (the heaven, the earth, and the patala) because there is
absence of the relationship of invariable concomitance common in

all such cases.

Text: 374

Y IYIRIRTATARIT g IMATAHRY 3T o, AR,
NTUIETAHTRY eI FaemRd a1, 7 a1?
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atha agnivyaktiparatantryamanumiyate dhumena agnitvasamanya-
sya iti cet; tatparatantryam agnitvasamanyasyae dhumavyapaka-
tvena avadharitam va, na va?

Translation: 37/

If you say that dependence of the fire individual is being inferred
on the basis of smoke of the universal called fireness, there also the
question can be asked, whether the dependency of the universal
called fireness, is already known as the pervader of the ground viz.
the smoke or not.

Text: 375
JEaeTRad; JRIY TeiauTfec ATfiaidsIAmH|
yadyavadharitam; punarapi grhitagrahitvam nativarttate numanam.

Translation: 375

If you say it is already known, then again it cannot be avoided
that an inferential knowledge is the revealer of something already
known.

Text: 376

37eT ARG gHEATIdhE YR, S 3 o, HergAad
G GR¥

atha navadharitam dhumavyapakatvena paratantryam agnisama-

nyasya iti cet; kathamanumiyate ityuktam purastat.

Translation: 376

If you say that the dependency of the universal viz. fireness is
not known as the pervader of smoke, then how can it cause the
knowledge of fire as it has already said above?

[9. MeaTRufiaTeaa MereardRmaFTTaEeT| ]

[1. gotvadipratipadakatvena gosabdadinamapramanyodghatanam.]
Text: 377

ORGP I R e BRI CARN e b FAITRL{
etena purvopalabdagotvadipratipadakatvena gosabdaderapramanya-
mudghatitam.
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Translation: 377

Through this method of argumentation, it was shown that the word
cow is not authentic, because, it causes the knowledge of cowness
which was already known.

Text: 378

q<d HU?

tadeva katham?

Translation: 378

Objection:

How is that possible?

Text: 379

FId-fh  AFTURUIBITRIRNcaeid™ded  dgedfdNdiaraded T
YfITerT MereeR?

kathyate-kim sanketagrahanakalavagatagotvarthavacakatvam tad-

vyatiriktarthavacakatvam va pratipadyate gosabdasya?
Translation: 379

Reply: Let me explain. Do you say that the word cow expresses
cowness as its meaning which was already known at the time of
knowing the relation between the word cow and the meaning of
that word or do you say that the word cow expresses its meaning
other than that cowness?

Text: 380
T AFITBUIBIAT EPRURTcaRauTdGdhed S Mo’ ; ael fafear—
fepRIdgdca 7 AMcaARIIGAfT MeTes: |

tadyadi sanketagrahanakaladhikaranagotvasvarupavedakatvam jeqi-
yate gosabdasya; tada viditarthakaravedakatvena na manatvamasa-
dayati gosabdah.

Translation: 380

If you say that you are narrating the fact that the word cow
expresses the nature of cowness existent at the time of the existence
of relation between the word cow and its meaning, then the word
‘go’ does not acquire authenticity, because, it expresses the form of
object which was already known.
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Text: 381

3721 ATt RIIGH ST THIUIHEE(; AT SFferTaTeRTiaeNuRT fasar
dhe: |

atha veditarthakaravedakatve’pi pramanyamavahati; tada anadhiga-
tarthagantrvisesanasya visayo vaktavyah.

Translation: 381

If you say that even if the word ’go’ causes the knowledge of the form
of object, which was already known, still it is authentic, then, you
should tell us what is that which is referred to by the qualification,
“which causes the knowledge of that, which was not known before”.

Text: 382
31y agaafiRerelarad; darmagd () varel: et mereerd, dad

atha tadvyatiriktarthavacakatvam; tadanimasanketa(ti)ta evarthah
pratiyate gosabdat, tatasca svasiddhantapratitivirodho durnivarah.
Translation: 382

If you say that the word expresses its meaning, different from that,
then it amounts to saying that from the word cow one understands a
meaning, with which there is no relation of the word cow and in that
case you cannot avoid the contradiction with the understanding of
your own doctrine.

Text: 383
T MegaTsa=ae M i e, T JUiNasd SomHugHR(v)
eI JEHMIT F McgegafRf: | dedafeRd Areriawifgea<or-
gfefeT: |

atha gotvameva vagamyate goSabdena iti cet; tatrapi prapanci-
tameva apramanyakarana(nam) grhitagrahitvam. tadapramanye
na gotvavyavasthitih. tadanavasthito narthapattyadhikaranavyava-
sthitih.

Translation: 383

If you say that one understands cowness from the word cow, there
also we have already pointed out how the word cow becomes
inauthentic, because it will cause the knowledge of something
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which is already known and if the word cow become inauthentic
the cowness cannot be established and once that cowness is not
established, the section of the Purvamimarnsa Darsana dealing with
arthapatti (pre-supposition or implication) cannot be said to be
meaningful.

[Q. 37 PNBERYEIC) SRIREICETER e 1]
[2. arthapatteradhikaranavyavasthityupapadakatvasya nisedhah./

Text: 384
garsfy Arerfrafderueafefreue - srerfuwn gafqarRarfaa<or-
T fehard, BRI STa i axucaTT?

ito’pi  narthapattyadhikaranavyavasthitirupapadyate-kim —arthapa-
ttya purvavadharitadhikaranapratyayanam kriyate, ahosvit apurva-
dhikaranapratyayanam?

Translation: 384

Also, on the basis of the following ground, the section dealing with
the pre-supposition or implication cannot be settled: - Is it the case
that, by the process of arthapatti one creates the understanding of
the section which is already known or it causes the knowledge of
the section which was not before?

Text: 385

qafe gafqenRarfdaxudafiarsafaf:; qar ufoamfEaniufoedad =
TETO|

tadyadi purvavadharitadhikaranaparyavasita’rthapattih; tada prati-
paditarthapratipadakatvena na pramanam.

Translation: 385

If you say, that arthapatti terminates in the section which was
known before, then it cannot be said to be authentic process,
because, it causes the knowledge of that which is already known.
Text: 386

31eT ITEUEIEaEH; TaT MedTITIUUT TSaTfoihedTy B

atha adrstapindavedakatvam; tada gotvanyathanupapattya gajavaji-

kalpanapi karya.
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Translation: 386

If you say, it causes the knowledge of the individual which was
not known before, then if cowness does not fit into that, one may
postulate horse or elephant also.

Text: 387

Y gafgaRaey  geFFaRea, rUfTRnsaRiiad i O aq
geMI-THIRCIcd aTeTRdTg SfciRehd, e fciNe ar?

atha purvavadharitasya idanintanamastitvam arthapattya vasiyate

iti cet; tat idanintanamastitvam purvadharitad vyatiriktam, avyati-
riktam va?

Translation: 387

If you say, the process called arthapatti helps in concluding the
present existence of something which was known before, then
question may arise, whether the present existence is different from
the existence which was known before or identical?

Text: 388

qereredfaed; e yafasmRareufcac demerfo: JHug defaar
agf=?

tadyadi avyatiriktam; tada purvavadharitarthapratipadakatvena
katham arthapatteh pramanyam vedavido vadanti?

Translation: 388

If you say, it is identical then how can the scholars of the Vedas
(Mimarhsakas) say that arthapatti is an independent process of
knowing because, it causes the knowledge of something, which was
already known?

Text: 389

3197 YT, B TAFIATIATT FHIT? TN a7 TordTfoi—
Tt fcraf<h: R seaag wfuTiee™) wa =1 AT a5 -

atha arthantaram; katham gotvanyathanupapattya pratiyate? tatpra-
tityabhyupagame va gajavajivisayapt pratipattih syat ityasakrt prati-
paditam. evam ca sati yaduktam-

Translation: 389

If you say, it is different then how is it known by the process of
implication without which the knowledge of cowness cannot be
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explained and in spite of that you accept that knowledge, why not
there should be knowledge of horse, elephant etc. from the word
cow? We have repeatedly explained this before.

Text: 390
“gEHIFaHIRTCd AIfe gaferT TaH1” [eetiadTo 8.2 3 8] 3ftT a5 STerafeiad)

“idanintanamastitvam nahi purvadhiya gatam.” [Slokava.4.234] iti

tad balavalgitam.

Translation: 390

In the light of this, when we look at the following statement (of the
Slokavarttika, sutra 4, verse No. 234): “the present existence was
not known by the earlier knowledge” is nothing more than a child’s
quibbling.

[3. TG USRI
[pratyabhijnanapramanyakhandanasya sucanam.]

Text: 391

T TITHSTRITTY U0 egh dfecred|

etena pratyabhijnanasyapi pramanyam pratyuktam veditavyam.
Translation: 391

By this very argument, the authenticity of “recollection” is to be
noted as rejected.

0.4 TTATFTAETHTYT JHUIT&URY TRI&T|
[tathagatasammatasya pramanalaksanasya pariksa.]

(Refutation of the definition of pramana as accepted by the
Buddhists)

[9. sfaraTerffamgaf famurrmmeiaamee=| |
[1. anadhigatarthadhigantrtveti visesanasyaparthakatvapradarsanam.]

Text: 392

T, TATARTAFFY SFferTaTeR g faeyuruTee STISIHRIFaTd |

tatha, tathagatanamapi anadhigatarthagantrvisesanamaparthakam
apohyajnanasambhavat.
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Translation: 392

In the same way, the qualifying clause, “which reveals something
which is not known before” in the general definition of pramana as
offered by the Buddhists, is also purposeless because it is impossible
to show something which can be excluded.

Text: 393

qfg qafoRapTer i fIsm Tafivd ¥:, 7 Tacretiaas, 7 AHISG N,
TIAURY N PRAITRY AT (TN R cRapId |

nahi purvaparakalabhavini vijnane ekavisaye stah, na svalaksanaika-

visaye, na samanyaikavisaye, svalaksanasya abhinnaikasvabhavasya
kramavrttyanekavijnanajananasaktivyatirekat.

Translation: 393

It is not the case that two cognitions arising in a sequence (the
later being caused by the former) have one and the same object,
as their content. It is also not the case that both the knowledges
have only svalaksana (a particular free from all characterizations)
as their content.

Nor is it the case, that both the knowledges have samanyalaksana
(a series of particulars) as their content, because, a svalaksana does
not have the capacity to generate many cognitions in a sequence,
being totally identical in nature.

Text: 394
Y C SW?IWTWETQJC":[;

Translation: 394

Clarification:

We are saying so, in order to exclude the possibility of arising of
many cognitions simultaneously, caused by one and the same object.

Text: 395

TG, T IATI AT goS a3 SO I |
tadapyayuktam; eka-visayotpannanekapurusasamvedanasya apra-
manyamapanipadyeta.
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Translation: 395

Reply:

This is also not proper, because, this position will lead to
inauthenticity of experiences of many people, caused by one and
the same object.

Text: 396

3 AHRIBIEIFDIIATIAIGTe fALYuruTER; JeRRed; T A
Ueh ISR, AT A TR SRR

yate; tadapyayuktam; na samanye ekam wvijnanamasti, napyane-
kam vijnanam tasya svayamasambhavat.

Translation: 396

If you say that the qualifying clause “which causes the knowledge of
that which is not known before” is added in the definition in order
to exclude the possibility of many knowledges in which the samanya
alone is the content. This is also improper, because, in your series
of particulars, it is not the case that there is only one knowledge.
Nor it is the case that there are many knowledges because by itself
it is impossible.

Text: 397

TETPRIARE A s 3T Ui eraweegdde: |
tadakaravirahe ‘samanyavisayam vijnanam’ iti pratikarmavyavas-
thaheturvaktavyah.

Translation: 397

If there is no form, in that then when we say this knowledge in
“which series of particulars is the content” you should point out
how to establish one-is-to-one relationship.

Text: 398
&_‘ﬁ'l_cb—l% T FMHTIY FJIcHdT, didllf'zd\cblcblﬂldlﬁlc"q Gl SH"II\'III(';CJ\C’(KCJHHEF: |

natattvikatvaprasangah.
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Translation: 398

If you say there is a form, then the series of particulars (which is
unreal according to you) will become real or if you say that there is
identity with the false form then it will make the knowledge itself

as unreal.

Text: 399

e, THIISRY T ThATSHTHTO, ST RedTTa aT?

kinica, ekavisaye pravarttamanayoh ekasya’pramanyam, pramana-
ntaratvabhavo va?

Translation: 399

Moreover, out of the two knowledges referring to one object, one is
not authentic or do you want to say, that it cannot be the object of
another knowledge.

Text: 400

T ST, dageh; JAfTRdIeEIRaucd SWaT: HTHTOHII0 ar
fdeheurguu:, fddhed qTemiavdIcys sy oy e HEIRTS: |

tadyadi apramanyam; tadayuktam; avisistaikarthagrhitirupatve

ubhayoh pramanyamapramanyam wva vikalpanupapatteh, vikalpe
badhakavisayotpanna nekapurusavijnanabhedaprasangah.
Translation: 400

If you say it is not authentic, it is not proper, because, if both
have revealed one and the same object and not distinct ones, then
either both are authentic or both are false. There is no other
alternative and if you say that there is alternative, there will arise
the contingency of distinguishing knowledges of different persons
caused by contradictory objects.

Text: 401

TSI R ; TSI, fhHep ST eI &S = fh -
HICd AU, 38T SHRATH?

atha’pramanantaratvam, tadapyanupapannam; kimekavisayotpadi-
tanekapratyaksadijnananam vyaktinanatvam nopapadyate, aho aka-
rananatvam?
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Translation: 401

If you say it will be a different knowledge that also is not proper.
There the question arises, is it the fact that the knowledges such
as perception, caused by one object, cannot be treated as different
knowledges or one will have to treat plurality of forms in those
knowledges?

Text: 402
qefe gfhTHcd 9 STEci; devd; Uam idlcaTiedd- e hidet =]

I STEIB I AT
tadyadi vyaktinanatvam na jaghatiti; tadasat; ekanilotpaditane-

kanilalokavijnananam vyaktinanatvadarsanat.

Translation: 402

If you say the plurality of knowledges is not possible, it is not true,
because it is our experience that many knowledges of light of blue
thing produced by one blue thing are many in number.

Text: 403

3721 SFPHIHRAT AUYE; TSI TP IS SPIHREEAG

athanekakarata nopapadyate; tadayuktam; nilalokavijnananam

anekakarakatvadarsanat.

Translation: 403

If you say, multiformedness of knowledges is not justifiable, that also
is not proper, because we do find many forms in the knowledges of
light of a blue thing.

Text: 404

T AGUTED! AT, TebTeHTAT FIFHIHHI

na ca tadutpadako nilaprapancah asti, ekatmataya svayamanupagamat.
Translation: 404

There are not many blue things which would have produced those
knowledges because, blue thing being one cannot be said to be
present consecutively in all knowledges.

Text: 405

312f T AT FeI&TAUR T qafT;

atha ekavisayatve pratyaksanumanavyapadesanupapatti;
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Translation: 405

Objection:

Well, if the object is only one, how can we refer to the knowledges
of the object as perceptual knowledge, inferential knowledge etc.?
Text: 406

TSI FFABRUGBRICH U< (ST ) Ui | JAT U fielcqaaad —
ST P ERUGRICH [SaeafdsiaMi| Redmdaricad aeareet-
U T

tadetadayuktam; bhinnakaranakaryatvena vyapadesyopa(desopa)-

patteh. yatha ekanilotpannanekadevadattajnananam bhinnakarana-
karyatvena [devadattavijnananam/] bhinnakarttrkaryatvena devada-
Translation: 406

Reply:

This is not correct, because it is possible to justify the reference of
knowledges of one object, by different names on the basis of different
sets of cause-and-effect relationship as knowledges produced by one
blue thing to many persons called Devadatta are referred to as
knowledges of Devadatta, on the basis of effects being produced by
different agents, in terms of different cause-and-effect relationships,
in the same way here also, references to different knowledges of the
object can be made.

RECIEKEICSIBIE RIS RGN ERE N

Text: 407

3 g "srfasdanfe SFH [WTOETo 2.9 SEvHEE |

anye tu “avisamvadi jnanam” [pramanava.2.1] pramanamabhidadhati.
Translation: 407

Other (Dharmakirti etc.) however say that knowledge which
corroborates its content is called pramana.

Text: 408

Disgrfadarere: - & FeragafRmareiEiied, TuRfed a1 HdHHT-
ST a1, e Uit ueaiened a1, JfefuTdhcd a7
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ko’yamavisamvadarthah - kim  yathavyavasthitarthagrhititvam,
badha- rahitatvam G pratiyamanarthajanyata va,
pratiyamanartham prati pravarttakatvam va, arthaprapakatvam va?

Translation: 408

Here we would like to raise the following questions with regard to
the meaning of the term “which corroborates”. (i) Does it mean
revealing the object as it is? (ii) Or does it mean being devoid of
contradiction? (iii) Or does it mean the state of being produced by
the object which appears in the knowledge? (iv) Or does it mean
the state of inducing the knower towards the object which has been
known? (v) Or does it mean the state of causing the knower to get
the object which was shown by the knowledge?

Text: 409

TS TUTgaRrdTeRE e, deISTAMSIH(A) A= |

tadyadi yathavyavasthitarthagrhititvam; tada’numanajnanam(ne)
nopapadyate.

Translation: 409

If you say does it mean revealing the object as it is? Then, it is not
possible in the inferential knowledge.

Text: 410

31T FYRfEATH; TSIFHF ATIGe |

atha badharahitatvam; tadapyanumanajnane nopapadyate.
Translation: 410

If you say does it mean being devoid of contradiction? That also is
not possible in the inferential knowledge.

Text: 411

31T YT feTeIed™]; AeRIgASTFRY AU, AT R Sivdhed —
g qAT, eI AT IdTITeE  AUEd,  FareAIedTe
AHFIfReI| dUl, MAYTeRT o ThgaHeS=a 7 qeafd
AATSAFITIR ST DT, Siabed a7 TSI BRI |

atha pratiyamanarthotpadyatvam; tadapyanumanajnanasya nopa-

padyate, samanyakarasya janakatvavyavrtteh. tatha, ragadisamuve-
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danasyapyavabhatarthotpadyatvam nopapadyate, svatmotpadane
samarthyavyatirekat. tatha, yogipratyaksasya ca pratiyamanartha-
janyata na sambhavati vyatita ' nagatayorajanakatvat, janakatve va
atita’nagatata hiyate.

Translation: 411

If you say, does it mean the state of being produced by the object
which appears in the knowledge? Then this also is not possible
in the case of inferential knowledge, because, a universal form is
excluded from the producer, in the same way it is not possible to
explain how the knowledge of attachment etc. is not produced by
the object which appeared in the knowledge, because, they do not
have the capacity to produce itself. In the same way, the perception
of a yogin is not produced by the object which appeared in the
knowledge, because, a past object and a future object cannot be
the producer of knowledge and if you consider them as producer of
knowledge, then those objects cannot be called as past and future
objects.

Text: 412

Y uciEe Ui daddcaHoNarere):; g fAuias =Ty Yeciadd
e | Rdidicosiemgfs: Tacd, 7 9 a9 IfRIamRIsRa | FiemsHsy
S = Farchd BTty ST, Tafd fasfanfe wamd

atha pratiyamanartham prati pravartakatvamavisamvadarthah; tad

viparyayajnanasyapi pravarttakatvam vidyate. viparitotpannodaka-
buddhih pravarttate, na ca tasya avisamvado’sti. satyodakajriane ’pi

jate na pravarttate kenapi hetuna, tadapi visamvadi syat.

Translation: 412

If you say, does it mean the state of inducing the knower towards
the object which has been known? Then as a matter of fact, a
false knowledge also produces inducement. A person who got the
false knowledge of water does take up activity of going forward at
that time his knowledge cannot be called false and sometimes even
if there is knowledge of true water, still he doesn’t take activity
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of going forward because of some reason. But according to your
definition of pramana, even this knowledge will become false.
Text: 413

31 JrfUTIdBafIRIaTg:, T fohr - refHHvTIday, 3TTal raTaTeivTIdhaad,
AouIRIGdHYUTd a1, FAIaGhseUTacd dal, 3N FIIIGHDHRDI

TR ?

atha arthaprapakatvavisamvadah, tatra kim-arthamatraprapaka-

tvam, aho avabhatarthaprapakatvam, tajjatiyodakaprapakatvam va,
svotpadaka’rthaprapakatvam va, atha svotpadakakarakanam dhruva-
bhavitvamavisamvadah?

Translation: 413

If you say, does it mean the state of causing the knower to get
the object which was shown by the knowledge? There we would
like to ask, does it mean the state of causing the obtainment of
mere object? Or does it mean the state of causing the obtainment
of object which appeared in the knowledge? Or does it mean the
state of causing the obtainment of water belonging to that class?
Or does it mean the state of causing the obtainment of object which
causes the knowledge? Or does the corroboration mean occurrence
of definite number of causal factors which produce the knowledge?

Text: 414

IS TR, BeUGDgEadeTRITY SffaariaedH JATderd |
yadi arthamatraprapakatvam,; kesondukendudvayasamvedanasyapt

avisamvaditvam apadyate.

Translation: 414

If you say, does it mean revealing the object as it is? Then, the
knowledge of thread-like things appearing in the knowledge for a
person who comes into the shade from the sun, and the knowledge
of two moons, should also be called two cognitions.

Text: 415

31T IHTATAATIDHTH; AT ARG Jffadarced 7 e FaHTe-
ofsTTIRaTd) STATS f& AFITBRISAINT, T AT YT FaTRaTe
qeT, TR SRS ARy ruIdcd 7 fIerd |
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atha avabhatarthaprapakatvam, tada anumanajnanasya avisamuvadi-
tvam na labhyate avabhatartha’prapakatvat. anumanajnane hi sama-
nyakaro vabhati, na casau prapyate svayamasattvat. tatha, yogijna-
nasya atitanagatarthe samutpannasya arthaprapakatvam na vidyate.
Translation: 415

If you say, does it mean being devoid of contradiction? Then even
the inferential knowledge, cannot be said to be a valid knowledge,
because, it does not cause the obtainment of object, which appeared
in the knowledge, because in the inferential knowledge, what
appears is the universal form and that is never obtained because
it itself has no existence. In the same way, the knowledge of past
and future objects of a yogin cannot be said to be causing the
obtainment of its object.

Text: 416

qefT, NI ST 7 THIORIIRHIERRT | T2, Taas fasm
ATSTATCTIITRIGT, &rforded SR fidcard|

tatha, ragadisamvedane’pi jate na avabhataragadipraptirasti. tatha,
pratyakse’pi vijnane na’vabhatarthapraptirasti, ksanikatvena asta-
mitatvat.

Translation: 416

Likewise, even after the awareness of attachment, there is no
obtainment of attachment which appeared in the knowledge. In the
same way, even in a perceptual cognition, there is no obtainment of
object which appeared in the cognition, because, that object being
momentary, is no more present in the next moment.

Text: 417
3 d\r\ﬂId‘\IQIdCbHNCbCCH CIERE) écaﬂwé,— dcdh¥; SEEICNINEGICINY

atha tajjatiyodakaprapakatvena avisamvaditvamucyate; tadayuktam;

udakatvajaterabhavat.

Translation: 417

If you say that knowledge is called corroborative, because it causes
the obtainment of water belonging to the same class, it is not proper,
because there is nothing called a generic property called waterness.
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Text: 418
31 JgEhaeAgRISTiiciNegedd;
atha anudakatvavyavrttirjatirityucyate;

Translation: 418

Clarification:

Well, the generic property viz. waterness according to us is the
exclusion of that which is not water.

Text: 419

AT Iewg s, @i ar?

sa udakavyaktibhyo vyatirikta, vyatirikta va?

Translation: 419

Reply:

There we may raise the following questions: Is that universal
or generic property identical with the water individual? Or is it
different from that?

Text: 420

JereafiRehT; Te1 aftha T SIfr: |

yadyavyatirikta; tada vyaktireva na jatih.

Translation: 420

If you say that it is identical, then there is only individual and there
is no universal or generic property.

Text: 421

31 AR, AT eI, STEIT a1?

atha vyatirikta; sa vastubhuta, avastubhuta va?

Translation: 421
If you say that it is different, then the question arises, whether it is

real or unreal?

Text: 422

IS TR, ITGUTEI: |

yadi vastubhuta; abhyupetahanih.
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Translation: 422
If you say it is real, then it goes against the accepted position of
your doctrine.

Text: 422

Y JGE; AT DHAH?

atha avastubhuta; tadgatih katham?
Translation: 422

If you say it is not unreal, then how do you know it?

Text: 423

T T ISHeIh T AFRIIIUR | JT 9 A9vert qoT fafed "arRemycasr-
FALUMTEDR|

na ca udakavyaktinam nanatvamupapadyate. yatha ca nopapadyate

tatha niveditam naiyayikapratyaksalaksanadhikare.

Translation: 423

It cannot be justified that water individuals are many in number.
We have already demonstrated in the section discussing the
definition of perception as proposed by the Naiyayikas how the
plurality of water individuals is not possible.

Text: 424
Y Q'QICHIQq)I?jHNCDCCHI(E{‘{'inCZCb\‘CJ"L; dcdch; AUl DhHATDIRIG:

T

atha svotpadakarthaprapakatvamavisamvadakatvam,; tadayuktam;

nayanalokamanaskaradeh pratyastamitatvat.

Translation: 424

If you say, a true cognition is that which causes the obtainment of
an object which is produced by that object, it will not be correct,
because the factors like eyes, light, mind etc. are no longer there (in
function).

Text: 425
Y IIUIGHDHRBIVT GIHTIIces fRTATSEISH TSHEIIAFIT; Jed

PNUGHLTRITY GIHTIBRUMTAARISR, ST AT RHPITAF |
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atha svotpadakakarakanam dhruvabhavitvam avisamvadastadabhave
tadabhavaprasangat; yadyevam kesondukavijnanasyapi dhruva-
bhavikaranavisamvado’sti, anyatha akasmikatvaprasangat.
Translation: 425

If you say, that the correctness of a cognition is nothing but the
causal factors which produce the cognition being constant, because
otherwise in the absence of that there will absence of the cognition.
If you say so then, the factors which produce the knowledge of
thread-like things which a person sees when he comes from the
Sun, are also constant and therefore such a knowledge will also
be called veridical, otherwise, such a cognition will be treated as
without cause.

Text: 426
Tq IR Ighi- “A el uRfese gaxmmIsefparn fafarerd”
EIRIGEICIECIREE

evam cavyavasthite yaduktam - “na hyabhyamartham paricchidya

pravarttamano rthakriyayam visamvadyate” iti tadbalavilasitam.
Translation: 426

When the fact is like this, your statement viz. “after determining the
object by these two when a person takes up an action to obtain it
his behaviour is frustrated” is nothing but fanciful ideas of children.

3. AR AFERRIRTRIT R

[3. saugatasammataya manameyasamkhyaya nirasanam.|

Text: 427

qeAT, AFHIEEITY ARH ATaYerd |

tatha, manameyasamkhyapt saugatamate nopapadyate.
Translation: 427

In the same way, the number of pramanas (processes of knowing)
and prameya (objects of knowing knowledge) as accepted by the
Buddhists cannot be justified.

Text: 428
qeT PHUH? HId-3 Td VHIO 9 JHFORARGT | dicecd b cafehe,
BRI, foszrde ar?
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tadeva katham? kathyate-dve eva pramane ma manantaramasti.
taddvitvam kim vyaktibhedena, akarabhedena, visayabhedena va?

Translation: 428
How is that? The following is the answer:

They say there are only two types of pramana and there is no other
type. There we would like to ask, you say there are two, does it
mean there are two different individuals or there are two because
their forms are different or they are two because their objects are
different?

Text: 429
IS IfRFH; T IRAEIIE FTHRAAMF=ATE, — facamuufa: |

yadi vyaktibhedena; tada aparisamkhyeyatvam jnanavyaktinamana-

ntyad - dvitvanupapattih.

Translation: 429

If you say, there are two different individuals, then they should
be innumerable in number, because there are infinite number of
knowledge individuals and therefore you cannot maintain that they
are only two.

Text: 430

T 9 STHMT 9IS,

na ca jnananam bhedo’sti;
Translation: 430

Clarification:
There is no difference amongst knowledges.

Text: 431

eI (fg) e ST e, SHT-RTg B9 fHada—fd STt
AMBRFRUT 17 AT TR FEd;  derIuH s ady™Tg:,
RRa|

ajnanadvi(ddhi)jnanam jnanatmataya  bhidyate, jnanantarattu

katham nivartate-kim  jnanatmataya  akarantarena va? yadi
jnanakarataya bhidyate; tada anyesam ajnanatmakatvaprasangah,

rasaderiva.
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Translation: 431

Reply:

Knowledge is distinguished from non-knowledge as knowledge but
how one knowledge can be distinguished from another knowledge?
Is it distinguished as knowledge or as some other form?

Text: 432

Y JATHRIANUT CQICITICCI,' daT ALIHIHAT I 3cUedd, X é q |
atha akarantarena vyavarttate; tada ajnanatmata tasya utpadyate,

rasaderiva.

Translation: 432
If you say it is distinguished by another form of knowledge, then
knowledges will become non-knowledge, like taste etc.

Text: 433

31T BRI STFANNG:; ASTIFUUS T

atha akarabhede jnanayorbhedah; so’pyanupapanna eva;
Translation: 433

If you say the two knowledges become different, because they have
two different forms, it is also not justifiable.

Text: 434

ST REATNDU  FASTIHAIPRIRARNCT | TG a7 SHIPRIARE:

HIT| 9 T SMBRAIEIHD ST, TR TcHeheard |
jnanakaravyatirekena pratyaksanumanayornakarantaramasti. tadu-

pagame va jnanakaravirahah syat. na ca akarasamuhatmakam
jnanam, tasyabhinnatmakatvat.

Translation: 434

Because perceptual knowledge and inferential knowledge do not
have any other form, other than the form of knowledge and if you
accept that, it means that there is no form. It is not the case that
the knowledge is of the form of collection of forms, because in that
case it will become identical.

Text: 434a
312y fIwae SfdeuuTerd; densgAMeR vl ahed: -
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atha visayabhedena dvaividhyamupapadyate; tatha numanajnianasya
visayartho vaktavyah -

Translation: 434a

If you explain two knowledges viz. perceptual knowledge and
inferential knowledge on the basis of the difference between their
objects, then you should tell us what could be the object of an
inferential knowledge.

Text: 435

o sFaTfeRaareruTayT, e aMafasd, sTRATfaaMafass a1,
e ar, waerfowg ar?

kim agnyadisvalaksanavisayam, vidyamanasamanyavisayam, apara-
marthikasamanyavisayam va, nirvisayam va, svamsavisayam va?
Translation: 435

Is inferential knowledge, knowledge of svalaksana (mere
particular), or of fire, or is it a knowledge of existent series
of particulars or is it a knowledge of unreal universal, or is it a

knowledge without content or is it a knowledge in which part of
itself is the object?

Text: 436

IS SRSV, TaT TI&gAaT: Neruufc:, rfefIvacrd)
yadi agnyadisvalaksanavisayam; tada pratyaksanumanayoh bheda-
nupapattih, abhinnavisayatvat.

Translation: 436

If you say inferential knowledge, is knowledge of svalaksana (mere
particular) of fire, then there will be no difference in perceptual
knowledge and inferential knowledge, because in both the cases the
object will be the same.

Text: 437
3191 AT S I T, Heaal g amriefaerreraan ud;

atha anumanike jnane agnimatram pratiyate, pratyakse tu tarnadi-
visesatmataya pratiyate;
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Translation: 437

Clarification:

In the inferential knowledge, mere fire is known, whereas, in the
perceptual knowledge the specific fire produced from specific things,
such as grass etc. is known.

Text: 438
TJId IAEIUIINIE ATferaicl STIATMR IS A1 I HaaT|
yadyevam svalaksanavisayatvam nativarttate anumanasya yadi

nama vahnereva prapancata.

Translation: 438
Reply: If it is so, still the inferential knowledge cannot be said to
be the knowledge of svalaksana, if you are talking about fire alone.

Text: 439

31 FATI NI, T TIeTgHaM NalsRe, ARy Fet&or—
FUE| I AAARY faemfsaduerd, fFAedcds SHaardRUG—
I | 9 AcAMFI g gaauerd | TR eRaered: T
3fer 7 IheH |

atha satsamanyavisayatvam tathapt pratyaksanumanayorna bhedo’-

sti, samanyasya svalaksanarupatvat. na ca satsamanyasya vijnana-
visayatopapadyate, nityatvena janakatvakararpakatvanupapatteh. na
ca satsamanyavisayatve bhrantatopapadyate. “bhrantirapyartha-
sambandhatah prama” iti na vaktavyam.

Translation: 439

If you say that it is knowledge of existent series of particulars of fire,
still there will be no difference between a perceptual knowledge
and inferential knowledge, because universal according to you, is
nothing but a series of particulars. (Moreover) if that universal is
real, then also it cannot be said to be the object of knowledge,
because since universal is accepted as permanent, it cannot have
the capacity to offer the form of being a producer of that knowledge
(in other words a permanent cannot cause its knowledge). Again,
if that universal is real, the knowledge cannot be treated as unreal.
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You should also not say “it is illusory at the same time veridical
because of its relationship with an object”.

Text: 440

31 SRTAMFIIIS; 1 dfe IR =T 3RA: T U fqededrd | =
T 31, [T ufiuerd, SHdhcdTsshRIGhaeiiRaTd

atha asatsamanyavisayam; na tarhi tasya bhrantata asatah svena

rupena vidyamanatvat. na ca asad wvisayabhavam pratipadyate,
janakatva "kararpakatvavyatirekat.

Translation: 440

If you say that, the inferential knowledge has unreal universal as its
content, then it cannot be called a false knowledge, because, in that
knowledge a false entity appears in its own form, viz. a false entity.
Nor it is the case, that one understands absence of content in that
knowledge, because, in that case, it cannot be said that, that object
has produced that inferential knowledge.

Text: 441

3TN AT IRGAVRTE:, TR T T HEIu R |
avyatireke va vastutvaprasangah, tatprasaktau ca pratyaksanuma-

nayorbhedanupapattih.

Translation: 441

If you say it is identical, then the content will become real and if
that becomes real, there will be no difference between a perceptual
knowledge and inferential knowledge.

Text: 442

a1y fAfdwe; 9 afg AFaielsta, SIgHMETR fvaTsryaTd

atha nirvisayam; na tarhi manayorbhedo’sti, anumanajnanasya
visaya’'sambhavat.

Translation: 442

If you maintain that inferential knowledge is without content,
then there is no difference between the two knowledges viz. the
perceptual knowledge and inferential knowledge, because, there is
no object left for the inferential knowledge.
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Text: 443

v_‘|'|'ﬁ AT~ dT ﬁaqaca éal q T SN IHAMET YT=ddl 3AY-ddl o
SuuErd, faeg Remaed

napi bhrantata nirvisayatvadeva. na ca jnanasya svasattamatrena

bhrantata abhrantata ca upapadyate, kintu paropadhanavasat.
Translation: 443

Nor can such inferential knowledge be called a false knowledge,
because there is no content in that. It is not the case that by mere
being into existence, knowledge can be called false or true. But, it
is to be decided on the basis of something else.

Text: 444
31T TN, T FITIATI AT, S¥AT: FacevTasaeard| 7

ATFHIASITR™YI HI=ddl @TQRQJTSWI
atha svamsavisayam, tathapi pratyaksanumanayorna nanatvam,

ubhayoh svalaksanavisayatvat. na canumanajnanasyae bhrantata
svamsasya vancanat.

Translation: 444

If you say that, the inferential knowledge has a part of knowledge as
its content, still, the perceptual knowledge cannot be distinguished
from inferential knowledge, because, both have svalaksana (mere
particulars) as their content. It cannot be said that an inferential
knowledge is false knowledge, because it cannot betray its own part.

Text: 445

qoIT TIERTY IS aeheds: — fob wuTferaatauisTa e SRS a7
tatha pratyaksasyapi visayo vaktavyah - kim rupadisvalaksana-
visayam, atmavisayam, ubhayavisayam va?

Translation: 445

In the same way, you should also tell us what can be the object of
perceptual cognition? Is that object mere particular like color etc.
or is that content the cognition itself or both?

Text: 446

TJafe SUIAETASGY; deghd; deadl TIIIaTd) 37 S HE -
PRITFNEDH; dY AU, fITRIITeRT SHbearsshRITdh aRRrd: |
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tadyadi rupadimatralocakam,; tadayuktam; tadanavagatau etad-
gatyabhavat. atha jnanamatrakayavagahakam; tadapt nopapa- dyate,
visayabhavasya janakatva "kararpakatvena vyavasthiteh.
Translation: 446

If you say, it is the indeterminate perception in which mere color etc.
appear it will not be proper, because, in an indeterminate cognition
the content cannot be known, and if that is not known, that will
not be the knowledge of color etc.

Text: 447

9 9 WA MRS e fauRumusy s wafd,
JUT PRUMYLT BRI, HRIFNET HRU JIEMT| IR T TeIesT=+
STTCHHTHHICHAT fShai; TRTSTARITE R TeegA A ey : |

na ca svatmani janakatvamakararpakatvam copapadyate-visayina-

mapeksya visayo bhavati, yatha karanamapeksya karyam, karya-
ncapeksya karanam tathehapi. yadi ca pratyaksajnanena atmamatra-
matmasat  kriyate;  tada’numanepyetadasti  pratyaksanumana-
yorbhedanupapattih.

Translation: 447

If you say, perceptual cognition reveals merely its own form viz. the
perceptual cognition then it is also not satisfactory, because, the
presence of the content of cognition is decided as that which offers
the form of being the producer. If the content is its own form, this
idea of offering the form of being the cause or producer, does not fit
in, because something is called content only in terms of the container
i.e. the cognition. As something is called effect in terms of its cause,
so also something is called in relation to its effect. The same logic is
applicable here also. If you say that by a perceptual cognition mere
perceptual cognition is included then this is possible also in the case
of an inferential cognition and in that case there will no difference
between a perceptual cognition and inferential cognition.

Text: 448
9 fawhifehar; Tegdd; TIuer sy fodIareRUNERy eaaRe—
T



136 Jayarasibhatta’s

atha ubhayam visayikriyate; tadapyayuktam; ekopalambhasya dviti-
yakarapariharena vyavasthitatvat.

Translation: 448

If you say both i.e. the content as well as its own form are made the
content of a perceptual cognition, that would also not be proper,
because, knowledge of one is decided (in your doctrine) by excluding
the other form.

Text: 449

I 9 FIRIRT 5 :P!‘s‘ ?Ii; Al U SIFRUdl, SR dT WUuydl,

ESEURINE) PUISIIEITIDTH | 7 T Th PRSI UIH: |
yadi ca rupagrhitireva jnanagrhitih; tada rupasya jnanarupata,

Jjnanasya va ruparupata, rupagrhiterva rupa’vyavasthapakatvam. na
ca ekasya akaradvayam pasyamah.

Translation: 449

If you say that the perception of color etc. itself is perception of
cognition, then one will have to decide whether the color is of
the form of cognition, or the cognition is of the form of color, or
cognition of color cannot decide color. This is not our experience
that one object has two forms.

Text: 450

T T focaraeRon (o) HeuueR | Tgs S, ST Teguod ATgH
fowraifcr qen, SIgEFElY SRS, T Ugel S Hd—

BIRRIIRGRFERIEIRICHNGERIH

na ca dvitvavadharana(na)mihopapadyate. pratyaksam jnanam

atmanam grhnadupajayate nanumanam visayayati. tatha, anuma-
namapi atmanamatmasatkurvadupajayate, na pratyaksam jnanama-
vadyotayati. evam dvitvasamkhyavyavaharanupapattih.
Translation: 450

(Moreover), it is not possible to know this duality. The perceptual
cognition arises through revealing its own form, but it cannot make
inferential cognition as its content. Similarly, inferential cognition

also arises by making its own form as its content, but not the
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perceptual cognition as its content and therefore referring to them
as “two” cannot be justified.

Text: 451
391 fIehetT GATTLRUATY =,

atha vikalpena dvayavadharanamiti cet;

Translation: 451
Clarification:
They are called two alternatively and not “simultaneously”.

Text: 452

g, ATafY JATCHRIdeTUa RIccdTs g3 Taicr| T80T al JTRJUTer|
aajcm?ﬁ T g W STeafedq|
tadayuktam; asavapi atmasamvedanaparyavasitatvanna dvayam
grhnati. grahane va abhyupetahanam. tadanupapattau ca dve eveti
jadacestitam.

Translation: 452

Reply:

This is also not proper, because, that two is accepted (by you) as
revealing one’s own form and hence cause the knowledge of duality.
Granting that it causes the knowledge of duality, it will amount in
giving up something which was already accepted and once that is
demonstrated as impossible then to claim that the pramanas are
two only, will be nothing more than an attempt of any insentient
object.

0.5 %‘l\\l‘ld‘{‘l"“ld‘{‘q I ETTEIURY URI&T|

saugatasammatasya pratyaksalaksanasya pariksa

Critical examination of the definition of perception of the
Buddhists.

Text: 453

AT, “Ucg& DHeUISUIGTIq” [~Iafd.9.8] ST 7 awhedd, deuie—

B RCIIPIREE GG

tatha, “pratyaksam kalpana’podhamabhrantam” [Nyayabi.1.4] iti na

vaktavyam, kalpanapodhapadasya apohyarthasambhavat.
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Translation: 453

Moreover, you should not define a perceptual cognition such as “a
perceptual cognition is that which is non-illusory and which is free
from mental construction” (Nyayabindu 1.4) because which is free
from mental construction, has nothing to exclude.

Text: 454

T FHUd IR,

nanu kalpanaiva apohya;

Translation: 454
Objection:
If we say, the mental construction itself is to be excluded then?

Text: 455

BT BT — b PUrIHSTTRIIRINUITRT e ded, o8l Fg-
e e e, Ty a1, FegeurE dl, AR AR T,
A Uelfeal dHeur, SRUTIDHRT a1, fdadeaiicRedl a1, ¥
Frsarfad, HReurfagdiseiear, srfdrsarmarefrfar ar?

keyam kalpana - kim gunacalanajatyadivisesanotpaditam vijnanam

kalpana, aho smrtyutpadakam vijnanam kalpana, smrtirupam va,
smrtyutpadyam va, abhilapasamsarganirbhaso va, abhilapavaty prati-
tirva kalpana, aspastakara va, atattvikarthagrhitirupa va, svayam
va tattviks, trirupallingato’rthadrgva, atita nagatarthanirbhasa va?
Translation: 455

Reply:

We would like to know what this mental construction is. Is a mental
construction, a cognition which is caused by the qualifications
viz. quality, action, universal, etc.? Or a mental construction is
a cognition which produces remembrance or is it of the form of
remembrance or is it something produced by remembrance? Or is
it an appearance of relationship with language? Or is a mental
construction a cognition which can be verbalized in language? Or is
it something unreal? Or is it a cognition of an object, produced from
a ground or reason having three features or aspects or forms ((i)
being in the subject (ii) not being in that which is not a subject and
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(iii) being in an example or instance.) Or is it a mental construction
which reveals an object of the past and the future?

Text: 456

TEIfe U e A LyuNeaTiee T seuT; dfchd ferrurer—
ST RISl SHeuT, 3d faermicarecd?

tadyadi  gunacalanajatyadivisesanotpaditam vijnanam  kalpana,
tatkim avidyamanagunacalanajatyadivisesanotpadyatvena kalpana,
uta vidyamanotpadyatvena?

Translation: 456

If it is a mental construction, a cognition which is caused by the
qualifications quality, action, universal, etc. then again the question
arises whether it is a mental construction because it is produced by
the qualifications such as quality, action and universal etc. which
are non-existent? Or is it a mental construction, which is produced
by those existing qualifications?

Text: 457

eI SffEMRUrR TSI YT caTere e, daghd; fde-
R SHdcardTaed heued |
tadyadi avidyamanagunacalanajatyadivisesanotpadyatvena kalpana-

tvam; tadayuktam; avidyamanasya janokatvabhavadeva akalpa-
natvam

Translation: 457

If you say it is produced by the qualifications such as quality, action
and universal etc. which are non-existent? Then it is not proper,
because, if something is non-existent, it cannot be a cause and if
something is not a cause, obviously, it cannot be called a mental

construction.

Text: 4,58

31T faeATRIRe ST Y uNcdTeRa HedT; dfcdh AN HeuTsi
fAfds ar?

atha  vidyamanagunacalanajatyadivisesanotpadyatvena  kalpana;
tatkim savisayam kalpanajnanam, nirvisayam va?
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Translation: 458

If you say it is a mental construction caused by the qualifications viz.
quality, action and universal which are existent, then, the question
arises: Is that cognition called mental construction, contentful or
contentless?

Text: 459

dafe Alwd A BouAe, degh; UrerSIAGSgasy T

BT, NI GIERATSANIGT: |

tadyadi savisayam sat kalpanajnanam; tadayuktam; gunacalana-

jatyadijanyatve’pi na kalpanatvam arthasamarthyasamudbhavatva-
sya’ nativrtteh.

Translation: 459

If you say it is contentful and still it is a mental construction it
is not correct, because, if it has been produced by quality, action
and universal etc. then it cannot be called a mental construction,
because, you cannot override the property of being produced from
something which is an object of a fruitful behaviour.

Text: 460

31y [y Aq deudr; da1 Mfdvacema Heurrd HRU 9 oM -
SISAIEEE ~gcdy |

atha nirvisayam sat kalpana; tada nirvisayatvameva kalpanatve

karanam na gunacalanajatyadivisesanajanyatvam.

Translation: 460

If you say it is a mental construction, because it is contentless,
then the ground for calling it a mental construction should be its
being contentless and not being produced by the qualifications like
quality, action and universal etc.

Text: 461
i o ARG, daT T BeureH, TGS, STHHAEl STl
ST T eumTcd d ST HeumTsi ST

yadi ca tannirvisayam; tada na kalpanajnanam, napyakalpa-
najnanam, jnanamatrata syat. manatmataya ca kalpanatve sarvam
Jnanam kalpanajnanam syat.
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Translation: 461

Again if it is contentless, then it cannot be called mental
construction, nor can it be called non-mental construction. It will
be reduced to mere cognition and if it is called mental construction,
only because it is mere cognition then all knowledges will be called

mental construction.

Text: 4,62
31 FIGUGH S Hodl; degh; PUTeeeMRl Ffiedcderd, T =
HEUIEH | “AATYT AT G8: TRl [ageamt] T S gaem]

atha smrtyutpadakam jrianam kalpana; tadayuktam; rupadida-

rsanadapi smrtirutpadyate, na ca kalpanatvam. “yatsannidhane yo
drstah taddrstestatau [taddhvanau] smrtih” iti vacanat.

Translation: 462

If you say, the cognition which produces remembrance is called
mental construction, that will not be proper, because, by seeing
a color also i.e. from the knowledge of color, remembrance
is produced. But color etc. is not considered to be a mental
construction. This is in accordance with the statement viz. “if in the
proximity of X, Y is perceived, then by seeing X, Y is remembered.”

Text: 463
3 FfeUd PeuHr, T b qElqufecs, ffdwcds, amafel-
TEHfcRUcd T ar?

atha smrtirupatvena kalpana; tatrapi kim grhitagrahitvena, nirvisa-

yatvena, apurvarthagrhitirupatvena va?

Translation: 463

If you say, a cognition is a mental construction in the form of
remembrance, there also a question arises, is it a mental construction
as the revealer of something which is already known or because it
is contentless or because it is the revealer of something new?

Text: 464
Jafe TEIARIReT $Heuded; dal YMHaRIU  ded-TaHTae
UERIRPIECIER NG ER Sl I
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tadyadi grhitarthagrahitvena kalpanatvam; tada prathamanubha-
vasyapi kalpanatvamapadyate grhitarthagrahitvavisesat ityuktam
purastat.

Translation: 464

If you say, it is a mental construction in the form of revealer of
something which is already known, then the first experience should
also be called a mental construction, because, that also is a cognition
which has revealed something which was known before. This we
have already discussed before.

Text: 4,65
37 q aqacaﬂ; Al S heUaThRAT AT heUThRAT ST Eﬁlqa:llaQ%ﬁU I

atha nirvisayatvena; tada na kalpanakarata napyakalpa- nakarata

jnanakaravyatirekena.

Translation: 465

If you say, it is a mental construction because it is contentless, then
it has neither the form of a mental construction, nor the form of
non-mental construction, apart from the form of the cognition.

Text: 4,66

sremyafeREificd™ deuded; TegdH; T FIRYg IR iamRT qamars
HAIATT|

athapurvarthagrhititvena kalpanatvam; tadayuktam; na smrterapur-

varthagrhititvamasti tadabhavanna kalpanatvam.

Translation: 466

Again if you say, it is a mental construction because it reveals
something new, that will not be correct, because, there is nothing
new in the remembrance and in the absence of that it will not be
called a mental construction, according to your definition.

Text: 467
IfS 7 rafeNEifiedd deumTad; BUTETHT Bed-Tea e |
yadi ca apurvarthagrhititvena kalpanatvam, rupadijnananam kalpa-

natvamapadyate.
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Translation: 467

Moreover, if you say that a cognition is a mental construction, if it
reveals something new, then the knowledges of color etc. will have
to be treated a mental construction.

Text: 468
3R FHITEIIT heUlcdH; dal oy SR fAfddeudmam TRy

TG T, Tevg odTei |

atha smrtyutpadyatvena kalpanatvam; tada rupadijnanasyapi nirvikal-

pakatvenabhimatasya smrtyutpadyatvamasti, tadastu kalpanajnanam.
Translation: 468

If you say that a cognition which is caused by remembrance is a
mental construction, then even the knowledge of color etc. which is
intended as indeterminate in character is caused by remembrance
and so let that cognition be called mental construction.

Text: 469

3721 T I T DTS, T SERTHFTIIAT G DTS - FRUT-
HRFATCTET;

atha na bhavati tat kalpanajnanam, smrtya bodhasvabhavatayot-

paditam kalpanajnianam na smaranakaratayotpadyate;

Translation: 469

Clarification:

Well that cannot be called a mental construction, because, the
mental construction is produced by remembrance in the form of
an understanding and not in the form of remembrance.

Text: 470

afeE Afgdpeursiiciddes: MRS 7 SHeT FTHEEIIUL: |
tadidam madvikalpandolitabuddheh nirupapattika’bhidhanam. na

hyekasya svabhavadvayamutpasyamah.

Translation: 470

Reply:

This illogical statement of yours is an outcome of your confused
mind due to raising odd questions by us. One entity cannot have
two natures.
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Text: 471

31T NIRRT Weftfel: dedmT; § o gRATfele:, sl
qr?

atha abhilapasamsargapratibhasa pratitih kalpana; sa samsargah
paramarthikah, aparamarthiko va?

Translation: 471

If you say, that a mental construction is a cognition which reveals
association with language, there also we can ask whether that
relation is real or unreal?

Text: 472

Ife RS ; 9 T T BedHId PTG RId |

yadi paramarthikah; na tada tasya kalpanatvam rupadijnanasyeva.
Translation: 472

If you say it is real, then it cannot be said to be a mental

construction, like the cognition of color.

Text: 473

31 URHIG:; Hf dary I, ReIvRIgT = Arsarfad fasme:
HITERI, SHBATSSHRIUB TR TSI A [CRaTd |

atha aparamarthikah; katham tadabham vijnanam, nairatmyapra-

sangat. na ca’tattvike visayarthah kascillabhyate, janakatvakarar-
pakatvasahotpadasattamatravyatirekat.

Translation: 473

And if you say it is unreal, then how can it be called a cognition
reflecting that nature, because in that case, it will be devoid of its
nature. In a false cognition, what has appeared as its content, is not
formed, because, it doesn’t have the state of producing the effect or
the state of offering a form, or mere existence of being a product
together.

Text: 474

IS T @ HRNE R dal IR+ doa eafamRueH e,
T HeTAIIGUSHITTH

yadi ca atattuikarthagrhitirupam; tada viparyayajnianam. tacca
avyabhicaripadena apoditam, na kalpanapodhapadamupadeyam.
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Translation: 47/

If again a mental construction is taken as a cognition that reveals
an unreal object, then that cognition will be called a false cognition
and that can be excluded by a clause which is not false or which is
not illusory and so there is no need to add the clause “which is free
from mental construction in the definition of perception.”

Text: 475

31 SrfrerTaad! wefifer: dweddT, f—erlremurfddD, emar rfiyedicarerT,
ST

atha abhilapavaty pratitih kalpana, kim-abhilapatmika, aho abhilapot-
padya, abhilapagrhitirva?

Translation: 475

If you say a mental construction is a cognition which is verbalizable,
then the question arises, is it identical with the language? Or is it
produced by language or is it the cognition of the language?

Text: 476

qafe sy, udifa: wem? wdifteeq; ‘sitemmf@aer gfy =
Ihedd | fIogTpRITRII e fcRepTd |

tadyadi abhilapatmika; pratitih katham? pratitiscet; ‘abhilapatmika’

iti na vaktavyam. viruddhakarayostadatmyavyatirekat.
Translation: 476

If you say it is of the form of language, then how can it be called
cognition? And if it is a cognition then you should not call it
of the form of language, because, two entities having opposite
characteristics, cannot be identical.

Text: 4,77

37 AT, IS eSeTMIT hoUAcaH I ed | OST I Phed-led
R RYSTIURT: e

atha abhilapotpadya; tada Sabdajnananam kalpanatvamapadyate.

tesam ca kalpanatve Sabdavyavasthana’ nupapattih syat.

Translation: 477
If you say it is caused by language, then the knowledge of language
will have to be treated as mental construction and if that becomes



146 Jayarasibhatta’s

mental construction, then nothing can be decided on the basis of
language.

Text: 478
SMATIIE A ded-Ta; TaT ARSI dedmTeaHTIerd,
AeheUHTed QeQeIaRATIauf: |

abhilapagrhititvena kalpanatvam; tada sarvasamabhilapagrhitinam

kalpanatvamapadyate, tatkalpanatve Sabdavyavasthanupapattih.

Translation: 478

If you say a cognition is a mental construction, because it reveals
language, then all cognitions of language will have to be treated as
mental construction, and if they are treated as mental constructions
then nothing can be settled on the basis of language.

[9. TSR SRUETRIT fdeher gHuM| |

Text: 479

31 IRUETDHRT Ucilfcl: DeUT,; SRYET b7

atha aspastakara pratitih kalpana; aspastata ka?
Translation: 479

If you say a cognition the form of which is not clear or blur, is a
mental construction, we would like to know what is that blurness?

Text: 480

P MM D, 3MMEl TAEUORIcTY, 37 N T T=Iead,
ARHRICIT a, FT&IuTS i a1?

narthajanyatvam, pratiyamanasatyata va, svalaksanapratibhasita va?
Translation: 480

Does it mean “being of the nature of non-cognition?” or does
it mean the “state of not being produced by svalaksana (mere
particular).” If you say, it is the state of not being produced by
the object which is known; in that case does it mean that whatever
is known is false? Or does it mean a cognition in which svalaksana
(mere particular) is not revealed?
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Text: 481
T STfASTHICTha RUEdT; TEIH; TiING SRUEIHRT TR, AT Hef
fereTTcsenT AfagAafr?

Translation: 481

If you say, blurness means being of the nature of non-cognition that
will not be proper, because, here on one hand you are telling that
the cognition is blur then how can that be called of the form of
cogniton?

Text: 4,82

31 TV SEUET; Tl SHIh A DeaIas: |

atha svalaksanajanyata aspastata; tada jnanakasmikatvaprasangah.
Translation: 482
If you say, that not being produced by svalaksana is blurness, then

one will have to accept that cognition arises without any cause.
Text: 483

Y UM SO, dal IFMCHIGTRI 3RYEAT UTCANd, A
AT IATGC TSN, FaTcAICATGdhcd aR<T -1 GEYAH | i Helvg—
BT RIT(F) Tl IHbNvgdIcared 7 fdod, de=(f) wuey-
USRI T g SRR, “F [Iheurdaesd SueRmicrIIdT” [yHmEro
3.2¢ 3] ST gemT)

atha pratiyamanarthajonyatvam; tada ragadisamvedanasya aspa-

stata prapnoti, ragadinam svatmasamvedanotpadakatvayogat, svat-
motpadakatvam vastunam na drstapurvam. tatha keSondukavijna-
nasya(sya) pratiyamanakeSondukotpadyatvam na vidyate, tada-
pya(pi) spastabhamupajayate na tu aspastabham, “na vikalpanuba-
ddhasya spastarthapratibhasita” [Pramanava 3.283] iti vacanat.
Translation: 483

Again if you say that it is the state of not being produced by the
object which is known, then the feeling of attachment etc. should
be accepted as blur, because, attachment etc. do not take part in
causing the feeling of attachment. So far we have not experienced
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before that things produce themselves. It is true that the cognitions
of thread-like things which appear to a person who comes from
outside the Sun, is not caused by its content viz. thread-like things.
Still, the cognition that appears is quite clear and not blurred. This
is in support of the statement (in the Pramanavarttika 3.283) viz. “a
cognition if affected by imagination is not a cognition which reflects
its object clearly.”

Text: 484

3721 TGO TR, a1 MfddheurRrasevga e 3Ra—
AT YT, 5 Tt URRATH I, F¥U8T o A | 7 o dTFT &3
AT ST I FATETUTSATRY, AR ST STHBRIMrRIAT|
atha svalaksanapratibhasitvamaspastata; tada nirvikalpabhimata-
kesondukavijnanasya aspastata prapnoti, tatra svalaksanasyaprati-
bhasanat spastabham ca tadgiyate. na ca tathagate darsane
tathabhutam jnanamasti yat svalaksanapratibhasi, sarvasmin jnane
jnanakaryapratibhasanat.

Translation: 484

If you say being blurred is not reflecting svalaksana, then the
cognitions of thread-like things which appear to a person who comes
from outside the Sun, which is considered to an indeterminate
cognition by you will become blurred, because there the svalaksana is
not reflected clearly but still you accept it to be clear. There is no such
knowledge in the Buddhist doctrine which does not reflect svalaksana,
because in every knowledge effect of knowledge is reflected.

Text: 485

37 YITIHTT AT SRUTT; Tl PNVGDGa I ST HTATCT |
Ta TR, [Iemar gdiadeard) 7 9 o foararsiad|

atha pratiyamana satyata aspastata; tada kesondukendudvaya-

vijnanasya aspastata prapnoti. naca pratiyamanasyasatyata, vijna-
nakaryasya pratiyamanatvat. na ca tasya visamvadosti.
Translation: 485

If you say, the blurness is the truthfulness of what has appeared
in a knowledge, then in the knowledge of thread-like things which
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appear to a person who comes from outside the Sun, and the
knowledge of two moons, will be considered as blurred, because
in those knowledges whatever has appeared is not false, because,
the form of knowledge has definitely appeared there and it is not
the case that those forms do not match with the reality.

Text: 4,86

372 JAATEPTIERAUT BHeTT; TN HATVGHITLATRINY HeTATEHTIE |
atha atattvikarthagrhitirupa kalpana; tada kesondukavijnanasyapi
kalpanatvamapadyate.

Translation: 486

If you say, that mental construction is the cognition which reveals
an unreal thing, then the cognition of the knowledge of thread-like
things which appear to a person who comes from outside the Sun,
should also be treated as mental construction.

Text: 487

31T TFIFAI@eDT; TaT FHfcr: H? UHcreas; el Her?

atha svayamatattviki; tada pratitih katham? pratitiSced; atattviky
katham?

Translation: 487
If you say, mental construction is itself unreal, then how can it be
called cognition? And if it is cognition how can it be called false?

Text: 488

a1 FeuTfergalseied dedaT S o, Iy & fotge=ac deu, 3Tmal
feyfesRIcaT?

atha trirupallingato rthadrk kalpana iti cet; sapi kim lingajanyatvena
kalpana, aho nirvisayatvena?

Translation: 488

Clarification:

If you say, mental construction or imagination is cognition of a
thing, produced from a ground having three aspects: (i) being in
the subject (ii) not being in that which is not a subject and (iii)

being in an example or instance.
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Text: 489

TS fagsacad dHeuHrcaH;

tadyadi lingajanyatvena kalpanatvam;

Translation: 489

Reply:

There also the question arises, whether such cognition is to be

treated as mental construction because it is produced by ground.
Text: 490

Tal fegTerTEdHidheyende-Rat de-TcaaIued | 7 o FIHIS-
YA felgIcaTere T |

tada lingavagahakanirvikalpakavijnanasyapi kalpanatvamapadyate.
na ca anumeyajnanasyavyavadhanena lingotpadyatvamasti.
Translation: 490

If you say it is mental construction because it is produced by ground,
then the indeterminate cognition which reveals the ground will also
have to be treated as mental construction, it is not the case that
inferential knowledge of a thing is produced by the ground without
gap.

Text: 491

31y FifdsRIcd deuTe™; def 7 TR, Fierascarag s |
atha nirvisayatvena kalpanatvam, tadapi na yoyujyate; svamsa-

visayatvadanumanajnanasya.

Translation: 491

If you say it is a mental construction because it is contentless, that
also does in fit in, because an inferential knowledge has some of its
own part as its object.

Text: 492

arer wirfaseafaRea ey AT, FMfdvaes setremufied;

atha svamsavisayavyatiriktavisayo nasti, nirvisayatvena kalpana-
tvamapadisyate;

Translation: 492

Clarification:

There is no content without involving some of its own part.
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Therefore, a cognition is called a mental construction, if it is
contentless.

Text: 493

TT BAUGHIASRAY HeaTEHTIEN |

tada kesondukavijnanasyapi kalpanatvamapadyate.

Translation: 493

Reply :

In that case the cognition of the knowledge of thread-like things
which appear to a person who comes from outside the Sun, should
also be treated as mental construction.

Text: 494
Y Iq Ffddend aq fusaaed | TgATG g RUEY a9 o
DU,

atha yat nirvikalpakam tat vispastatayopajayate. anumantkam tu

aspastabham tena tat kalpanajnanam;

Translation: 494

Clarification:

Well, that is an indeterminate cognition, which arises as a clear
cognition. An inferential cognition however, is not a clear cognition
and therefore that cognition is called a mental construction.

Text: 495

TJegThH; SIEUEAT I JoIT 7 FFHafT T AR |

tadayuktam, aspastata ca yatha na sambhavati tatha pragevokta.
Translation: 495

Reply:

It is not correct. We have already told how an inferential cognition
is blurred.

[, TASRITCAT: YegefRear fdhewy fasray|]

Text: 496
TSI T SqeA] o1 2 o Fqererori=ar, JATET TIALTITSIHTRIAT?
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pratyaksajnanasya ca spastata ka? kim svalaksanajanyata, aho
svalaksanapratibhasita?

Translation: 496

By the way, what do you mean by the clarity of a perceptual
cognition? Does it mean the state of being caused by svalaksana?
Or does it mean the state of revealing svalaksana?

Text: 497

Tl TSI, foh TARHATRATEUNSTI], TIGURIcRT &SI dT?
tadyadi  svalaksanajanyata; kim pratiyamanasvalaksanajanyata,
tadviparitasvalaksanajanyata va?

Translation: 497

If you say it is the state of being produced by svalaksana, there
also the question arises, is it the state of being produced by the
svalaksana which appears in the cognition? Or does it mean the
state of being produced by the svalaksana which is opposite than
what appears in the cognition?

Text: 498
TR TN ARESIALUSTIT; Wciid! frafer — fmel:, s, I ar?

tadyadi pratityarudhasvalaksanajanyata; pratitau kimavabhati -

kimarthah, jnanam, ubhayam va?

Translation: 498

If you say it is the state of being produced by svalaksana which
appears in the cognition, then we would like to know what is that
appears in the cognition? Is it an object or the cognition or both?
Text: 499

Jerfe afel:; TegThH; STUIIAIT Uil dea R

tadyadi arthah; tadayuktam; apratitayam pratitau tadanava-
bhasanat.

Translation: 499

If you say it is the object that appears in the cognition, it is
not proper, because, unless the cognition is cognized, that cannot
appear in the cognition.
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Text: 500

31 T 7 AfE g ST, Fareif fhareaferard|

atha jnanam; na tarhi tad atmanamutpadayati, svatmani kriya-
vyatirekat.

Translation: 500

If you say it is the cognition that appears in the cognition, it implies
that it does not produce itself, because there cannot be any activity
aimed at producing its own form.

Text: 501
3 I URIRT;, eI, Telue™ Ry fedarmRaReRIe e @)
IS AR FfcrTfy; daT erefed ST STERaTe SCaTIend | TFodTghH,

T ferafeRreTd|
atha ubhayam pratibhati; tadayuktam; ekopalambhasya dvitiyakara-

pariharasthitidharmatvat. yadi cobhayam pratibhati; tada arthavat
jnanenapt jnanamutpadyate ityapadyate. taccayuktam, svatmani
kriyavirodhat.

Translation: 501

If you say both appear in the cognition that also is not proper,
because at a time when one form is revealed, the other form is
excluded and this is the property of cognition. Moreover, if you still
hold that both appear in the cognition, then, as object produces
the cognition, the cognition should also produce the cognition, and
that cannot be justified, because the activity of producing cannot
be directed towards one’s own self.

Text: 502

1Y YA IHAFIASUSTIaT; a(d )gic: BeHq?

atha apratiyamanasvalaksanajanyata; va(ta)dgatih katham?
Translation: 502

If you say clarity of perception means being produced by svalaksana

which does not appear in the cognition, then, the question arises
how do you know it?
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Text: 503

T YIET; SR |

na pratyaksena; apratiyamanatvadeva.

Translation: 503

You cannot say that you know it by perception, because you have
said that it does not appear in the cognition.

Text: 504
ATIFHIAA, ‘(‘GI“-IICJ—CbIQJCI{aﬁ'I"IC{‘Idil
napyanumanena, svabhava-karyalinganavagateh.

Translation: 504

Nor can you say that it is known by inference, because there is
no ground reflecting the invariable concomitance of the type of
“own nature”, or the invariable concomitance of the nature of
cause-and-effect relationship.

Text: 505
T TN AhRIATETT, TERTT TRITSTENTC: |

na svabhavanumanam tatkaryatadatmye, tadanavagatau tasya’na-

vagateh.

Translation: 505

It cannot be the inference of its nature, if it is identical with its
effect, because, if that is not understood, its own nature also will
not be understood.

Text: 506

T SR, dgaeRiguees:, femaumRaHReaRGeaeiiafed Hri
TR |

napt karyanumanam,; tadbhutakaryanupalabdheh, pisacaparamanu-
mahesvarakalparthotpaditam karyam nehopalabhyate.

Translation: 506

Nor can it be the inference of the effect, because no effect produced
by that is known. No effect produced by an object like ghost, atom,
or God is found here.
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Text: 507

31 A TR ol g, 9 98 O AR a Qa7
@RS, T 9 ferH ™ St

atha jnanameva tasya lingam; tadayuktam; tena saha tasya
sambandhanavagateScinmatratayaiva na  tvanyo’rthah, na ca
cidatmanam janayati.

Translation: 507

If you say that, the very cognition or knowledge can be the ground
to infer that, that will not be proper, because no relationship is
known with that knowledge of that “clarity” because what is there
is mere consciousness and there is no other object and it is not the
case that consciousness produces consciousness.

Text: 508

AATFORETH oy 2 3T o

samanantarajnanam tasya hetuh iti cet;

Translation: 508
Clarification:
The cognition which immediately follows is the cause of that

“clarity”.

Text: 509

degh; deadl 9 AR, WRAEaFeHRieed defl 7 Ede
TP Tt Rrslcard, Rea=dHsTHead|

tadayuktam,; tadavagatau mna manamasti, parasantanajnanartha-
kalpam tadapi na svasamvedyam tatkaryajnanasya tato bhinnatvat
parasantanajnanarthavat.

Translation: 509

Reply:

It is not correct, because, there is no proof or process by which we
can know it. Even it cannot be like the series of cognitions which
follow, since it cannot be self revealed, because the knowledge of
its effect will be different from it, like the object of the series of

cognitions.
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Text: 510

AT, TR SR T ICATTGEANT AT
qats= femreaR () geacard, |

napyanumanena; tadayattataya anavagatescinmatratayaiva atma-

namavagahayati nanyayattataya tato’nyasya pisacesvare(ra)tu-
lyatvat.

Translation: 510

Neither can it be known by inference, because, the scope of inference
to know that is not known. At the most it can cause the knowledge
of itself as mere consciousness and not through the capacity of some
thing else, because anything except that will be like a ghost or God.

Text: 511

e ¥ ‘{‘I“I"I"dilraﬂl"lldﬂ‘élcqfi UEAT; aaTSj"H"Iﬁl"N'illm AH ANl -
rercad fHfdeheudheaIshH |
yadi ca samanantaravijnanotpadyatvena spastata; tada’numanajna-

nasyapi samanantarajnanotpadyatvena nirvikalpakatvamanusaktam.

Translation: 511

Moreover, if you say that there is clarity in the perceptual cognition,
because it is produced by the consecutive cognition, then, even
the inferential knowledge should be accepted as an indeterminate
knowledge because it is produced by the subsequent knowledge.
Text: 512

1Y FAAOHITHIRATT FqedT; 7 b uferfer — fomed:, s, Sw ar?
atha svalaksanapratibhasita spastata; tatra kim pratibhati -
kimarthah, jnanam, ubhayam va?

Translation: 512

If you say that, the clarity of perception means the revealing of the
svalaksana then, also the question arises what does appear there?
Is it the object or the knowledge or both?

Text: 513

TJaIfe arel:; g, s (1) uRia! dorfhigemad |
tadyadi arthah; tadayuktam; aprasiddhayah(yam) prasiddhau tat-
prasiddhyabhavat.
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Translation: 513
If you say it is the object, it will not be proper, because if there is
no awareness of the knowledge, there cannot be knowledge of that.

Text: 514

3T S, degAMS wieriiy dewreg Mfdeeusd| dffdecdsna afe
3TITEN AT FHedTII eI |

atha jnanam; tadanumane’pi pratibhati tadapyastu nirvikalpakam.
tannirvikalpakatve tarhi apohyo mrgyo’dhuna kalpanapodhapadasya.

Translation: 514

And if you say that it is the cognition which appears there, then,
that happens in the case of inferential knowledge also and so let
inferential knowledge be treated as an indeterminate cognition and
if that becomes an indeterminate cognition, then, now you will have
to find out what is to be excluded by the word “which is free from

mental construction or imagination.”

Text: 515

ST TRTHTICY; TEIhH; VoI i foc AT RN R IR g ica - |
athobhayam pratibhati; tadayuktam; ekopalambhasya dvitiyakara-
pariharasthitidharmatvabhyupagamat.

Translation: 515

Again if you say that both appear in that knowledge, that is not
correct, because what is accepted is the knowledge of one excludes
the other form and this is the characteristics of knowledge.

Text: 516

372 STAAFRTTNIEI AT ShedT; T fohmawic—aref:, devar ar, 7 fhfrer?
atha atitanagatarthagrhitirupa kalpana; tatra kimavabhati-arthah,
tadabhavo va, na kincidva?

Translation: 516

If you say that, the mental construction is of the form of a cognition
which reveals past and future object, there also question arises,
what does appear there? Is it an object or absence of an object or
nothing?
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Text: 517

gerchtarsel: e, 7 aff T doddcad aHMHIeTsTad| TR
AT Tl ierstenfead) At T arcfiaar 9m afs o
TTRHTRRATTY ST Ie2 TIaT Ry EEIUSTIA ST ]| qaed
TOHMITERIIRE: R

yadyatito rthah pratibhati; na tarhi tasya kalpanatvam varttamana-

nilajnanavat. napyarthasya atitata pratiyamanatvena nilajaladivat.
nahi pratiyamanasya atitata nama. yadi ca pratiyamanasyapi atitata
ucyate tada sarvasya buddhyupalaksitasya atitata bhavet. tatasca
varttamanavyavaharavirahah syat.

Translation: 517

If you say a past object appears there, then, that cannot called a
mental construction like the knowledge of present blue object. Nor
can it decide that, that object is a past object, because, that is
being known at the present time, like the objects like blue object or
water etc. As a matter of fact, what is being known at the present
time cannot be said to belong to the past. And if you say that even
that which is known at the present time belongs to the past, then,
each and every thing which is known will have to be considered as
belonging to the past. And in that case, nobody can refer to the
present events.

Text: 518

31 qeTa: UfIfT; TRaTIiaar A1, a9 wuvl fJemmeand) =y
AfGYARET R Pedrcqquuerd  FHmareameds wggar) e
fqwmeifeara: |

atha tadabhavah pratibhati; tasyapyatitata nasti svena rupena
vidyamanatvat. napi tadvisayavijnanasya kalpanatvamupapadyate
abhavarthasamarthyena samudbhavat. asamarthye wva wvisaya-
rtha$cintyah.

Translation: 518

If you say that, what appears there is absence of object even that
cannot be said to belong to the past, because in its own form i.e.
in the form of absence, it exists in the present and it is not proper
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to say that the cognition of that absence is a mental construction,
because such a cognition has arisen due to the object called absence.
And if you say that absence does not have the capacity to call
knowledge, then, it should specify the object of that knowledge.

Text: 519

a1y iy, 71 dfE dadtamFTaTei s srtaMrTaTUeRR EdTa e |
atha nirvisayam; na tarhi tadatitanagatarthavijnanam atitanaga-
tarthopakararahitamapadisyate.

Translation: 519

If you say that, knowledge is contentless, then, you cannot say that
such knowledge is of the past or of the future object. It cannot be
referred to as cognition without being caused by past and future
object.

Text: 520

T 7 fFffvaa af Sfiectec Mfdecuaa a1, &ft g sHda
TSR 9 T STFEEGA] O Aidheuhcdiisgd gAsTTT
ﬂlaaﬁvqaﬁcﬁlﬂz‘ﬂ% dl

na ca nirvisayatve sati savikalpakatvam nirvikalpakatvam va, apt

tu jnanatmatayaiva tasya vyavasthitih. na ca jnanamatrataya tasya
savikalpakatvamisyate sarvajnananam savikalpakatvaprasangat.
Translation: 520

It is not the case that cognition is called determinate or
indeterminate on the ground of it being contentless; rather it is
not decided on the basis of the very nature of cognition. It cannot
be the case that merely on the basis of its being cognition, it can be
called a determinate cognition, because in that case all knowledges
will become determinate knowledges.

Text: 521

I T MR siaHTTeifie = Afdeeadpearguad, Fideea-
HIFFITRAUGHASTRATY AfJheudhea e | 7 @ AN ISR
vty wiwRiafidarn Tt wigreafiRaisefs=aiar teherd
(oeW)T MRl F I @RI JFHIIUL, de9E | IS
Afdeheud Hfdmeud a1 ahed NeTgu: |
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yadi ca nirvisayatvena atitanagatarthavijnanasya savikalpakatvama-
bhyupeyate, nirvikalpakabhimatakesondukavijnanasyapi savikalpa-
katvamapadyate. na ca atitanagatavijnanasya nirvisayatvamasti
svamSaparyavasitatvat. napi  svamsavyatirikto rtho nyosti  eko-
palaste (lambhe)na apohitatvat. na ca svamsasya vancanopapa-
dyate, tadabhavat sarvam vijnanam savikalpakam nirvikalpakam va
vaktavyam bhedanupapatteh.

Translation: 521

If you say the knowledge of past and future object is accepted
as determinate knowledge on the ground of its being contentless
then, there will arise the contingency of accepting knowledge of
thread-like things which appear to a person who comes from outside
the Sun, which is intended by you as indeterminate cognition as
a determinate cognition. It is not the case that cognition of past
and future object is contentless, because it amounts to be a part
of itself. As a matter of fact, there is no other object other than
its own part, because by knowing one, others are excluded. It is
not proper to deny its own part because if that is not there, each
and every cognition or knowledge can become either determinate
or indeterminate, because it will be difficult to distinguish them.

Text: 522

IS “DeuHTaIe Teed AT ST, HuTexaatauEd’ 3T,
T fb U Rategacd faaférdy, Jmmer sremmIgdcas?

yadapyuktam-  “kalpanapodham  pratyaksam arthasamarthyena

samudbhavat rupadisvalaksanavat” iti; tatra kim pratiyamana-
svalaksanodbhavatvam vivaksitam, aho arthamatrodbhavatvam?

Translation: 522

You made a statement viz. “a perceptual cognition is that which
is free from mental construction or imagination” because it is
produced on the basis of the capacity of its object like the svalaksana
viz. color etc. There we would like to ask, whether you want to say
that such cognition is caused by the svalaksana which appears in
the cognition or which is caused by mere object.
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Text: 523

Tafe YdRmRaeegdcd faaféay de1 Iriesidea AfvIesT °
TR RAASONgacd T T |

tadyadi pratiyamanasvalaksanodbhavatvam vivaksitam tada raga-
disamuvedanasya yogipratyaksasya ca pratiyamanasvalaksanodbha-
vatvam na labhyate.

Translation: 523

If you say, the state of being produced by the svalaksana which
appears in the cognition, is intended by you, then, one does not see
that the feeling of attachment and the perception of a yogin are
produced by the svalaksana which appears in the cognition.

Text: 524

37 SFRTSIIEIITErT SEHURRId AR AgggIcaTial ATeH;
atha indriyajapratyaksavivaksaya idamapadisyate  arthasamar-
thyena samudbhutatvaditi sadhanam,;

Translation: 52/

Clarification:

Well, what is being stated here is that perceptual cognition which
is caused by (the contact between) sense organ (an object) and the
ground for such an assertion is the state of being caused by the
capacity of its object.

Text: 525

AT [T gE ? | - STl FRIeARueReTd |

tatrapi  [pratiyamanarthasamudbhava?[-sya  bahyarthanirakarana-
paratvat.

Translation: 525

Reply:

There also (according to your doctrine, what appears in the
cognition cannot be an object outside) because you deny the
existence of external object.

Text: 526
g a1 TS ; Ty fdh A FfFRTcTh Scuterd, 318! SUTGHIHS?
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astu va bahyo’rthah; tathapi kim tena nimittatmakena utpadyate,
aho upadanatmakena?

Translation: 526

Granting that there is an external object, we would like to know

whether that object is an efficient cause of its knowledge or a
material cause of its knowledge.

Text: 527
Jafe Mg SO de dgeulfedeuRd wOwadl 7 U
[BIEGESEIS IR IR C

tadyadi  nimittabhutena  utpadyate tada  tadutpaditarupasya

ruparupata na prapnoti nimittabhutarupotpaditajnanavat.

Translation: 527

If you say being an efficient cause it produces the knowledge, then,
the form of that cognition cannot be the form of color, like a
cognition produced by the color which is the efficient cause of that

cognition.
Text: 528
3 JUIGMHIcHDT IUTEd; dal AT T wURYAl JUEd ST
HUIRETERIG | Tcl: FIHAISTHIHS STe, ST IfISTHIHD o ST

AT TERITAVR: | TIRTh! o BRI, A&T0T TR ?

atha upadanatmakena utpadyate; tada anaya ritya ruparupata

bhavaprasangah. tatprasaktau ca kasyedam laksanam prastuyate?

Translation: 528

If you say that, the external object produces its knowledge as its
material cause, then, by this method a cognition becomes color. Like
a color produced by color. And in that case, the entire universe will
become of the nature of non-cognition. And once it becomes of the
nature of non-cognition, in this world there will be no reference to
knowledge and knowable. And once that is the consequence, then,
definitions of what are you presenting here?
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Text: 529

3191 UG BV Hugcarer (Tt g ST od;

atha upadanabhutena rupena rupamutpadyate nimittatmakena tu
jnanamaiti cet;

Translation: 529

Clarification:

As a matter of fact, color produces color as a material cause, but it
produces knowledge as an efficient cause.

Text: 530

S FRTIHTEIRY S| 7 FCIY Ud apg e, 7 &I 3TNl T |
T AFBATHIRO] HATSICEHRT | I dT 7 Tele Jehed - “TafIuaT=aR—
fyRTgaRUfF ST+ AIfde fsumerd|”

tadidam mahanubhavasya darsanam. na hyabalisa evam vaktumut-

saheta, na hyekasya anekakarata nama. na canekanamakarane
meyadyanyatvamasti. anyatve wva na tarhidam vaktavyam-
“svavisayanantaravisayasahakarinendriyajnianena  manovijnanam
nispadyate”.

Translation: 530

Reply:

This is indeed a philosophy of a great philosopher like you! As a
matter of fact, unless one is a child, one will not be prompted to
say like this. It is nobody’s experience that one entity can have many
forms. Even if you call one thing by many names, it is not different
from what is called “knowable”. And if you treat it to be different,
then, you should not say the following “a mental perception is
caused by the sense perception, which is the auxiliary cause of the
object arising after its own content.”

Text: 531
TeafSae e Uciaamreaggacarard: | gEFaed  ATeAfddet: —T
BUIRAALIURT /U gdcad T |

tadevamindriyajnanasya  pratiyamanarthasamudbhavatvabhavah.
drstantasca sadhanavikalah-na rupadisvalaksanasya ruparupava-

bhatarthodbhavatvamasts.
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Translation: 531

Thus, a sense perception is not caused by the object which appears
in the perception and the example which you have provided in
support of your theses, is suffering from the defect of absence of the
ground in the example, because it is not the case that svalaksana
like color etc. is produced by the object which has appeared in the
perception viz. the color.

Text: 532

31 SR egacd 3 fafia;

atha apratiyamanasvalaksanodbhavatvam me vivaksitam;
Translation: 532

Clarification:

Well, what I intend is the perceptual cognition is produced by the
svalaksana which is not being cognized.

Text: 533

ARISTIAMRIATAM eI T, 3Tl e MideeddmeHmaed |

tada titanagatanumanavikalpanam  apratiyamanarthodbhavatvena

nirvikalpakatvamapadyate.

Translation: 533

Reply:

In that case, then, since inferential cognition of past and future
object is produced by an object which is not being cognized at
present, should become indeterminate cognition.

[ 3. TPIUe ATl fah e maT: Tga SeaTeRh-Ra-H ||
[8.ekopalambhasamarthyat vikalpikayah samudbhava ityadyukter-

nirasanam. |

Text: 534

ARG “ UIUeT AT, febTeTepTa: Wga: — 'gaqUe & et
i1 fohet Taaader™ aftT famfeten gigvede - geqde™ 38 A
AT TS T GehH | TAT WIRIAGVRY AfdeheudbiderorTencd AT
JMfddpedacan, aul fIeFRaaeoMt  AfdeeuddeMIcdeamaHiadd
R IECIRCECINCEEIG
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yadapyanyaduktam-ekopalambhasamarthyad wvikalpikayah samud-
bhavah- ‘idamupalabhe idam mnopalabhe’ iti kila ekabhutalopala-
mbhe sati vikalpika buddhirutpadyate-‘idamupalabhe idam mnopa-
labhyate’ ityadika etadapi na yuktam. yatha rupasvaloksanasya
savikalpakavijianajanakatvam nasti avikalpakatvat, tatha vijnana-
svalaksanamapt savikalpakavijnanotpadakatvamativartate avicara-
katva visesat.

Translation: 534

You also made another statement viz. “an imaginary cognition
arises on the basis of cognition of one thing.” When we see one
ground we say, “I perceive this” “I do not perceive this”, and after
such constructed perception arises, we say “I see this”, “this is
not seen” etc. This is also not correct. As a svalaksana of color
is not capable of generating a determinate cognition, because it is
not of a determinate nature, in the same way, the svalaksana of
cognition also cannot transgress the character of being the producer
of a determinate cognition, because it is also indeterminate in
character.

Text: 535

31eT SffeaRTsaeNs Mfdweuamioe e AfdheumiaemicaararTed
NUIDKP

atha avicarakatva visese ’pi nirvikalpakavijnanasya savikalpakavijna-
nodayadanasamarthyam jegiyate;

Translation: 535

Clarification:

Well, even if it is common to the indeterminate cognition, still
an indeterminate cognition is considered as having the capacity of
producing a determinate cognition. This is what we hold.

Text: 536

T BUICRIASURITR ], Taed TIeT AN G g : |
tada rupadisvalaksanasyapyetadastu, tatasca pratyaksanumanayor-
bhedanupapattih.
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Translation: 536

Reply:

In that case, then, let the same capacity be ascribed to a svalaksana
like color etc. also and in that case, one cannot justify the difference
between a perceptual cognition and an inferential cognition.

[¢. TIeRATEN ToTcel G @ue-H |
[4. pratyaksasadhana evetyaderbauddhoktasya khandanam.]

Text: 537

ASIIGTHH- “IIERATER UF S~Saf8: SeUTiaRe: |” 372 BISY HeUTRE!
IH? 6 TR RAaeE: digusidl ar?
yadapyanyaduktam- “pratyaksasadhana eva indriyadhiyah

kalpana- wvirahah.” atha ko’yam kalpanaviraho nama? kim
jnanakayatadatmya- vyavasthitadehah, tadviparito va?

Translation: 537

You also made another statement, “the absence of mental
construction of a sense perception is caused by perception only”
there we would like to ask, what is this absence of mental
construction? Does it mean the body settled by the identity of the
form of knowledge or opposite of that?

Text: 538

TS G FafRer:; T HIarTem: dodrTavs: 3idl fhgh
HaRI? TIEAIgl REMPR: Toafga: 9 dde IRIabedaRe:
gIerATe (s FAFfEAIs gegasTes 1@, TR SFAMSHSY
GICIG

tadyadi jnanatadatmyena vyavasthitah; tada pratyaksasadhanah kal-

panavirahah iti. kimuktam bhavati? pratyaksasadhano vijnanakarah
pratyaksadhiyah. na kevalam pratyaksakalpanavirahah pratyaksa-
sadhana(no’)numanadhiyo’pi pratyaksasadhana eva, jnanakarasya
anumanajnane’pi bhavat.

Translation: 538

If you say that, it is settled by the identity of the knowledge
then, it means absence of mental construction, which is caused
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by perception. What does it imply? It implies that the form of
knowledge of a perceptual cognition is caused by perception. It is
not the case that the absence of mental construction of a perception
is caused by perception, but that of an inferential cognition is caused
by perception only, because, the form of knowledge is also found in

an inferential cognition.

Text: 539

31T STAMSTRATY I Bed-TRigdd STameifuert Headreta—
[CIGIECRP

atha anumanajnianasyapi atmasamuittau kalpanarahitatvam bahyar-
thapeksaya kalpanatmakatvamiti cet;

Translation: 539

Clarification:

For the self awareness of even inferential cognition, there is absence
of mental construction which stands for cognition of the form of
mental construction, in terms of external object.

Text: 540

FeI=ETe () AT A RH- “Pef RIALPRT: T agT: 17
tadetanmugdhabhidhana(nam) dunoti manasam- “katham syurvivi-
dhakarah tadekasya vastunah.”

Translation: 540
Reply:
This foolish reply disturbs our mind. The following statement comes

to our mind, “how can one thing have various forms?”

Text: 541

31 W FARR:; AGIMT: AP T FaAIeSH!, STHIPRARGI | A1y
SHTSSBRIUGE Tard, favesy AredeafRae @ o afd Ighi-

“UIERITEA g Saafae: deudTiaRe:” 3 delaafieiad|
atha bhedena vyavasthitah; tadgatih katham? na svasamuvedyo’sau,

jnanakaravyatirekat. napt  janakatva’kararpakatvena  grhyate,
virahasya samarthyavyatirekat. evam ca sati yaduktam- “pratyaksa-
sadhana eva indriyadhiyah kalpanavirahah” iti tadbalavalgitam.
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Translation: 541

If you say it is settled on the basis of difference, how to understand
it? It cannot be self-illuminating, because it is different from the
form of cognition. Nor is it known as an entity, which offers its
form of being a producer, because, an absence does not have such
a capacity. Under these circumstances, your statement viz. “The
absence of mental construction of a sense perception is caused by
perception only” is nothing more than babbling of a child.

Text: 542

J T FRMR T Beull HURY PHouAaq, IS ?
IfS TR TMRTETMIcaTE R I, daT VerTeR e ITadArm
AT TRTSHAISTALIT | TGhH -

J: YIS JEodIiaeyd: |
F 9eaTefy oF eIy S7eft: 1|

atha ‘gauh’ ityadi jnanam kalpana. kathamasya kalpanatvam,
samarthyam syat tada prathamaksasannipatavelayamapi kuryat
tada’tmano visesat. taduktam-

yah pragajanako buddherupayogavisesatah,

sa paScadapi tena syadarthapaye’pi netradhih.
Translation: 542
If you say cognition “this is a cow

Y

" is a mental construction, how
do you say it is a mental construction? Is it because it is not
produced by the object? If the object like cow etc. has the capacity
of producing the cognition “this is a cow” then, it must produce at
the time when our eyes fall on it, because at that time the form
is not different, as it has been said “if a thing is not the cause of
its knowledge, because it is not different from the point of view of
utility, even if that object is not there, the visual perception will
still occur.”

Text: 543
31T EERUMUEYT I ; TSI e g -RbeAcarg Tl ST |
g ‘_
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CRIERIUN R HE G IR INEAG DN E L]
SrerefRieved Arset aafad wadql

dadegdd | mrefes A gh o, mftvsemfefy fawm At
SREISKEITIGCECEREPEIE I EEInuI R CI N TR C I MGl ENERIE NI
Tpfarcd S9A: ) gfsTmRsToNacaT

atha sabdasmaranamapeksya utpadayati; tadevastu taddehanantara-

arthopayoge’pi punah smarttam sabdanuyojanam,
aksadhiryadyapekseta so’rtho vyavahito bhavet.

tadetadayuktam. prathamikajnanam ‘gauh’ iti jnanam, gopinda-
vagahini vijnane ‘gauh’ itijnanasamjna. tatasca prathamaksa-
sannipatajamapi bhavati. evam ca purvaparavijnanayoh ekavi-

sayatve ubhayoh ‘gauh’ itijranasamjinavisayatvam.

Translation: 543

If you say such a perception is produced with the help of
remembrance of the word then, let the same be the case with the
knowledge viz. this is a cow, because it will be treated as result
following the previous body of knowledge as it has been said, “even
if an object is involved in producing knowledge associating it with
the word, is a mental activity.” If mental perception is required
there, then, that object will have to be at a distance. All this is
not proper. The first cognition that arises is “this is a cow”, its
knowledge of an object which is given the name of cow. Thereafter
it can also be a perception, caused by the first contact with the
eyes. Thus, if the two consecutive cognitions have one and the same
object, then, both the cognitions will refer to by the word ‘cow’.

Text: 544

TR HATAIST G B~ T FIHUUT, TERUTRT aT? Thid
T ST SiT §6: |

nanvekasya kramabhaviviinanajanakatvam kim- ekena svarupena,

svarupantarena va? ekenaiva svabhavena janayati iti brumah.
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Translation: 544

Well, you say that one object produces consecutive knowledges there
we would like to ask, does it produce in one form or in different
form? Our answer to this question is, it produces in one form.

Text: 545

TADBDBIAT JaTTRIASIAY: ThHaHTaraed AR AT,
nanvekakalinata purvaparavijnanayoh ekasvabhavayattatve sati apa-
dyate

Translation: 545

Objection:

Well, in that case two consecutive knowledges will be treated as
belonging to one and the same time, if they are said to be sharing
one and the same nature.

Text: 546

T TP AT RTAIB e, Uherrd-ead  ThlbRdl
U feheaHTIeI Uahm I caTercaTsfaersTd(|

yadyevam ekanilotpaditanayanalokavijnananam ekadesasambandhi-
tvam ekakarata ekavyaktitvamapadyate ekanilotpadyatva visesat.

Translation: 546

Reply:

If it is so, then, the perceptual knowledges caused by one blue thing,
will be treated as related to one place, having one form and being
unitary in character, because of its being produced by one blue
thing.

Text: 547

1Y T A TR 0 I eABRIGRUNHDH;
atha evambhutam tat tasya svarupam yat citrakaryakaranatmakam;

Translation: 547

Clarification:

Well, that is the nature of that thing, which is of the nature of
producing a number of effects.
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Text: 548

TG AMBST g8 AT GHRIaRUTH YT 60 Faagarie=afia—
T | 1A, TAT TS &Y FAIST FAALUIIT F o THTeRAfeTeTor,
1Y g SRTeH NIRRT RO ScaTerd a2 it gearfaadmAfy
S JerTeo A= ST raR NaRIg SR FRUMEHfRd aicdTerd
i ffdvgame:, wrw(w] ServameafRed it e
SRR ; RV F9cOs dd 1 Sgeareand| @ At
AGHA -+ UTISID] g TN, el FIRATHAIG g ST |

yadyevam mamake’pi pakse kramabhavyanekakaryakaranatmakameva

svarupam  svahetusamarthyaniyamitasyotpatteh. athava, yatha
tvadiye pakse manojnanam svalaksanavisayam na ca prathama-
ksasannipatajam, api tu indriyajnanena svavisayanantaravisaya-
sahakarina  utpadyate  tatha  ‘gaub’  ityadikamapi  jnanam
prathamaksajena  vijnanena  svavisayanantaravisayasahakarina
smaranadyupahitena cotpadyate iti nirvisayatvabhavah, visaya-
ntarafsya] svakaranasamarthyanurodhena ‘gauh’ ityadi jnanajana-
nayogyasyotpatteh; smaranamapi samarthamutpannam sat gauh
ityutpadayati. evam sati yaduktam-yah pragajanako buddheh ityads,
tat svaparamatamanalocyaiva jegiyate.

Translation: 548

Reply:

If this is so, then, in our view also the nature of a thing can be of
the nature of producing many consecutive effects, because an effect
is invariably controlled by the capacity of its cause or as in your
view a mental perception is considered as a cognition of perception
and as it is not considered as caused by the first contact with the
eyes, but it is considered as being produced by the sense perception,
which helps another object then, its own object, in the same way
the cognition such as this is a cow, is caused by the perception
caused by the first contact with the eyes, which helps the object
other than its own object, with the help of remembrance and hence
it cannot be called contentless. The object other than its own object
is capable of producing the knowledge such as this is a cow on the
basis of the capacity of its own cause. Even remembrance which
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occurs is capable of producing the knowledge such as this is a cow.
When this is a fact, your statement viz. as it has been said “if a
thing is not the cause of its knowledge, because it is not different
from the point of view of utility, even if that object is not there,
the visual perception will still occur” is being stated without due
consideration of others as well your own views.

Text: 549
9 STMBRAFRGY 3(F)HeaTdRISFASRT | HeuToR! & SRR

AR | AT Hed-TdIe Teer | fhth vafT| SHMIe Teaem | a1 o -
qAAFEE: 9 e ™: TaRr fFacdd | qasaremTcTs Yeasl Reo Taw

na ca jnanakaravyatirekena vai(vi)kalpakaro’nyo’sti. kalpanakaro hi

jnanatadatmyena vyavasthitah. tatasca kalpanapodham pratyaksam.
kimuktam bhavati? jnanapodham pratyaksam. yo yatsvabhavopani-
baddhah sa nivarttamanah tamadaya nivarttate. tatasca ajnana-
tmakam pratyaksam bhiksunam prasaktam.

Translation: 549

As a matter of fact, there is no other form of verbalizable knowledge
other than the form of knowledge. The form of imagination is settled
as identical to the knowledge and thereafter a perception free from
imagination arises. What does it mean? It will mean a perception
which is devoid of knowledge. If something is associated with its
own nature, when that is excluded it goes along with its nature.
This leads to the contingency that for the Buddhists a perception
becomes of the nature of the non-knowledge.

[4. TN eI HaTRuSRT FRATH| ]

[5. pratyaksalaksanagatasya avyabhicaripadasya nirasanam.]

Text: 550
AT FIRATRUSHY AT ARISTHISH= T |

tatha avyabhicaripadamapi nopadeyam apohyajnana’sambhavat.

Translation: 550

In the same way, the clause “which is not erroneous” should also
not be added to the definition of perception, because there is no
possibility of any cognition which will be excluded by this clause.
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Text: 551

] AIvSUCIgTaIITd SR |

nanu marttandapadasanghatotpaditam vijnanamapohyamasti.
Translation: 551

Clarification:

Well, cognition (of water) produced by a group of rays of the Sun,
will be excluded by that clause.

Text: 552

GRS CRIT G PG SR ICA PED G

katham tadapohyam? atathyodakavisayatvat.

Translation: 552
How can that be excluded? Is it because it has a content viz. false

water or unreal water?

Text: 553

TEITLANSHIATIH; B dSTI, FTLASHIHRTT ¥ BT fIemearg
ARG T GDHTBIRI?
yadyatathyodakavisayam; katham tadapaniyate, atathyodakakarasya

svena rupena vidyamanatvat madhurodakadirghodakakaravat?

Translation: 553

If you say the content of that water is unreal, then, how do you
exclude it? Because, there is water in its unreal form, like that form
of sweet water and the form of huge water.

Text: 554

372 T AYRIGSH fIerd, T WU YN, dfeeTgeed U 'Sad
TETH 3 FIERELH|

atha tatra madhurodakam vidyate, svena rupena pratiyamanatvat;

tadihapyudakam pratiyate ‘udakam grhnami’ iti vyavaharadarsanat.

Translation: 554
Clarification:
If you say there is sweet water because it appears there in the
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knowledge in its own form then, here also there is appearance of
water, because we do say “I take water”. Reply

Text: 555
[, ufcrfar, ared g ufa«f
satyam, pratibhati, atathyam tu pratibhati.

Translation: 555
It is true that water appears, but what appears is false.

[&. SRISRITTRIT TR fdehear gyum| ]

Text: 556

AL D12 o YAIHRITHIE:, 37 Tl A TITSHIE:?

atathyata ka? kim pratiyamanasyabhavah, atha pratiyamana eva-
‘bhavah?

Translation: 556
What do you mean by falsity? Does it mean absence of what has
appeared? Or does it mean the absence which has appeared?

Text: 557

IS YARHRTIG: ; ANsT AIGHIT, ISHIBR TEATsaT |

yadi pratiyamanasyabhavah; so’tra navabhati, udakakara eva’va-
bhati.

Translation: 557

If you say it is the absence of what has appeared, that has not
appeared here, because what has appeared here is the form of water.

Text: 558

3721 TTRMT QTS Ta:; ARSI Ud; 7 & A1arep Tcfomm sTTaehea T
T, JTIAT BN HHIA BUTBR: TRBeaRIded: | aagareliaeiios Srq
T S T 37T1a: TR el dgader, FeaTe e TSR
T U fqeEeaTd?

atha pratiyamana eva’bhavah; so’pyanupapanna eva; na hi bhava-
kare pratiyamane abhavakalpana yukta, anyatha rasakare prati-
yamane rupakarah parikalpayitavyah. tataScalunavisirnam jagat
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syat. yadi ca abhavah pratibhati; katham tadudakajnanam, mithya-
jnanam cocyate abhavavisayasya svena rupena vidyamanatvat?
Translation: 558

If you say that, it is the absence which has appeared, that also
is not proper, because if the form of absence has appeared, it is
not proper to postulate absence there, otherwise, when in a case
the form of taste has appeared, one can also postulate the form of
color and if this is accepted, the entire world will become scattered
without its being cut into pieces. Moreover, absence has appeared
then, how would you call it the knowledge of water and also a false
knowledge? Because, the object viz. absence does appear there in
its own form.

Text: 559

dadgadslH Sed faugdfe, Sedrvrd, Jer, = g ar?
tadetadudakajnianam udakam visayayati, udakabhavam, atmanam,

na kincid va?

Translation: 559

There, we would like to know whether this knowledge of water
has water as its content or absence of water as its content or the
knowledge itself as its content, or no content at all?

Text: 560

Tl S5 fawgafc; der 1 aF fredrcd FgRIghddeTRd |
tadyadi udakam visayayati; tada na tasya mithyatvam madhuroda-

kasamuvedanasyeva.

Translation: 560

If you say water is the content, then, it cannot be called erroneous
knowledge, like the knowledge of sweet water.

Text: 561

RERSEJIECACIRLIINR

tatra tathyodakam pratibhati;

Translation: 561

Clarification:

But there real water appears.
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Text: 562

13 aq ufafar aq deed, 3Mmel I ded aq wfrf?

kim yat pratibhati tat tathyodakam, aho yat tathyam tat pratibhati?
Translation: 562

Reply:

Here the question arises, whether the water that appears in the
knowledge of water, is real water or is it the real water that appears
in the knowledge?

Text: 563

qefe I TfcraTicr o] 2T 8IS HfHIf, UTHT TATid e
tadyadi yat pratibhati tat tathyam; thapyudakam pratibhati, prapta
tasyapi tathyata.

Translation: 563

If you say what appears is real, then, in this case also, water appears
in the knowledge and therefore, water will become real.

Text: 564

1Y I T T TTHIIT; T TSIT el TR — 1 Ul wgerm ar?
atha yat tathyam tat pratibhati; tasya tathyata katham jnayate - kim

pratitya, anyatha va?

Translation: 564

If you say what is real that appears in the knowledge, there the
question arises how is the reality of water known? Is it through
knowledge or by some other way?

Text: 565
IS gefiear; ga1ft ueiiforecyerd, aRg aedT|
yadi pratitya; thapi pratitirutpadyate, astu tathyata.

Translation: 565

If you say it is by knowledge, and then, here also there is knowledge
of water, then, let the water be true.

Text: 566

31 UHrA=aRUT AT SUUTERT; AT FREAATH IR Aarerafs: T
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atha pratitimantarena tathyata upapadyate; tatha susthitani vastuni!
sarvavadasiddhih syat.

Translation: 566

If you say that, without knowledge, reality is explained, and then,
all the things are settled as they are and it will lead to establishment
of all theories.

Text: 567

Y UId-IfE A dedd; T giead 9 gl o) a9
SHBcasSHRIYG QTH, Jod 9 SHAfd AreRaafd J(T)mayrfd, Jem
BUS | Tl T I&h, SHbcasSPRIUBaTY:, Tguul 9 J
rENIUfRy:, TS SHRIUGER T Fa-ecard]

atha pratiyate-yadi nama badhyate; ‘pratiyate badhyate ca’ iti

citram. pratiyamanatvam ca janakatva’kararpakatvena vyaptam,
yacca na janayati nakaramarpayati ya(ta)nnavabhati, yatha rupa-
jnane rasah. pratiyate catra udakam, janakatva’kararpakatvo-
papattih, tadupapattau ca na badhopapattih, janakatva’kararpaka-
tvasya sattvanibandhanatvat.

Translation: 567

If you say it is known and at the same time it is contradicted,
then, it is funny because how is it that it is known and at the same
time it is contradicted? The state of being known is pervaded by
the state of offering the form being the producer of that cognition
and if something does not produce, it does not offer the form and
obviously it does not appear in the knowledge. For example, in the
knowledge of color, the taste does not appear. Here, however the
water does appear and therefore it satisfies the character of offering
the form being the producer of the knowledge and once that is
justifiable, how can there arise a contradiction? Because, the state
of offering the form being the producer depends upon existence.
Text: 568

Y e Fwafey; 7 aff IShaReud! JTeRE cRedcard) Y a
foezrcad, SrERYIaRIOUT:| 9 ° ANCH] A BieEg, fawed
SRR \F1"|d(7\‘f-HSSCbNIquCqC€4I?NCb|CL| ISHDR! 2 Hdr\l\'gccblradl, dcHIdRd
YT SRIIUTErd Jiegele: |
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atha abhavam visayayati; na tarhi udakajnanarupata abhavagrhi-
tirupatvat. napi tasya mithyatvam, abhavavisayatvasyopapatteh.
na ca saugatamate abhave kascid visayartha upapadyate janaka-
tva "kararpakatvavyatirekat. udakakaro hi pratityutkalitah, tadabha-
vasca apratitika thopapadyate mugdhabauddhaih.

Translation: 568

If you say absence is the content of the knowledge of water, then,
it cannot be knowledge of water, because this knowledge will reveal
only absence of water and according to the doctrine of Buddhists,
there cannot be an object like absence, because it does not have the
character of offering the form being the producer of the knowledge.
What the Buddhist scholars foolishly doing is the form of water, is
taken from the cognition of water and the absence of water which
has not appeared in the cognition is being explained here.

Text: 569

372f JTCHIANI; TUTY FHATRAT AUver FAeRATSTHA, (8 ST
foRgaefar| A1y a5 Sedhsca U IAMfedead) Afg e dded
ST e SUfeeTH T S|

atha atmavisayam, tathapi vyabhicarita nopapadyate svamsasya’-

vancanat, nahi jnanamatmanam visamvadati. napt tad uvdakajnana-
tvena wvyapadeSyam ragadisamvedanavat. nahi nilabham samuve-
Translation: 569

If you say that, this cognition itself takes as object, then, this
cognition cannot be said to be erroneous, because cognition cannot
betray its own part, cognition cannot be contradictory to its own
form. Nor cannot be said to be cognition of water, like the cognition
of attachment. Nobody has seen that cognition of blue object is
being referred to as cognition of taste.

Text: 570
ey ffawed; 7 aff dggeer, Iedeaan g o, 99 SEE T
IRIERRET
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atha nirvisayam; na tarht tadudokajnianam, udakajnanataya tu
pratibhati, tena janimo na nirvisayam.

Translation: 570

If you say it is contentless, then, again it is not cognition of water.
But, as a matter of fact, the cognition appears as cognition of water.
By that we come to know that it is not without content.

Text: 571

gt g ffdwd; oo afReasq? s EERIeE 9 g iy
ARFSIHH| 9 ° 9adi 48 5T PRI Faieraiafideard|

yadi ca nirvisayam; katham tanmithyajnanam? jnanamatra-
nurodhena na mithyajnanam napi samyagjnanam. na ca bhavatam
pakse jnanam niralambanamasti svamsaparyavasitatvat.
Translation: 571

Moreover, if it is without content, how is it called an erroneous
cognition? Merely as cognition, no cognition is false or true.
According to your doctrine, there is no cognition without content,
because every cognition reveals its own part as its content.

[v. @R fddhewy WusTH| |
[7. vyabhicaritvasya vikalpya khandanam.]

Text: 572
TR R fh — FRTAHEARRIEH, 31T8] RATIRIS?

vijnanasya vyabhicarita kim - svasattamatranurodhena, aho parasa-

ttanurodhena?

Translation: 572

(By the by) we would like to know what do you mean falsity of a
cognition? Is it in terms of mere existence of itself or is it in terms
of existence of something else.

Text: 573

eI FAARIGA; dAT AT SRR U, SFReuarT: a3
Aqrard, 9 fhRifee e wq|

tadyadi svasattanurodhena; tatha sarvavijnananam vyabhicarita
prapnoti, jnanarupatayah sarvatra bhavat, na kincidvijnanamavya-
bhicari syat.
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Translation: 573

If you say it is in terms of its own existence, then, all knowledges
should be declared as false knowledges, because in every knowledge,
there is the form of knowledge and as a result and no cognition will
be left as a true cognition.

Text: 574

Y ARG AREIRGT STd i, - SUBRGIRATAIRIGH, 38!
\‘NChNCI’NQ‘{'lTlljﬂlﬂ"l?
atha parasattanurodhena wvyabhicarita ucyate kim - anupakara-

kaparasattanurodhena, aho upakarakaparasattanurodhena?
Translation: 57/

If you say that, a cognition is a false cognition in terms of something
else, is it due to existence of something else which does not provide
any help or is it due to the existence of something else which offers
some help?

Text: 575

TIR  ITUPROUIRTATRIGT IR, &1 FaAfi=T  II=mRar

TN, STTABRBURRITS LT

tadyadi anupakarakaparasattanurodhena vyabhicarita; tada sarva-

samuittinam vyabhicarita prapnoti, anupakarakaparasattia visesat.
Translation: 575

If you say falsity is accounted for in terms of existence of something
else which does not offer any help, then, all cognitions should be
declared as false, because all share the same existence of something
else, which does not offer any help.

Text: 576

MY IUGRGIHAARIEH AREIR Jfefiad fh - IR ARITBRSG -
URITIRISE, 318 HHATTA I RBURAITIRIE ?

atha upakarakaparasattanurodhena wvyabhicari abhidhiyate kim-

karanabhutaparopakarakaparasattanurodhena, aho karmatapanno-
pakarakaparasattanurodhena?

Translation: 576

Again if you say that cognition is called false because of the
existence of something else, which offers some help, there also the



Tattvopaplavasimha 181

question arises, is it due to the existence of something else which
offer some help being an instrument of it or due to the existence of
something else, which offers some help of the nature of being object
of the cognition.

Text: 577

TS IRIRIUGREAAGIST Tl Farar |fa=r Az
PR TIR B REATTS I

tadyadi karanabhutaparopakarakasattanuvedhena tada sarvasam

samuittinam mithyatvamapadyate karanabhutaparopakarakasatta’
visesat.

Translation: 577

If you say that, it is due to the existence of something else which
offers some help of being an instrument, then, all cognitions should
be declared as false, because, they all will have same character of
having existence of something else which offers some help being an
instrument.

Text: 578

3 PHORPIBROGIATNGILT Hearcd; deghd;, 9 g e

lqh— SlHRId HHBRPUT SUTHIHU S\

atha karmakarakopakarakaparasattanuvedhena mithyatvam; tada-

yuktam; na tasya mithyatvam satyodakajnanasyeva karmakarakena
upakriyamanatvat.

Translation: 578

Again if you say that the cognition is false, due to the existence of
something else, that is, the content of the cognition, which offers
some help, being the content of the cognition that also will not be
proper, because, that cognition of water cannot be said to be false,
like the cognition of actual water which is being helped by water as
its content.

[¢. SR TRy fddhew fager| |

[8. jrianagatasya samyaktvasyapi vikalpya vidalanam.]

Text: 579

TAT TSN HUH? H STTAHETIRIE, 378! TRRATIRIeH?
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tatha samyagjinanatvamapi katham? kim jnanasattamatranuro-
dhena, aho parasattanurodhena?

Translation: 579

Similarly, how, i.e., on what ground do you say that cognition is
true cognition? Is it due to mere existence of cognition, or due to
existence of something else, i.e. its content?

Text: 580

Jafe STROEAGRIET SR, dal Jaafxie Fad eIt
SFTPREIIIT: |

tadyadi jnanasattamatranurodhena samyaktvam; tada sarvasam-

vittinam samyaktvam prapnoti jnanakarasyopapatteh.

Translation: 580

If you say, it is true because of mere existence of the cognition,
then, all cognitions will have to be true cognitions, because each
cognition exists only as cognition.

Text: 581

3T IRATATIRIEUA ‘(‘I"qq‘&‘q., dal %quCDIQCDLN‘{'iTH:‘LQIH"I, & a1 SuUBPRB-

RATATRISA?

atha parasattanurodhena samyaktvam, tada kimanupakarakapara-

sattanurodhena, kim va upakarakaparasattanurodhena?
Translation: 581

If again you say that, a cognition is true because of existence
of something else, there also the question arises, is it due to the
existence of something else, which does not offer any help, or due
to the existence of something else which offers some help?

Text: 582

T FUBRBUIRIATRIT FId<d, deT Aatdi AT Traaeaw e,
S RGHRG RS INENEIST

tadyadi anupakarakaparasattanurodhena samyaktvam, tada sarvasam

samuittinam samyaktvamapadyate, anupakarakaparasatta’visesat.
Translation: 582

If you say it is true due to the existence of something else, which
does not offer any help, then, all cognitions should become true,
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because this feature of existence of something else which does not
offer any help is common to all.

Text: 583

3 SYDRDURHTIINRTEA ﬁb_’:[ = PRUMHAURTUDIRPURATTF A, 3]@
Cb“TCH— LJ‘?IILJCDNCD‘H'('II'j’qbl"I?

atha upakarakaparasattanurodhena kim - karanabhutaparopakaraka-

parasattanuvedhena, aho karmatapannopakarakasattanuvedhena?

Translation: 583

If you say it is due to the existence of something else, which offers
some help, then, is it due to the existence of something else, which
offers some help, being an instrument or due to the existence of
something else which offers some help, being its content?

Text: 584
TS FRUIRIUGRGATGALH, q&T Fai™di A<=l FIacaHIIend,
FROTTURIIBH RTINS |

tadyadi karanabhutaparopakarakasattanuvedhena, tada sarvasam

samuittinam samyaktvamapadyate, karanabhutaparopakarakasatta-
visesat.

Translation: 584

If you say it is due to the existence of something else, which offers
some help being an instrument, then, all cognitions will become
true cognitions, because, all have existence, which causes some help

being an instrument.

Text: 585

31T FHATIAIRIAIIST FIFeaH e, q&T MG qIad F
ST JrchiamTTaTelfdsRIcd s~ 9|
atha  karmatapannaparasattanuvedhena samyaktvamabhidhiyate,

tada ragadisamvedanasya samyaktvam na prapnoti atitana-
gatarthavisayatve yogijnanasya ca.

Translation: 585

And if you say cognition is called true due to the existence
of something else, being the content of the cognition, then, the
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cognition of attachment etc. will not be called a true cognition.
And the same will be the case with cognition of an ascetic in which
the past and future objects will be the content.

Text: 586

IJq aq IR S adq {5 - afRmmRees SueHsT™e SiRd, 3TTel
I RETRYAITETSIT SFIa?

yat tat vyabhicari jnanam tat kim - wvyabhicaribhutena upadana-

jnanena janyate, aho avyabhicaribhutenopadanajnanena janyate?
Translation: 586

Whatever you consider as a false cognition, is it produced by the
knowledge of its material cause, which is false or is it produced by
the knowledge of its material cause, which is not false?

Text: 587

TS RO SURHEMH S=id, defd ey wmr afmEri-

REQRT | ASATRHIATR = v gd |
tadyadi vyabhicaribhutena upadanajnanena janyate, tadapi vyabhi-

caribhutena prapta vyabhicariparampara. sangrahyamavyabhicari na
labhyate.

Translation: 587

If you say, it is produced by the knowledge of its material cause,
which is false, then, it will generate an unending series of false
cognitions and in that case one can never know what a false
cognition is.

Text: 588

31 AR S=0d; T8 SURHSRIMIDas IUSTRI,
3FIPIaT?

atha avyabhicaribhutenopadanajnanena janyate; tad upadanakara-

namanukurvadva upajayate, ananukurvadva?

Translation: 588

If you say, it is produced by the knowledge of its material cause,
which is true, then, the question arises, is it produced by following
the material cause or without following the material cause?
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Text: 589
T SURHSRUTGHRUNITE; dal [HHTAIRT? i FamurdHRoT
ST | B ? IR ST ;|

tadyadi upadanakarananukarenotpadyate; tada kimapnoti? avya-

bhicari svarupanukarena utpadyate. katham? avyabhicarasya jrana-
tadatmyena vyavasthiteh.

Translation: 589

If you say, it is produced by following the material cause, then, what
is the outcome? Does it mean it produces the cognition following
its own nature which is not false? But how can it happen? Because,
the absence of falsity is settled by its identity with the cognition.

Text: 590
T T T ATIBIRGH T SURHHRURY FReazacard ) U 94 foemmaafimam
TRTHH — STITISIHTgad : |

na ca ekadeSanukaritvamasti upadanakaranasya niravayavatvat. evam

sarvam vignanamavyabhicari prasaktam - apohyajnananupapattih.
Translation: 590

You cannot say that, it follows only a part of the material cause,
because the material cause has no parts. Thus, every knowledge
will become true and there will be no false cognition which can be
excluded by the clause “which is not erroneous.”

Text: 591

9 g INEREINERT STHRE faRed! Fa:1 I ORI SUTOR]
q SHBRE e 9 o IRRRISEIRERT sHE iR adea
IRERGRT 3@ RIS g wafi? sHeRIsT fFRifhad | daga

STSTHTCHS Teel TRTh ARTATM |
na ca vyabhicaravyabhicarau jnanad vyatiriktau stah. yatha rasa-

karo rupakaro wva jnanakarad bhinnah na tatha vyabhicara vya-
bhicarau jnanad vyatiriktau. tata$ca vyabhicarakaro atra nirakri-
yate. kimuktam bhavati? jnanakaro tra nirakriyate. tatasca ajnanat-
makam pratyaksam prasaktam saugatanam.

Translation: 591

It is not the case that falsity and truthfulness are different from
cognitions, as the form of taste and form of color are different from
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their knowledges; the falsity and the truthfulness, are not different
from their knowledges and what is happening here is the form of
falsity is being excluded. What does it mean? As a matter of fact,
the form of knowledge is itself being excluded and this will lead
the Buddhist philosophers to accept perception which is not of the
nature of cognition.

Text: 592

31T < AT HUV SURTHIT STl HUH, JAT S IURFHId = |
T U9 I RIS 3T UF O STHIcaeisfi | 7 & I sieeares

IR eE |

api ca yatha rupena upadanabhutena janyate rupam tatha jnanamapi

upadanabhutenaiva janyate. ya eva tasya rupotpadane atma sa eva
tasya jnanotpadane’pi. na hi tasya jrnanotpadane atmanyatvam.

Translation: 592

Moreover, as color is produced from the material viz. color, in
the same way, cognition also is produced from something which
is its material. Whatever, is the form of that with reference to
the production of color, the same is the form with reference to
the production of cognition. It does not have any other form with
reference to the production of cognition.

Text: 593
31y IR ST, SURHYH Ul aq;

atha nimittabhutena jnanamutpadyate, upadanabhutena rupamits

cet;

Translation: 593

Clarification:

Cognition is produced from what is called efficient cause, but a color
is produced from the material cause.

Text: 594

e HHRY b RAMAITEI? T ° HeTcd HIFIGIIYEN], PYaq,
ST SHUHUar WA | TesTH! @ A UReAldh! 3T, daHTars WRelld: |
SEHT I FARIRITE AT, e - “TRAN IS AT IRATDTHIE: |
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tatkathamekasya anekakarayogitopapadyate? na ca samjnanyatve
meya- nyatvamupapadyate, rupavad vijnanasyapi ruparupata prap-
noti. tatpraptaw ca na paraloki atma, tadabhavanna paralokah.
idamevam cetasi samaropyaha bhagavan brhaspatih-“paralokino-
‘bhavat paralokabhavah.”

Translation: 59/

Reply:

Then how will you explain one thing having many forms? It is not
the case that by calling by different names, the objects will become
different as in the case of color, so also in the case of cognition,
there is the nature of form and if that is obtained then, one cannot
maintain that a self goes to another world and if that is not there,
it follows that there is no world beyond this world of experience.
Having kept this very idea in mind, the Lord Brhaspati has said,
“since there are no persons who go to any other world, other than
this, there is no other world, beyond this world.”

Text: 595

312 BTSSR,

atha rupopadanajanyatvept jnanarupataiva,

Translation: 595

Clarification:

WEell, even if the cognition is produced from the material cause viz.
color, it is nothing but cognition.

Text: 596

ST STFRRYAT UTHT SRS STHwouad |

rupasyapi jnanarupata prapta rupopadanajanyatvat jnanarupavat.
Translation: 596

Reply:

Then, a color becomes cognition because it is produced by the
material called color, like the form of cognition.

Text: 597

31 S A UMY S [dT;
atha jnafnam jnanena upadanabhutena janya/te;
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Translation: 597

Clarification:

Cognition is produced by cognition, as its material cause.

Text: 598

HUEM T I, At T B STTcHTS=Icdq | Td 9-
TeuTfe fopHer faerseder ) | (SHUMEn.3.249)

rupamapi tenaiva janyate, nahi tasya rupopadane atma nyatvam.

evam ca-

tadatadrupinobhavah tadatadrapahetujah,

Translation: 598

Reply:

Then the form is also produced by form, we do not say anything
else other than itself, with reference to production of form. Thus,
it has been said in the (Pramanavarttika 3.251) viz. “the similar
and dissimilar, positive entities are caused by similar and dissimilar
causes respectively” And therefore, is it the case an entity other
than cognition is caused by a cause identical with the cognition?

Text: 599

1Y FUUEHSID ISR 9 HURTdT dofl STHare (ST ) -
SISty et = ST,

atha rupopadanajanyatve vijnanasya na rupatmata tatha jnanot-

padana(jnanopadana)janyatve pi vijnanasya na jnanarupata,
Translation: 599

Clarification:

Well, even if cognition is produced by color, cognition is not
identical with color. Similarly, even if cognition is generated by
the factors of cognition, cognition cannot identical with cognition.

Text: 600

TALT RIS |

tatasca nairatmyaprasangah.
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Translation: 600

Reply:

Thus there will arise the contingency of absence of self.

Text: 601

Y SIS SII"in?NLJRCbO’L{"II AT _YUMTGSTICT  0UThRdT,
SlAlDYIGIASIR T JHTATDIDIRAT BITFﬁﬁ,— TA9T  JNPRBSHHD §|-|7‘|'
TR | ST T, SIS I

atha jnanopadanajanyatve jnanakaraparikalpana tatha rupopadana-

janyatve rupakarata, alokopadanajanyatvena alokakarata prapnoti;
tatasca akarakadambatmakam jnanam prasaktam. anistam caitat,
advayarupatvena’bhyupagamat.

Translation: 601

If you say that, since a cognition is caused by the factor of cognition,
we postulate the form of cognition. Similarly, when color is produced
from the color, it gets the form of color. Likewise, when something is
produced from the material of light it gets the form of light, then, it
leads to a cognition having multiple forms. But this is not desirable,
because, it is accepted as non-dual entity.

Text: 602

Iq dguicdTe e afcdq - Tdheee Suicdecdd [RUaH, dafemr ar
IeTeree Riafaay?

yat tadrupotpadyam vijianam tatkim - ekadesena rupotpadyatvena

sthitam, sarvatmana va utpadyatvena paryavasitam?

Translation: 602

You said that cognition is produced by that form. There, we would
like to know (i) whether it is accepted as produced by the form
partially? or (ii) whether it results in being produced totally?

Text: 603

eI Tpae R, dIeghH; SRAUSH Uhaalfavard

tadyadi ekadesena sthitam; tadayuktam; akhandasya ekadesavirahat.
Translation: 603

If you say it is produced by the form partially, that will not be
proper because, that which is indivisible cannot have parts.
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Text: 604
Y AT wUcTEIes qdafiad; a1 faseicatel F mefa ger
ThHRETE AT THaRT BROAGIATT AgTaraRicared 7 8,

Jed AT RIgTagauf: |

atha sarvatmana rupotpadyatvena paryavasitam; tada vijnanot-
padyam na prapnoti yatha ekakarakasamuhotpadyatvena paryavasi-
tasya karakasanghatasya sanghatantarotpadyatvam na  drstam,
tatasca vijnanasanghatanupapattih.

Translation: 604

If you say, it results in being produced totally, then, it cannot be
said that it is produced by cognition, as a collection of factors which
is seen to be produced by one group of factors is not seen to have
been produced by another group of factors. Therefore, the theory
of chain of cognitions cannot be justified.

Text: 605

AT BUAIY STFHDRIT PTd, FHAT PO 1?7

tatha rupamapi jnanamekadesena kuryat, sarvatmana karanaparya-
vasitam va?

Translation: 605

In the same way, a color will produce its knowledge, is it by part or
in totality?

Text: 606
eI Thae dRIfT; TeghH; SRIVSHT Uhael S|

tadyadi ekadesena karoti; tadayuktam; akhandasya ekadesa’yogat.

Translation: 606
If you say it will produce in part, it will not be proper, because,
that which is indivisible cannot have parts.

Text: 607

31 FAfHAT PRIfT; TST BY AdirT fIsTax0 Riafid 7 B0
Taid, JoAT ThHRGATEN ThdhrRiicdIeTuiaidl dRIf-aRafdal 7 afd,
JAT FIIY BUFRIIED 7 Jafd, Td99 SUFRT DB RThaq B
qa1( odhead, TRISS )dBiHdd BT fawd AN |
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atha sarvatmana karoti; tada rupam sarvatmana vijnanakarane
paryavasitam na rupantarakarane pravarttate, yatha ekakarakasa-
magri ekakaryotpadanaparyavasita karyantarasavitri na bhavati,
tatha rupamapi rupantarotpadakam na bhavati, tatasca rupantarasya
akasmikatvam katham tada(Okatvam, tada”)kasmikatve karyanu-

manam vilupyate saugatanam.

Translation: 607

If you say it will produce in totality, then, when color is said to
produce its cognition in totality, it is not engaged in producing
another color, as a collection of one type of factors when engaged in
producing one effect is not engaged in producing another effect.
Similarly, a color also does not produce another color. Thus,
(the Buddhists must explain) how another color is produced. Is
it without a cause? If you accept it without a cause, then, the
Buddhists will have to forgo the inference of effect on the basis of

the cause.

Text: 608
37 JTPPRICIE R Tafid HUREau; Tal BE -l — AR

MBI B, JIfIhedarsTaf: |

atha anekakaryotpadakatvena paryavasitam rupasvarupam; tada

ghata-samkhya-samanyaderapi anekadhikaranasritatmakam rupam,
vrttivikalpadosanupapattih.

Translation: 608

Well, if you say, the form of a color terminates in producing many
effects, then, entities like pot, number, universal etc. will have to be
accepted as having many loci and this will lead to the impossibility
of showing the fault of conjecturing relations.

[]. Sfet wftrafeg Stesami SuuHMdea fFRm: 1]

[9.  jatim  prativaditum  bauddhairdattanam  dusananamekaikaso
nirasah.|

Text: 609

SIS gRifdeeuguufR: - gRifdPeusNu gTRa FRIERU 3,
T IC-ART-AFITG:, dals=acard] AR SFIRATSHTd RITHaISRad,
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IRTII) AfE 3Fed: HAvS: I HHUSARMIE: W, BTt
TSEH dT, 31U J PHUSAT HThH SSHY [T T |

ito 'pi vrttivikalpadosanupapattih - vrttivikalpadosena vrttereva nira-

karanam krtam, na ghata-samkhya-samanyadeh, tato nyatvat. nahi
anyasya’bhave anyasyabhavo’sti, asambandhat. nahi anudakah
kamandaluh ityukte kamandalorabhavah pratiyate, kapalanam
tadudakasya va, api tu kamandaluna sakam udakasya vislesamatram
pratiyate.

Translation: 609

For the following reasons also the fault of conjecturing relations is
not possible to be raised — by the fault of conjecturing the relation,
the very relationship is denied and not the whole such as pot,
number and universal, because they are different from that. It is
not the case that if there is absence of something else (say X) there
will be absence of something else (say Y), because they are not
related. When someone says there is no water in the vessel, one
understands that there is no vessel or one understands that or the
absence of the parts of the vessel or of the water of the vessel but
what is understood is, the mere disassociation of water with the
vessel.

Text: 610

T AaTfc: gRHg - - AU, TeHTd B2l T RIfT: ?

nanu natyayikaih vrttimad-ghata-samanyamabhyupeyate, tadabhave
katham tasya samsthitih?

Translation: 610

Objection:

Well, the logicians do accept universal of pot having existence and
so if that is not there, how can that exist?

Text: 611
I HIRACSHHMANY gRReGUId Fariic:, deqEasit Agmals =g
REIKCEIEH

yadyevam ruparasavijnananamapi vrttirabhyupeyate nasyayikath,

tadabhave’pi sadbhavo ’bhyupagamyate tesam bhavadbhih.
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Translation: 611

Reply:

If it is so, the Naiyayikas also accept cognitions of color and taste,
but, in spite of their absence you accept their presence.

Text: 612

372 I TRTIIT TS, T urTgar™: 3

atha tani pratibhanti vrttyabhave’pi, tena tesamabhyupagamah
kriyate;

Translation: 612

Clarification:

WEell, even if they do not exist, they appear and therefore we accept
them.

Text: 613

T HC-SEI-AEFARY fawd  gioii sifErgacaaan |
IR 5al goh: AAIATIIRIST Sfucted! a1 g |9ef, ot
gfRifdepeUcNUT | FEUTId; Tal giifdhedarsT 7 awthed: |

yadyevam ghata-samkhya-samanyaderapi svarupam pratibhati abhi-

nnanugatatmataya. na canubhuyamanasya nihnavo yuktah sarvapa-
lapaprasangat. anupalabdhau va saiva samartha, alam vrttivikalpa-
dosena. yadyupalabhyate; tada vrttivikalpadoso na vaktavyah.

Translation: 613

Reply:

If it is so, then, the form of pot, number and universal etc. also
appears as identical and consecutively present in all subsequent
cases. It is not proper to deny something which is being experienced,
because, if it is so, then, there will arise the contingency of denying
everything and something is not experienced that alone is capable
of causing such an experience and so, there is no need of the fault
of conjecturing relationship.

Text: 614

31ef AIARIS; TATY T Fhed: |
atha nopalabhyate; tathapi na vaktavyah.
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Translation: 614
If you say it is not experienced, even then, you should not make
such an argument.

[90. QIHSTSTRUN $Te: FHTATY Hrfdem=|

[10. desabhedena’grahanat ityadeh samalocya pratividhanam.]

Text: 615

JSGHH-  “QAICISTRUNG, TC—AMRIUUfR:”; TERRIh; = Seave
TR WIS g SRS, SRl Tl FaOuHad | T
QISR FTRIdTfEdR0N 8 N fAgeafs 3 aTl
yadapyuktam-“desabhedena’grahanad ghatasamanyanupapattih”;tada-
pyayuktam; na desabhedena vastunam bhedo’pi tu akarabhedena,
abhinnanugatatmataya tayoh svarupamanubhuyate. na desabheda-
grahanena svavayavadhikaranena saha tayostadatmyam siddhyati
asattvam va.

Translation: 615

You had said that there is nothing called universal of pot because
it is not known through the differentiation of space, this is also
not proper, because, things are not distinguished on account of
difference of space. They are distinguished on the account of the
difference in their shapes. Both, pot and universal are experienced
as 'uniform and consecutively present’ in subsequent instances.
Unless the difference of space is grasped, their identity with their
parts and the locus is not established nor is the absence established.

Text: 616
JSPRICT TEUM; Tal SANIREURY ITIoidced, (3TRIeTaha ),
SMHRICHTEV U Halfeaedrd|

yadyakarabhedena grahanam; tada desabhedenagrahanasya aprayo-

jakatvam, akarabhedagrahanena svarupanyatvasya prabodhitatvat.

Translation: 616

If knowledge arises due to the difference in shapes, then, not
knowing due to the difference in space cannot be the prompting
factor, because, by the knowledge of the difference of shapes, the
knowledge of another form is caused.
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Text: 617
379] BRI A aal%ﬁs@r;

atha akaranyatvena navabodho’sti;
Translation: 617
Clarification:

Well, there is no knowledge as having different shapes.
Text: 618

q WO, INqIaeRaH@Nd, & SAUSHEIN? FaedRg FIdcereTe—
oo SeoRE! T80, ST BUGRTE TGRS —
TITSTEOT

sa evastu, asadvyavaharasamarthatvat, kim desabhedagrahanena?
svahetoreva niyatadesakalaniyamitasyotpatterna desantaradau gra-
hanam, anyatha rupaderasattvam syaditaradesalagnasya’grahanat.
Translation: 618

Reply:

Then let it be the same. When it is capable of causing the use of
its non-existence, what is the need of not knowing the difference of
space? When it is possible to explain that, it is regularly produced
in a particular space and time out of its own cause, there is no
knowledge of it a different place. Otherwise, one will have to accept
that there is no color because one does not know that it is associated
with another place.

[99. T TcAMIY, deURsTald 3y favsm ]

[11. nasti ghatasamanyam, tadagrahe’grahat ityasya vibhanjanam./
Text: 619

TS “TRT TCAMIIH, deussuer” fomme fohaa? fa sraganfe-
IR CRBIIITE, 3MTET SRTAUfIITET?

yadapyuktam- “nasti ghatasamanyam, tadagrahe’grahat” kimanena

kriyate? kim avayavadhikarana vyatirekapratipadanam, aho asattva-
pratipadanam?

Translation: 619

You had also said “there is nothing called universal of a pot” because
when the pot is not known, this is also not known. There the
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question arises, what do you want to say by this? Do you want
to say that there is nothing over and above the locus of thoughts?
Or do you want to say that there is nothing called universal?
Text: 620

Jafe rafeRayfues forad; o vefiaxue? 6 s, 3rmEl
qEIIAT SPRIRY ?

tadyadi avyatirekapratipadanam kriyate; kasyatra paksikaranam?
kim ghatasamanyasya, aho tadavayavadhikaranasya?

Translation: 620

If you say that, you are saying that there is nothing other than locus
of parts, then, what do you want to state as the subject (paksa) of
this inference? Is it universal of pot? Or is it the locus of its parts?

Text: 621
TS ISAMIT YaipRu, dfcdd — ST, e a1?

tadyadi ghatasamanyasya paksikaranam tatkim - avagatasya, anava-

gatasya va?

Translation: 621

If you are making the universal of pot, as the subject, there again
the question arises is this subject known? Or is it unknown?

Text: 622

TR FIAR; dgwd, TRFaT g gdrecd Rl |
AIdDHT () D |

tadyadi anavagatasya; tadayuktam; nahyanavagate dharmini heto-

rutthanamasti. na casrayavaikalya(ye) gamakatvam.

Translation: 622

If you say, it is not known, it will not be proper, because unless the
subject is known, no ground or reason (hetu) can be pointed out
there. And if there is no locus, it cannot lead to the inference of the
probandum.

Text: 623

Y AGITAR; dal CI'\'\Iq S THRIT el;i ST fRBIIRIGATE e |
atha avagatasya; tada tenaiva bhinnakaravagamena avyatireka-

pratyayakasadhanam badhyate.
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Translation: 623

If you say that, the subject is known, then, by that only different
form is known and therefore the ground which will cause the
knowledge of non-difference will be contradicted.

Text: 624

31 ASIIATIIRURY Yefiepvur; AT far] — R FaveuTg, SreufoRd:
ATeTd, [3Mmar R $f?

atha tadavayavadhikaranasya paksikaranam, tatrapi kim - svasmat
svarupad avyatirekah sadhyate, [aho parasmat] iti?

Translation: 624

If again you say that the locus of its parts is presented as the
subject, there also one can ask, is it the fact that something is
being established which is not different from its own form or (from
other form)?

Text: 625

[TfS T FaoUTeecR: A1edd; | Rgameaaar aegRideT: |
[yadi svasmat svarupadavyatirekah sadhyate;] siddhasadhyataya

sambodhayitavyah.

Translation: 625

(If you say that, non-difference from its own part is established)
then, it should be addressed as something to be established which
is already known.

Text: 626
37 TRHICfcR: AL ; F URTHT Ufaa=T:, aruforgsn ar?

atha parasmadavyatirekah sadhyate; sa paratma pratipannah,

apratipanno va?

Translation: 626
If you say the non-difference from something else is being
established, there also the question arises, that something else is

known or not known.

Text: 627
Ife ufcrgsr: 9 fH - RrETeRaaT 3&wd:, fY=TeRaAT a1?
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yadi pratipannah sa kim - bhinnakarataya avagatah, abhinnaka-
rataya va?

Translation: 627

If you say it is known, there also the question arises, whether it is
known in another form or is it known in identical form?

Text: 628

T RIABRAIIY: ; Talsd FIBRIGTH STHSHRIRIS ATe Jred |
tadyadi bhinnakaratayopalabdhah; tada’nenaiva bhinnakaravaga-
mena abhedapratyayakam sadhanam badhyate.

Translation: 628

If you say it is known as another form, then, by this very fact when
another form is known, the ground to generate the identity would
be contradicted.

Text: 629

JNTATAATBRAITSRI: ; 7 Afe URIHT, TEF TR, UG cRer: ATedd
s Rieeadar araraRide: |

athabhinnakarataya vagatah; na tarhi paratma, idanim svasmat sva-

rupadavyatirekah sadhyata iti siddhasadhyataya sambodhayitavyah.
Translation: 629

If you say, it is known in identical form, then, it is not of the
form of anything else and therefore now, we will be establishing
non-difference from its own form, and in that case, you should call
it something which is being established that is already known.

Text: 630

3721 I ; 7 Afe Tohed ILGRTIANTORIRG |

atha anavagatah; na tarhi ekatvam rathaturagavisanayoriva.
Translation: 630

Again if you say, it is not known, then, it cannot be said to be one
like horns of horse of a chariot which are fictitious.

Text: 631

Y I AY:; MY Hey UfiaRur- b geam=R,  STEl
I EARUNY ?
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atha abhavah sadhyah, tatrapi kasya paksikaranam - kim ghatasama-
nyasya, aho tadavayavadhikaranasya?

Translation: 631

Again if you say, you want to establish absence, there also, the
question arises what will be the subject of that absence? Will it be
the universal of pot or will it be the locus of the parts of pot?

Text: 632
JeIfe TcHMIRT YeiaRuM; dfcehH — SRR, SRTTY a1?

tadyadi ghatasamanyasya paksikaranam; tatkim - avagatasya, ana-

vagatasya va?

Translation: 632

If you say, the pot in general will be the subject, there too, the
question arises, whether it will be the subject being known or
unknown?

Text: 633
AP ; dal CI'?IC{ SEICICNEE] M‘HICISdIGHCw*-II"ICqIQ‘IHCJ{7C<4‘-L|

yadyavagatasya; tada tenaiva sadbhavavagamena abhavahetorba-
dhyamanatvadagamakatvam.

Translation: 633

If you say it will be the subject being known, then, by that itself
existence will be known and therefore, the ground to establish
absence will become contradicted and as such it cannot be a ground
to establish the probandum.

Text: 634
31ef AATNTT; B2 TR Y& RuM, FITHRTIRT G BRI

atha navagatam; katham tasya paksikaranam, svayamanavagatasya
paksikaranayogat?

Translation: 634

If you say, it will be the subject without being known, then, how
can it be the subject? because, anything if it is not known cannot
be accepted as subject in an inference.
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Text: 635

312f STAIATIHRURY TG&fihRUM, T AR HfTT; deTRsTgIeaRy
g TIHE W8 el ARG JROIAga T At $ef
THeheaH?

atha avayavadhikaranasya paksikaranam, ghatasamanyam nastiti

pratijna;  tadagrahe’grahadityasya  hetoh  tadabhavena  saha
sambandho nasti. tadatmyatadutpattisambandhabhave sati katham

gamakatvam?

Translation: 635

If you say the locus of its parts will be made the subject, then,
your proposition is “there is nothing called universal of pot?”
because, unless it is known, it can never be known and as such
this ground will not have the relation of invariable concomitance
with the absence of universal of absence of pot. As a matter of
fact, if the invariable concomitance, either in the form of identity
or causing effect relationship is not there, how can something be
called a ground?

Text: 636

TTRSTETRY pIsel:? b — AT EPRUTEIRT TeAmFI T80,
JNTET JAAIATGHRURTEUIFIR SR TEUH, b a1 S =R IeuHd
faaferaq?

tadagrahe’grahadityasya ko’rthah? kim - avayavadhikaranagrahana-
meva ghatasamanyasya grahanam, aho avayavadhikaranagrahana-
nantaram ghatasamanyasya grahanam, kim va ghatasamanyasya-
grahanameva vivaksitam?

Translation: 636

When you say, unless it is known, it cannot be known, what do you
mean by it? Do you mean the knowledge of the locus of the part
itself is the knowledge of universal of pot or after the knowledge
of the locus of parts the knowledge of potness is the knowledge of
universal of pot? Or do you want to say that there is no knowledge
of universal of pot?
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Text: 637

TeIf SaAIfaPRUIEIHE SR T80 faaféas; aar AmHTera:
SFIRRTE a1 WM, I odiedl: TeHer s ArgeRTE:,
aeafcRa! a1, AT el el TdueHsi TAIaRTIE:, JedfcRe aTl
tadyadi avayavadhikaranagrahanameva ghatasamanyasya graha-
nam vivaksitam; tada nanenavyatirekah anyatarasattvam va pratipa-
dyate, yatha nilataddhiyoh ekopalambhe’pi nanyatarabhavah, avyati-
reko va, tatha nilalohitayoh ekopalambhe’pi nanyatarabhavah, avya-
tireko va.

Translation: 637

If you intend that, the knowledge of the locus of parts itself is the
knowledge of universal of pot, then, you are not explaining either
difference from many or absence of either of the two. For example,
out of the two viz. a blue object and its knowledge, even if one is
known, there cannot be absence of the other or non-difference. In
the same way, out of the two viz. a blue and a red thing, even if
there is presence of one, one cannot say there is absence of other or
there is no absence.

Text: 638

MY IIIAAFRUMEUR FCAMEY [Jaféra; dar Am-reafcRa:
AT IR a1, JT SIEUM-R Ader - JaRddl THIfd
IR Tl

atha avayavadhikaranagrahananantaram ghatasamanyagrahanam

vivaksitam; tada nanenavyatirekah sadhyate anyatarasattvam wva,
yatha rupagrahananantaram rasasamvedanam na tayorekatam
gamayati anyatarasattvam va.

Translation: 638

If you intend to say that, after the knowledge of locus of parts, there
is knowledge of universal of pot, then, you are not establishing either
the absence of absence of many, i.e. identity or absence of other. For
example, after the knowledge of color, if there is knowledge of taste,
neither it causes the knowledge of identity nor absence of other.
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Text: 639

3Ny WEUHT fIafeid TearRg; dal 'TCUBSUER] SUTH dwhedH,
'SR SAAEER]| AR SFIRAISTE deguerHfafg:, doavEfaf-
JRINEr g daue= |

atha agrahanameva vivaksitam ghatasamanyasya; tada ‘tadagrahe’-

grahat’ ityetanna vaktavyam, ‘agrahat’ ityetavadastu. nahi anya-
sya’grahe tadanupalambhasiddhih, tatsvabhavavinivrttinibandhana-
tvat tadanupalambhasya.

Translation: 639

If you say that, what is intended is the absence of knowledge
of universal of pot, then, you should not say, in the absence of
knowledge of that, there is absence of knowledge of universal.
You should simply say, “Because there is absence of knowledge
of universal.” It is not the case that, if there is no knowledge of
something else, it is established that, there is absence of knowledge
of that, because; the absence of knowledge of X depends upon the
absence of nature of X.

Text: 640

T o Rl dd, 'dEURSTE 3T 2l HeTHIINITIEURd,
31T g SITATfIFRUIEUR SCHAHIRRY TE0 T qaed fuRIaneTg,
foogr waf|

na cayam vyatirekartho labhyate, ‘tadagrahe’grahat’ ityasya hetoh

ghatasamanyasyagrahanameva, api tu avayavadhikaranagrahanana-
ntaram ghatasamanyasya grahanam labhyate tatasca viparitasa-
dhanad viruddho bhavatsi.

Translation: 640

Neither the following meaning is understood from the expression,
“In the absence of knowledge of that, there is absence of knowledge.”
Because of this ground, there will indeed be absence of knowledge of
universal of pot. But what follows from this expression is: after the
knowledge of locus of its parts, there will be knowledge of universal
of pot. And if that is so, this ground will become a contradictory
ground, because, it will establish just opposite of what is intended
by you to be established.
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[92. THIUSHEUmRY SUfIASUITERITS: e Ufiaa ]

[12. ekapindagrahanakale upalabdhilaksanapraptasyetyadeh sami-
ksya prativacanam.]

Text: 641

ISR~ “UhQUSTBUIhTl ST e AGUTITERITUTed Rl AT ”
@ UgHE Aluced AMHI AMfU g SuclesHdl d FRid? fedarie-
fueee™ At gd five wftee T o Fgensal’ TaeRfd| aremdr
UehUUSHBUIPTe] TGUTICHIENUITH F afcy, T AU | Suctfedererr—
UIaRE SMaIERIRUTSUAUTa: | TS TueIfeSeraionTas, el Agesga?
yadapyabhyadhayt - “ekapindagrahanakale upalabdhilaksanaprapta-

syanupalabdhernasti samanyam.” ka evamaha nopalabdham sama-
nyam. api tu upalabdhameva. katham jnayate? dvitiyadipinda-
darsane sati purve pinde smrtidarsanat ‘anena sadrso’sau’
evamanusmarati. athava ekapindagrahanakale tadupalabdhilaksana-
praptam na bhavaty, tena nopalabhyate. upalabdhilaksanapraptiriha
anekasahakaripindopanipatah.  yadi  copalabdhilaksanapraptam,
katham nopalabhyate?

Translation: 641

You said, “since, at the time of knowledge of one individual, there
is no non-knowledge of something which could have been known,
had it been present there” In this connection, we would like to
ask, “Who said universal is not known?” As a matter of fact, it is
known. Now the question is how is it known? After seeing the second
individual, there is remembrance of the first individual in the form
such as, “this is similar to that”. Or at the time of knowing one
individual, since that which would have been known, had it been
there, is not found here and so it is not known. The knowledge of
something which is fit to be known, incorporates many auxiliary
factors. If something is fit to be known, how is it not known?
Text: 642

31 AR, 7 AfS U DA | IUfDAAIIHNE HeT=eR—
AToed () TaafIAsRa(9d) | Taeag, e, HUgUelfed: ? TayaT-
I RGBT AIGRAMIUFIIRTS: | SUeTed! a7 3Iq HRUM
v |
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atha nopalabhyate; na tarhi upalabdhilaksanapraptam. upalabdhi-
laksanapraptiriha  pratyayantarasakalya(lyam) svabhavavisesassa
($ca). etacced vidyate; kathamanupalabdhih? evambhutasyapyanu-
palambhe parikalpyamane sarvavastunamanupalambhaprasangah.
upalabdhau va anyat karanam anvestavyam.

Translation: 642

If you say, because it is not seen, then, how do you call it something
which is fit to be seen? Here, the knowledge of something which is
fit to be known means, a bundle of defining features arising after
the knowledge of that thing. And if that is there, how can it be
said that it is not known? If one postulates absence of knowledge
of such a thing, then, there will arise the contingency of absence of
everything in this universe. And when it is known, one will have to
find out what could be the cause of such knowledge.

Text: 643
31 JIIIRAThe TS [Jafdes, 7 qoeaamafady:;

atha pratyayantarasakalyamatram vivaksitam, na tatsvabhava-

visesah;

Translation: 643

Clarification:

Well, what is intended here is mere collection of features arising

out of the knowledge of that thing and not particular nature of
that thing.

Text: 644

TN JMGTRIT IFUAT:, T GLATIUATIRIRT | TS T ST REBATDT
U TALIUIER NI, qeTuereeat wiaded AgudeedT| SoRPRD—
Araed & U -amedT| dodg e, Hemgueled: ? dReId—
AfALUTITERRIG 3rguered): (fe8: ), AucifedreteomTeRy |

yadyevam adrsyasyaiva anupalabdhih, na drsyanupalabdhirasti.

yadi ca anyakarakasakalyam wupalabdhilaksanapraptirabhidhiyate,
tadapyupalabdhya bhavitavyam nanupalabdhya. itarakarakasaka-
lyam hi upalambhajananasamarthyam. tacced vidyate; kathamanu-
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palabdhih?  tasmadanupalabdhilaksanapraptasyaiva anupalabdheh
(bdhih), nopalabdhilaksanapraptasya.

Translation: 644

Reply:

If it is so, it will mean absence of something which is not seen,
but not absence of something which is fit to be seen. At that time
also, there has to be presence and not absence. The collection of
other factors is nothing but the capacity to produce the knowledge
of a thing and if it is there, how can one say that it is not known?
Therefore, the knowledge of absence of only that which is not fit to
be known, and never of that which is fit to be known.

[93. eRIEPHATSIPTHBUTAIRRT AFIMAGh: TUeH| |
[13. ksirodakavadvivekenagrahanannasti samanyamityukteh khanda-

nam.|
Text: 645

IJegaTa- “ fRIgdhag fAah-TTsTaund, et Ao, dewrgdd; e &
BRI h FFAERUA], AT g SR, 3T AR d:
HE A 3 fAfahraRIamee der, efiRicwmarf fafdmaa Teum|
yadapyuvaca- “ksirodakavad vivekena’grahanat nasti samanyam;”
tadapyayuktam; viveko hi akaranyatvam vyaktinamananugamari-
pata, samanyam tu anugatakaram, anayoh sarupyam. tath saha
sarupyamasya it viviktakaravagamadarsanat tatha, ksirodaka-
yorapt viviktameva grahanam.

Translation: 645

14

You also said “since individual and universal are not known
distinctly as water and milk and therefore there is nothing called
universal.” That also is not proper, because, difference means ‘being
of different form’ which cannot be a common property of the
individuals, universals on the other hand, is a common consecutive
form; there is similarity between the two. Since, there is similarity
in them, there is knowledge of distinct form. In the same way, water

and milk are also known distinctly.
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Text: 646

T4 efRIg@a: ThaSHeY Afr 6 — et &R uferrfer smat Sead ar?
tatra ksirodakayoh ekabhajananiksepe sati kim - kevalam ksiram
pratibhati aho udakamubhayam va?

Translation: 646

When one pours water and milk in a vessel, what do you find? Is it
milk or water or both.

Text: 647

Jarf efikma uirfy; ef dgaamraRT fafdh wafa?

tadyadi ksirameva pratibhati; katham tadudakakaranna viviktam
bhavati?

Translation: 647

If you say only milk appears, then, how is it that, it is not distinct
from the form of water?

Text: 648

3191 IS haat TfrTReT; Tl dHef efivre fafaeh sfafer?

atha udakam kevalam pratibhati; tadapt katham ksiranna viviktam
bhavati?

Translation: 648

If you say only water appears, then, also, how is it not distinct from
milk?

Text: 649

31 I fIIfT; el SYNRAReRIPRIAFIRAR e ARG

atha ubhayam pratibhati; tada ubhayoritaretarakaraviviktayorgrahanam

tadatmyavyatirekat.

Translation: 649
If you say, both appear, then, the knowledge of both, distinct from
each other occurs, without identity.

[9%. Uo7 38! OeT fR- S FHRG: wicrac=| |

[14. ekatra drsto bhedo hi- ityadeh karikayah prativadanam.]
Text: 650
g .
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TeA g8 Nal & Fafeeaa e |

T TG, eI AT GEINGd: | (TN, 3.9R€)
SATEIGH| Thd GE(B) oW 3T U, JAT gCae:
UHIIIAIRGER  JGIACRAIT U, do AM=AfT fReHfe,
IFTATDHRE FfGHaTedai e

yadapyanyaduktam-

ekatra drsto bhedo hi kvacinnanyatra drsyate.
na tasmad bhinnamastyanyat samanyam buddhyabhe
datah. (Pramanava.3.126)
ityetadapyayuktam. ekatra drste(sta)sya bhedasya anyatra darsa-
namastyeva, yatha ghatavastradeh ekavayavoparidrstasya avayava-
ntaralagnasya upalambhat, tatha samanyamapi bhinnamasti, anuga-
takarasya buddhibhedenadhyavasiyamanatvat.

Translation: 650

You had also said the following: “the difference seen in one place is
not seen elsewhere.” Therefore, a universal is not different, because;
it does cause identical knowledge. This statement is also wrong,
because it is a fact that difference seen in one place, is also seen
elsewhere. For example, pot and cloth seen associated with one
type of parts and another type of parts, in the same way, a universal
is also different, because by different determinate cognitions, it is

determined as of uniform nature.

[9y. R sHaRT=TfeTs: FfcrRF e |

[15.nityasya krametarabhyamityadeh pratisamadhanam./

Text: 651

TSI, ST A aTeTuderd U, ST |
yadapyanyaduktam- “nityasya krametarabhyamarthakriyakaranasa-
marthyam nastityasat samanyam”; tadetadayuktam; ubhayathapya-
rthakriyasampadanamupapadyate yugapat, kramena ca.

Translation: 651
You had also said the following: “since an eternal entity does not
have the capacity to contribute to fruitful behavior, either in a
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sequence or without a sequence, the concept of universal is not true.”
This is also not proper, because; in both ways, one can explain that,
it contributes to fruitful behavior either together or in a sequence.

Text: 652

T mﬁw 3] ?||C|C|€:|a, PRI PP 1;ITFﬁﬁT; TTRATSHH A,
AT WIAT Y& T IS TBIBRBR FRITSIRT SHIfe Fa-T-
AP RBRNIGOIH, T BRTTHBIBRAT VIR T a1 e T
FITTIgacdsit, deT SEMf Uayd qoameg Iq SHORTRIT BRiedT—
ST

nanu kramakartrtvamabhinnasya nopapadyate, karyasyaikakalinata

prapnoti; etanca’samicinam; yatha bhavatam pakse ekam nilasva-
laksanamanekakarakaryam niyatadesasambandhi janayati nayana-
lokamanaskaradirupam, na ca karyanamekakarata ekadesSasam-
bandhita wva vidyate ekasvabhavasamudbhavatve’pi, tatha ihapi
evambhutam tatsamanyam yat krametarabhyam karyotpadatmakam.

Translation: 652

Objection:

Well, that which is identical, that is one and without a second,
cannot be said to be an agent, because it leads to occurrence of an
effect, at one and the same time, which is not proper. For example,
according to your doctrine, one blue particular, causes an effect of
different form with reference to a specific place in the form of light
of eyes, impression etc. Even if there produced by single character,
the effects do not have one form or they are not related to one space.
In the same way, here also, the universal under discussion, is of the
form which can contribute effects either together or jointly.

Text: 653
T Tl 0T BRI FRINT T A<d e, dad ATISITTDT;

nanu yadi kramena karyam karoti tada tadeva janakam, tadeva

ca’janakam;

Translation: 653

Objection:

Well, if it produces an effect in a sequence, then, the same is to be
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treated as the producer and the same can be non-producer of an
effect.

Text: 654

qcgH, dad S dad EINSRELT
satyam, tadeva janakam tadeva ca’janakam.

Translation: 65/
Reply:
What you say is correct. The same is the producer and the same is

not the producer.

Text: 655

BERYECINTELDIR AR

nanu janaka’janakayorbhedaprasargah;

Translation: 655

Objection:

Well, in that case, there will arise the contingency of producer
becoming different from non-producer.

Text: 656

T TEEI, JAT EER U§ Tdh AoRdden FhRIIaET S,
TIBRUMCHTIEIT ISP, 7 T FIHaIS R |

na prasangosti, yatha tvadiye pakse ekam nilasvalaksanam svakarya-
peksaya  janakam, svakaranatmapeksaya tu ajanakam, na tasya
svarupabhedo’sti.

Translation: 656

Reply:

That cannot be a contingency, because, as according to you one
and the same blue particular is said to be producer, in terms of its
effect and the same is said to be a non-producer in the form of its
cause and in spite of that, there is no difference in its form.

Text: 657

3121 FIBRUFAH ° ST, T&gehH; Talcd Pageusl 1 Hafd, e
qr?

atha svakaranamatmanam ca janayati; tadayuktam; tadatmanam
kurvadutpannam va kuryat, anutpannam va?
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Translation: 657

If you say its own cause does not produce itself, it will not be
correct. There the question arises, whether while producing itself it
will produce something which is already produced or it will produce
something which is not yet produced.

Text: 658

eI e T, TGhH; PATT PRUTARTC

tadyadi utpannam karoti; tadayuktam; krtasya karanayogat.
Translation: 658

If you say it produces something which is already produced. It is
not proper, if something is produced, it cannot be produced again.

Text: 659

JTATSTCT PRITCT; JRAC: b PIRp1ef: ? AT THRUHMY T SFfel FoReRT—
SIISITIRIGI| 31 d<d PRD dod d JPRBANT, T AHFIHY
SHPH— ST d |

atha’nutpannam karoti; asatah kah karakarthah? tatha svakarana-
mapi na janayati itaretarasrayatvadosaprasangat. atah tadeva
karakam tadeva ca akarakamiti, tatha samanyamapi janakamaja-
nakam ca.

Translation: 659

And if you say that, it will produce something which is not yet
produced, there the question arises, what is the meaning of the
producer, in the case of something not produced. Moreover, in that
way it also does not produce its own cause, because it will lead to
the defect of mutual dependency. Therefore, whatever is a producing
factor, the same is also a non-producing factor. In the same way,

universal also is a producer and also a non-producer.

Text: 660
T arifraraganTdsac  fageaft, JuT 98 SRFRTE Rl
eEICIIGdHearITast = frada afgseuaT, E%ﬂﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁ@‘ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂm

PIFBIIRE 9, dA ISU BRI FegAkdled Iq Iegead
BIIISSDICHD d, TAT AT GGH 7 T BRI
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na carthakriyakartrtvabhave’satvam siddhyati, yatha vahneh ayogo-
lakangaravasthayam dhumotpadakatvabhave’pi na nivartate vahni-
rupata, svahetoreva tathabhutasyotpattervahnisvabhavasya dhuma-
janakatmakasya ca, tatha anyadapi karyam svahetunotpaditam yat
vastusvabhavam karya’janakatmakam ca, tatha samanyamapi vastu-
bhutam na ca karyamutpadayats.

Translation: 660

It cannot be said that, if it is accepted that there is absence of
producerness of any fruitful behavior, then, it will mean that, it
does not exist. For example, when the fire is in the form of a red
hot iron ball, even if it does not produce smoke, it does not lose its
character of being a fire. The nature of fire, of that type i.e. of the
form of being the producer of smoke is produced from its own cause.
In the same way, another effect also is produced by its own cause
viz. the nature of a thing i.e. being of the form of not producer of
an effect. Similarly, universal is an entity which does not produce
an effect.

Text: 661

9 af wrf Arcareafa, dewhifa wef afy?

nanu yadi karyam notpadayati, tadastiti katham vetsi?
Translation: 661

Objection:

Well, if does not produce an effect, how do you know that it exists?

Text: 662

dqUctsedT|
tadupalabdhya.
Translation: 662
Reply:

Through its knowledge.

Text: 663

?ﬁaﬁwwﬁwﬁﬁﬁaﬁf? SEENNIE RIS DI ERIDISEY SR I RO B
4|
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nanu tadanutpadya katham tadgrhitirbhavati? svahetusamarthya-
niyamitayah tadgrhityatmatayotpatteh.

Translation: 663

Objection:

Well, how is it that, its knowledge is not produced by that? That
is produced in the form of knowledge of that universal which is
determined by the capacity of its cause.

Text: 664

T TGUTEIc AU, TGRSR AIRTITAFI| 7 9 IR fcd=
AeTEIca(c) ST SafcRehtT [INIThRAATIARRT ST TR
fynfia: | & SR =, rfie= ar?

naca tadutpadyatvena tadgrhititvam, caksuraderapi samvedyatvapra-
vyatirekena visayakarasamavesayogat. yo’sau akaro visayarpitah sa
kim jnanakarad bhinnah, abhinno va?

Translation: 664

Reply:

It is not the case that the knowledge of universal is called knowledge,
because, it is produced by that universal. Had it been so, there will
arise the contingency of eyes etc. revealing themselves. It is also
not the case that, because, the universal contributes to the form of
knowledge of universal, therefore it is called knowledge of universal,
because, without the form of knowledge, the association of form of
object in the knowledge is not possible. There also the question
arises, is the form in the knowledge contributed in the object is
different from the form of knowledge or identical with that?

Text: 665

gfe f¥=1:; | Arfcep:; srdTfaed! ar?
yadi bhinnah; sa tatvikah; atatviko va?

Translation: 665
If you say, it is different, then, again the question arises, whether it

is real or unreal?
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Text: 666

gfe difce:; dgufd: daH?

yadi tattvikah; tadgatih katham?
Translation: 666

If you say, it is real, then, how is it known?

Text: 667
foh Tgdd=IcaT; 3TTEY STdhcdThRIUhcdT?

kim svasamvedyatvena; aho janakatvakararpakatvena?

Translation: 667

Is it known as being self revealed or as contributed the form of being
the producer?

Text: 668

T FaddeIca; Tagdd; JeTHIcHTIT T eI |
tadyati svasamuvedyatvena; tadayuktam; ajnanatmataya svasamuve-

dyatvayogat.

Translation: 668

If you say, it is known as something to be known by itself, it will
not be proper, because since it is of the nature of non-knowledge,
it cannot reveal itself.

Text: 669

Y \ﬂ"ICbCCHSSCDNIqCI’)Cq'i; d<T UTHT JAThRUTUNT |
atha janakatva "kararpakatvena; tada prapta akaraparampara.

Translation: 669

If you say, it is known as contributed the form as a producer, then,
one will have to postulate an endless series of forms (i.e. it will lead
to infinite regress).

Text: 670
3ATf@d: ; TETfMTIYe]; FaadeIcdoTdheacd aRaTd|

atattvikah; tadgatirnopapadyate; svasamuvedyatvajanakatvavyatirekat.
Translation: 670
If you say, it is unreal, then, its knowledge cannot be explained,

because it will be neither self-illuminating nor producer of anything.
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Text: 671

a1er IfReh:; 9 aifda:, raTf@a ar?

atha avyatiriktah; sa tattvikah, atattviko va?

Translation: 671

If you say, it is identical with the form of knowledge, there again
the question arises whether it is a fact or it is a fiction?

Text: 672

Ife dIfaad:; F TSI, afgusiar ar?

yadi tattvikah; sa jadatma, tadviparito va?

Translation: 672

If you say, it is a fact, again question arises, is it non-sentient matter

or opposite of it?

Text: 673

IS SeTeAT; 7 afe R |e A - ReRan: areeargadf: |

yadi jadatma; na tarhi cita saha tadatmyam-cidacitoh tadatmya-
nupapattih.

Translation: 673

If it is a non-sentient matter, then, it cannot be identical with
anything sentient (i.e. one who has consciousness) because, identity
between conscious and unconscious is not possible.

Text: 674
Y dfgm¥id:; del FFEEAl Wl STFRUdl °  FasTHIaeRUT—
(o FTATERON ) UfcehHea=eTgau : |

atha tadviparitah; tada nanamatrata syat. jnanarupata ca sarvajna-
navadharana(0jnanasadharana)pratikarmavyavasthanupapattih.
Translation: 67/

If you say, it is conscious, then, it will be mere knowledge and the
form of knowledge is common to all knowledges and in that case, it
will be difficult to explain any individual object or action.

Text: 675
3797 31T p: ; AT STFNTY JTdTfaded UTeIf |

atha atattvikah; tada jnanasyapi atattvikatvam prapnoti.
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Translation: 675
If you say it is a fiction, then, knowledge also will become fictitious.

Text: 676
Ife 7 ReTFaRd eRIcaRaf; s FdhRaesaTed AR -
TfcepedeaeTIudix!: | U4 = Sf Agmha -

372 FeFU AR FarareiReudr|

AT TERTa: THTOT AIHYT |l

e WCICRIRNACIURIEIL]

yadi ca vignanatadatmyena akarotpattirbhavati; vijnanam sarvaka-

rakanispadyena sadharanam pratikarmavyavasthanupapattih. evam
ca sati yaduktam-

arthena ghatayatyenam nahi muktvartharupatam,
tasmadarthadhigateh pramanam meyarupata.
tanmugdhavilasitam saugatanam.

Translation: 676

If you say, the form is produced as identical with the knowledge,
then, since knowledge is common to all as being produced by all
factors, it will be difficult to explain each and every object and
action. When such is the case, your statement viz. “the form of
the content of knowledge, is caused by the content without giving
up the form of content, therefore, the proof for the knowledge of
content is the very form of the content,” is nothing but a fanciful
imagination of the Buddhists.

Text: 677
e gfiepedTiegy AT 7 (e T2 Ueb T Sebebr cuTaepea
RATEIRUM, AT Yeb AHIIH ST RATRUA

tadevam vrttivikalpadidusanam samanyadau na sambhavati yatha

ekam rupam anekakaryotpadakatvena sadharanam, tatha ekam
samanyam anekadharasadharanam.

Translation: 677
In this way, the criticism of relation and imagination is not possible
with reference to a universal. As one color is common as producer

of many effects, similarly, one universal is common in many loci.
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Text: 678
31T T@HHY AMG B SR MY J aHa; A1 foh Huwa dhaergearednd,
SRAIRLCH

atha ekarupam nanekam karyam janayati api tu ekameva; tatrapi

kim rupameva kevalamutpadayati, uta jnanameva?

Translation: 678

If you say that, one color does not produce many effects, but only
one effect, there also a question arises, is it the fact that it produces
only color or only knowledge?

Text: 679

T FUHT BaeFaTedf; Tal BURIISTEY WA eSS =Td

tadyadi rupameva kevalamutpadayati; tada rupasya’grahanam pra-

pnoti vijnana’jananat.

Translation: 679

If you say, it produces only color, then, it means that it is not
known, because it does not produce knowledge.

Text: 680

3791 ST e Tl AT Hegal 1 I | SRR IS -
HEHINUfRISTE Jooad dq AWM TIeH| 7 9 S qsavaRHrdt
s FUFRHS|  RAREHd ®U [T T ShRINTER
TiToe | TgReuTelIal BRONH fIsmeat=i, i gy -
IR, 3Rl T RIcRe eI ?

atha jnanameva kevalamutpadayati tathapi manasam pratyaksam na

prapnoti. svavisayanantaravisayasahakarinendriyajnanena yajja-
nyate tat manasam pratyaksam. na ca svavisayanantarabhavi visa-
yo’sti rupantarajanakat. tasmadekameva rupam vijnananiladika-
ryasadharanam pratipattavyam. caksurupalokading karanani vijna-
namutpadayanti, tani kimekasvabhavayuktani, aho niyatasva-
bhavayuktani?

Translation: 680

If you say, it produces only knowledge, even then, there cannot
arise any mental perception. A mental perception is that perception,
which is produced by the knowledge of senses, which is the auxiliary
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cause of the content which comes after its own content. And here
there is no content which arises after its own content, because it
does not produce another color. Therefore, one has to accept single
color, which is common to knowledge blue color etc. We say that
the factors such as eyes, color, light etc. produce knowledge. Here
the question arises, whether they produce knowledge having one
and the same nature or having specific individual nature?

Text: 681

qEfE ThaarEaaar Iafa(f); daT SRbd U TfmRayTa—
PIHCIG]

tadyadi ekasvabhavataya utpadayati(nti); tada karakaikatvam pra-
pnoti abhinnasvabhavayogitvat.

Translation: 681
If you say that, they produce having one and the same nature, then,
one should say, there is only one factor, because all factors possess
identical nature.

Text: 682

31 FIIREHTaYhI ST R S, TaT e STveRed e e,
PRI AT RepTIcdTg, BHYLTeaTiead |
atha niyatasvabhavayuktani jnanarupam karyam janayanti, tada

vijnanasya abhedarupata nivartate, niyatasvabhavakarakajonyatvad
rupadabdadivat.

Translation: 682

If you say, they produce knowledge possessing individual specific
nature, and then, it cannot be maintained, that the knowledge
is identical, as color, sound, etc. are different because they are
produced by factors having specific individual character.

Text: 683

31y [Afdamelt eRUTGETSawY SR wafd, Ud I HRINGI BRI
acd - Ty fAemTee FTelaledRIgIe, 3FBIGY TdH
afcr| vd g AT FrRaerice™ FRaeRemgA fHadd|

atha vividhadapt karanadakhanditarupam karyam bhavati; evam

ca karyabhedad bhinnakarananumanam nivartate - ekasvabhava-
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ekam bhavati. evam ca sati niyatakaryadarsane niyatakarananu-
manam nivartate.

Translation: 683

If you say, from various types of causes an indivisible or uniform
effect is produced, then, there cannot be inference of different
causes on the basis of different effects. As a matter of fact, from a
single knowledge having a single characteristic, many effects of eyes,
light etc. are produced. Similarly, from many causes, one effect is
produced. When such is the case, the inference of specific cause on
the basis of specific effect will not remain valid.

Text: 684
3N TGHRd BRUNGH BRI FafT 7 T8 AgfeldMH Idhha e
qaed Fraaarice™ FRITHRUTIAN 3 fFraria?

atha ekasmadeva karanadekam karyam bhavati na bahunam sanka-

litanam ekaphalotpadakatvam. tatasca niyatakaryadarsane niyata-
karananumanam kena nivaryate?

Translation: 684

Likewise, from a single cause, a single effect will arise. Many causes
together cannot be said to be producer of one effect and so who
can debar the operation of inference of specific cause on seeing the
specific effect.

Text: 685

JeAeaHIET; Teidh HRUM, U BRI SR AT =IAMRIe:- “agei-
feorrdr waf=d, emRevuar yaeRar sl wwHa SHafy -
TSI R, 318 daTdReH, & a1 qafuRarerfica ?
tadetadasamicinam; yadyekam karanam ekam karyam janayati
tada’bhyupagamavirodhah- “caturbhyascittacaitta bhavanti, bodhad-
bodharupata visayakarata” ityadi. ekameva janayati kim- samana-
jatiyatvena, aho tadakaratvena, kim va purvaparakalabhavitvena?
Translation: 685

This is not at all proper. If you maintain that, one cause will
generate one effect, then, it will go against what you have already
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accepted. For instance, you have said, “the mental states arise from
four things, the conscious state, from the consciousness’ and also
the form of the content etc.” Moreover, when you say one cause
produces one effect, the question arises, is it in the form of the
same class or in the form of that or in the form of something arising

in a sequence?

Text: 686
TS AHFSITC I Sivehead; el AHTeDblel Thgeas Y S|

tadyadi samanajatiyatvena janakatvam; tada samanakalinam

pascadutpannamapi janayet.

Translation: 686

If you say it produces things of the same class, then, it can also
produce something which comes later but belonging to the same
kind.

Text: 687
3T dCZIC’ONI'\'J,CJ’)IRCC{"I i hH, dATIdad @'UT’:U

atha tadakaranukaritvena janakam, tatrapyetadeva dusanam.
Translation: 687
If you say, it is a producer imitating the form of that, there also the

same objection can be raised.

Text: 688

31T YAfIRBTTIIIA SIHaH; = Tele aehed 'ThHg SiHdY deeuTeiia—
FRBRIVT YTt TIcarsfIasTe

atha purvaparakalabhavitvena janakam; na tarhidam vaktavya-

m‘ekam eva janakam’ caksurupalokamanaskaranam purvakalabha-
vitva visesat.

Translation: 688

If you say, it is a producer coming in sequence then, you should not
say one and only one is the producer, because the factors such as
eyes, color, light and mind all belong to the earlier time.

Text: 689
Udd BTG ICHTE I \‘HIC{?NCDCE"GICDQ{J‘{‘)LJ. ag '_‘|. &N‘Ith‘il Y[ hR—

IRER a1 ISR | degaud! ~RICIIRTE: |
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evanca anekopadanotpadyatvena akarakadambakasvarupam vijna-
nam prasaktam. rupadyakaraparihare va vijnanakarasyapyanupapa-
ttih. tadanupapattau nairatmyaprasangah.

Translation: 689

Thus, since it is produced by many factors, knowledge appears to
be of the form of many forms and if you try to exclude the form
of color, the form of knowledge will remain unexplained and if that
remains unexplained, it will lead to the contingency of voidness of
characteristics.

Text: 690

g, ST PRIGEITTTH, PROIGEITTT, SHIRTHTT aT?

kinca, jnanam karyaikasvabhavam, karanaikasvabhavam, ubhaya-
svabhavam va?

Translation: 690

Moreover, what is the fact is knowledge always of the form of an
effect or is it of the form of cause or is it of the form of both?
Text: 691

eIl PRI, TaT PRI T FHaRT, Te9Td T aded, AP

RGCATIHTHI |

tadyadi karanaikasvabhavam; tada karyarupata na sambhavati,

tadabhave na vastutvam, samskrtanam vastutvabhyupagamat.
Translation: 691

If you say, it is of the form of cause, then, it cannot have the form
of effect and if it does not have the form of effect, then, it cannot
be an entity at all, because, according to you, only that which is
produced is accepted as an entity.

Text: 692

1Y HRURSUAT SUYE; SFTENIHMISIIIRIRI ST SaRTI |

napi karanarupata upapadyate; anadhiyamana’tisayatyena janaka-

tva yogat.
Translation: 692

It cannot be of the form of cause also, because, unless something
additional is super-imposed, it cannot be called the cause.
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Text: 693

31T PRGTINET; AT 7 FeTHD, T fhaTSaRoT avle |

atha karyaikasvabhavam; tathapi na sadatmakam, arthakriya’karane
vastutvavirahat.

Translation: 693

If you say that, knowledge is always of the form of effect, still, it is
not eternal, because, if it does not contribute to a fruitful behavior,
it cannot be considered to be an entity.

Text: 694

31T IITHBH; THH-IhTcHD Faf? I od fANATEH: ? AfE T M-
TR0 AFTAIUEI | 7 AT )oauerd, i)
atha ubhayatmakam; ekamanekatmakam bhavati? kena tvam
vipralambhitah? nahi ekasya anekanamakarane nanatopapadyate.
na canekanamaka(ka)ranamupapadyate, nimittasyavicitratvat.
Translation: 694

If you say knowledge is of the nature of both a cause and an effect,
it means one and the same thing can be of many natures. Who has
confused you? Even if one thing is given many names, it does not
become many. Moreover, it is not possible even to name it by many
names, because the ground for application of the term knowledge
is not many.

Text: 695

TG IS RTsa=a el FMIgau i ; STy acRIsgau e |
evam vijnanasya’sambhave sati santananupapattih; abhrantabhra-
ntadvaitasya nupapattisca.

Translation: 695

Thus, when knowledge itself remains impossible to explain, there
can be no justification for a series of knowledges. Also, there is no
justification in holding the duality of non-erroneous and erroneous.
[9%. T SigRraeg T fRigeasee=e|]

[16. prasangat boddhabhimatasya santanasya asiddhatvapradarsanam.]
Text: 696

SAIS AramnsRfy: s Tl dedhed d SMHRIFOREIIU: ;
YU T FTFTBRIRENTS: | TeUIh! T ISt |
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ito’pt santanasya’siddhih vijnanasya ekatvat. tadekatvam ca aka-
rantarasyanupapatteh; upapattau va jnanakaravirahaprasangah. tat-
prasaktau ca santana’ nupapattih.

Translation: 696

For this reason also viz. because knowledge is one, the series of
knowledges cannot be established. Knowledge is one means, there
is no form other than the form of knowledge possible and even if
it is possible there will arise the contingency of knowledge having
no form and once that is the fact, there cannot be a series of
knowledges.

Text: 697

ERINE G i ksies i rstcielis N CF | oo (G ic eea o QR i e | I B O o
ERUTRTG, el ST ? h HASTHTT, 318! SMHRIRUT?

ito’pt  vijnanasantananupapattih- vijnanam asaddharmat sadat-

mataya nivartate, svarupantarattu katham vyavarttate? kim
sadatmataya, aho akarantarena?

Translation: 697

For the following reason also, there is no possibility of a series of
knowledges viz. a knowledge is excluded as being existent from that
which is non-existent. But how can it be excluded from its other
form? There the question arises, is it excluded as being existent or
in terms of another form?

Text: 698

Jafe ISeadaT Qre<ia; deT wUTe: eIPRAT ITHIf, arfaifaorRniRg |
tadyadi sadatmataya vyavarttate; tada rupadeh asadakarata

prapnoti, VajIvISANayoTiva.

Translation: 698

If you say that, it is excluded as being existent, then, entities like
color will have to be accepted as non-existent like horns of horse.
Text: 699

312f SMMHRIRYT Facd; TeT SR SAaHTEd] UTeATfd, JTNmvEfef|

atha akarantarena nivartate; tada jnanasye  asatsvabhavata

prapnoti, turagavisanavaditi.
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Translation: 699

If you say that, it is excluded in terms of other form, then, it means
that the knowledge is fictitious like horns of horse.

Text: 700

31 fagrT R e wuTesdl e, 1 [eHTeRar Ao,
AT ]?

karata satsvabhava, asatsvabhavalval?

Translation: 700

If you say that, knowledge is excluded in the form of knowledge,
like knowledge of color etc. is excluded from color etc. there the
question arises, is that form of knowledge real or unreal?

Text: 701
Tl AT, Tl SR Fa<id gid fhgeh Jafc?

tadyadi satsvabhava; tada jnanakarataya nivarttata iti kimuktam
bhavati?

Translation: 701

If you say that, it is real, then, what do you mean by saying “it is

excluded in the form of knowledge?”
Text: 702
FTHTT fFadd, [ RIe e RIRRGI | TI9T HURRAGTHRT JTC

SUERIEEISNRECIERUCE M EIRE R

sadatmataya nivartate, vijnanasadakarayoravyatirekat. tatasca

rupaderasadakarata prapnoti turagavisanavaditi purvoditameva
dusanamapadyate.

Translation: 702

If you say that, it is excluded as real and existent, because
knowledge and existence of knowledge cannot be separated. Then,
again the entities like color etc. will become non-existent, like the
horns of horse, which is the same objection raised before.

Text: 703
Y IRAIET; el ERAvEg femeual aRefi, @m faem-
FIHTGUUTR:, AU aaaT TSI
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atha asatsvabhava; tada kharavisanavad vijnanarupatam parityajati,
tyage vijnanasantananupapattih, tadanupapattau caityavandanadi-
kriya’narthakyam.

Translation: 703

If you say, it is unreal then, its character of being knowledge will
vanish, like rabbits horn and once it is not knowledge that cannot
be a series of knowledge and when there is no series of knowledge,
the activities viz. the praying of ‘caitya’ will become meaningless.

Text: 704

ESINEIRERIENENIEIS SN ERUCCA TRt M Gl R ICE IS BRI
TIRUTANIG, IT  YIBII=IISTHIEET ¥awd ded  STRfASTHTI&RITY
Ry, e PReg(a]@e, T g qERas R deTd &g Hafd,
TEHORIASTRATIY 3 afdl, AU IR e TaRT IR |

ito ’pi vijnanasantananupapattih, tadutpadakavijiianasya purvapara-

sahotpannavijnanam prati svarupavisesad yadeva purvasahotpanna-
vijnanasya niravayafvaftvena, tataSca yatha purvasahotpanna-
vijnanasya heturna  bhavati, evamaparavijnanasyapi heturna
bhavati, tatsvarupavyatiriktavyaparatisayasyanupalabdheh.
Translation: 704

For the following reason also, there cannot be a series of knowledges
viz. the nature of the knowledge which is suppose to produce the
series remains the same with reference to the prior and the later
knowledges. In other words, whatever is the form of knowledge, prior
to the series with reference to the knowledge which arises before
the same is the form of knowledge with reference to the knowledge
which follows. Since, knowledge does not have parts; therefore, as
it does not become the cause of previous knowledge, so also it is
not the cause of the following knowledge, because there is no extra
function other than its own form.

Text: 705
312f YAPBTeATd TaTIeRT: oF O gcaguuTerd;

atha purvakalabhava evatisayah tena tasya hetutvamupapadyate;
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Translation: 705

Clarification:

Being at the previous moment, may be treated as the extra function
and that is why that can be called as the cause of following
knowledge.

Text: 706

I JUT SISTSTYGDPIAHINT SISTSDRY] TAT HAGOTS] Faa—
FFPIAITAM Saads HfiT agcd IRThH; AoHIh! JMda QeI -
QINGRY(FY) TR R T, ForgargamRls(ARe) T -
FSTERU R qAT, TAFTAARTTAARIE AT HHARTI R
LT | A ;|

yadyevam yatha devadattajnanapurvakalabhavi devadattajnana-

karanam tatha sarvapurusajnananam devadattajiianakalotpanna-
nam devadattajnanam prati hetutvam prasaktam; tatprasaktau
anekadvipadesantaritapurusanusyu(nubhu)tarthanusmaranam syat.
tatha, svajanabhujangamadau’(madavana)nubhutepyarthe nusma-
ranam syat. tatha, tathagatavadatajnanajonyatve devadattajnana-
namavadatata syat. tatasSca sarve sarvajnah syuh.

Translation: 706

Reply:

If it is so, then, suppose as the knowledge of Devadatta of previous
moment, is the cause of the subsequent knowledge of Devadatta,
in the same way, all knowledges of all people produced at the
time of knowledge of Devadatta should be treated as the cause
of the knowledge of Devadatta and if that is accepted, then, there
should be remembrance of all things experienced by people living
in many islands and places. Similarly, there will be remembrance
with reference to things which were experienced by own people and
serpents. Likewise, since knowledges of Devadatta are produced by
pure knowledge of Buddha, the knowledges of Devadatta should
also become pure and as a consequence of it all should become
all-knowing.
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Text: 707

37 é[a ST CQCJ‘I'(TIII?ZSH"II"H“L, (_‘fglI‘Idquildﬁl'ﬂl‘llcilfi\)‘l"ekqs'ﬁ <dqdl-
ST ST, TosT=aca~d JRTasIFRATIaSaRaYdT = Mo |
atha naivae avadatata devadattadijnananam, tathagatavadata-

tvenaiva tathagatajnanasyapyavadatarupata na prapnoti.
Translation: 707

Clarification:

Well, the knowledges of Devadatta will not be pure knowledges,
because, although these knowledges of Devadatta etc. are produced
by the pure knowledges of the Buddha, still these knowledges of
Devadatta are also produced by the knowledges of Devadatta etc.
Text: 708

JALAATATY STSARTT: RCHAISIed | LT F-aMIuf:, fasT=a: ke
ehAIATUUT: | I9d BRURTH faFeafd deg srie Sra 3fa a:
g |

tatascasavapi  avitaragah  syadasarvajnasca. itaSca  santana-

nupapattih,  vijnanayoh  sahotpade  hetuphalabhavanupapatteh.
yadaiva karanajnanam vinasyati tadaiva karyajnanam jayata iti
vah siddhantah.

Translation: 708

Reply:

Then, the knowledge of the Buddha also cannot be said to be pure,
because, it is also produced by the knowledge of the Buddha and in
that case, the Buddha also cannot be said to be free from defects
like desire etc. and as a consequence he too cannot be considered
as all-knowing.

Text: 709

PRUETRI I faer: dgede Tal dded dRUHIAIRIG BRI
el fhgch 9afi? BRUGHIIGST Ud Hafd| T Felcq=ii:
egheaIu:  UhdliQaan:  MONURINGl  SRUETRT 9
Y (e ) FRAICITIAS, JTa=R fAATeTRTs: | qaed &UFf Aerd,
JUeH! 1 FAATIE:,  AQAIAIIRYT  SuT e gedrd

freTaeded a1 THEUIIEIRITY JguufayTs: |
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karanajnanasya ca vinasah tadutpada eva. tatasca karanajnana-
vinasakale karyajnanam bhavati. kimuktam bhavati? karanajna-
notpadakala eva bhavati. tata$ca sahotpannayoh hetuphalabha-
vanupapattih ekakalodgatayoh govisanayoriva. karanajnanasyae ca
anupapa(nutpa)nnasyotpattivad — anutpannasya  vinasaprasangah.
tata$ca ksanamapt nopalabhyeta, upalabdhau va satatopalambha-
prasangah, tadatmabhutavinasasya upalambhavighatakarttrtvat.
vighatakarttrtve va ekaksanopalambhasyapi anupapattiprasangah.

Translation: 709

For this reason also, there cannot be series of knowledges viz. two
knowledges are produced together, i.e. it cannot be decided, which
one is the cause and which one is the effect. According to your
doctrine, the moment the knowledge which is treated as cause is
destroyed, at the same time, the knowledge which is treated as effect
is produced. The destruction of the knowledge which is the cause, is
itself is the effect of that cause. Thus, at the time of the destruction
of the knowledge which is the cause, there arises the knowledge of
effect. What do you mean by this? It means the knowledge which
is an effect, arises at the time of knowledge, which is the cause
and that is why it cannot be decided which of the two knowledges,
which have arisen simultaneously, is the cause and which one is the
effect, like two horns of a cow which have grown simultaneously
and there will arise the contingency viz. like the production of the
knowledge which is the cause, which is not yet produced there will
be destruction of that which is not yet born and it will take to a
situation that, it cannot be known even for a moment and if it is
known, then, it will continue to be known for ever, because it being
of the nature of destruction it does not have the capacity either
to know or to destroy or if we accept that it has the capacity to
destroy, then, there will arise the contingency that, it can never be

known even for a moment.

Text: 710

37T TRV IR AT < () Heiciderfed: Srguetfedar;
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atha ekaksanopalabhyasvabhavakam sanjatam tena (na) satatopa-
labdhih anupalabdhirva;

Translation: 710

Clarification:

In that case, it has become an entity which has the nature of being
for a moment and therefore there can be neither its knowledge for

ever nor non-knowledge for ever.

Text: 711
TG GIeITE NI FATd fohel dhodd? foh, IcurefamTaRiRye
AfeY PRIGRORN: T = Ten: T

yadyevam dvadasastaksanopalabhyasvabhavakam sanjatam kinna

kalpyate? kinca, utpadavinasayorabhede sati karyakaranayoh samam
vinasah syat.

Translation: 711

Reply:

If it is so, then, why don’t you postulate it as having the nature of
being known for twelve or eight moments? Moreover, if production
and destruction are made identical then, there will be destruction
of cause and effect simultaneously.

Text: 712
JEGIGhH- “HIGOR1: A (FTSpH )UIM=R - el & osiHIaRydD
SFcarg, fadiead)” 9, Jifearg qura, fedanfea Ry gen

SHYdacd ATaeRg urid den wrg mafea) fha, aft (fg)smenq
SFYABeaTATH, 7 fheTSTaeTcHEHHRUMIRU STecHd SR |

yadapyanyaduktam- “maturudaranihkrama(niskrama)nanantaram

yadadyam jnanam tajjhanantarapurvakam jnanatvad  dvitiya-
jnanavat.” na, asiddhatvad drstantasya, dvitiyadijnanasyapi yatha
jnanapurvakatvam navagahayitum paryate tatha prageva aveditam.
kinica, yadi (ddhi)jnanatvat jnanapurvekatvanumanam, na kila va-
bodhatmakakaranamantarena bodhatmakam karyamupapadyate.
Translation: 712

You had also said the following: “the first knowledge after coming
out of mother’s womb is also preceded by another knowledge,
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because it is a knowledge, like the second knowledge.” This inference
also is not correct because, here the example is not established yet.
It is not possible to know that, the second knowledge is preceded
by the previous knowledge (since the second knowledge is not yet
born) and in spite of that you have mentioned it as an example.
Moreover, your inference says that, this knowledge is preceded by
another knowledge, because it is knowledge. But, it is not the case
that, without the cause of the form of knowledge there can be an
effect in the form of knowledge.

Text: 713

UdzdldelHq —- STEYTHPIGY "Ir\l(’HC"IICJ')(’iITJ"IIIrEZdﬁNUII%L‘l\YIIUCI;
etaccavadyam - abodhatmakadapi nilalokalocanadikaranadupa-
jayate;

Translation: 713

Objection:

But this is not proper, because, knowledge does arise from the cause
which is not of the form of knowledge viz. from the blue thing, light,
eyes, etc.

Text: 714

qer Tqfel aeTe faei dgoNaTdied ISRy 7 SR Reed |
TR Jgafd T DR AaRgEamed, e fAemearerd
g 9 g STIRAT, T SEIURARUIISII FHe sfa—-
STITHRAT faidl 7 g SR

tada garbhadau yadadyam vijnanam tadbhutasamuvatadeva bhavi-

syati na jnanantaram paritkalpaniyam. yasyanantaram yadbha-
vati  tattasya karanam naparidrstasamarthyam, vijnanabhave
vijnanajanyakarata nivrtta na tu jnanakarata, yatha indriyavya-
paramantarenopajayamane manovijnane indriyajonyakarata nivar-
ttate na tu jnanakarata.

Translation: 714

Reply:

Then, the first knowledge in the womb can be from collection
of matters and in that case, you should not postulate another
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knowledge, as the cause of the first knowledge. It is everybody’s
knowledge that, if X follows Y, then, Y is the cause of X. In the
absence of knowledge, the form caused by the knowledge will not
be there but, not the form of knowledge as in the case of knowledge
caused by mind without the function of sense organs, the form
produced by the sense organ is not found, no doubt, but not the
form of knowledge.

Text: 715

I T A ASLRAI IR AT 0 SN 9 WA, S8R
GFHATDIH~AXUT SUTGTIDIRUICTI NI |

yadi ca sadrsat sadrsasyotpattirniyamyate tada dhumena dahana-

numanam na prapnoti, dahanasya dhumasarupyamantarena upada-
nakaranatvayogat.
Translation: 715
If you restrict similar effect from similar cause, then, you cannot
explain inference of fire from smoke, because, in that case unless
smoke is treated as similar to fire, fire cannot be the cause of smoke.

Text: 716

37T HUHIAT ARCITHARRT A; ASETT FIALURAIAT AR =T,
31 q{cﬂlcblrasll"lq)(”“l"qu

atha ruparupata sarupyamubhayoriti cet; tadihapi svalaksanarupata

sarupyam bhutavijianayoh, alam paralokavijnanakalpanaya.
Translation: 716

If you say, there is similarity of both, in terms of similarity in form,
then, here also there is similarity between matter and knowledge in
terms of their being unique particulars and therefore, there is no
need of postulating knowledge of previous birth.

Text: 717

3 femeuar ygmi A e 99 duruRHeRUE AT fase

srehfare (e @),

atha wvijnanarupata bhutanam na vidyate tena tesamupadana-

karanatvam nasti vijnanam pratitiSce(pratiti ce)t;
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Translation: 717

Clarification:

Well, matters are not of the form of knowledge and therefore, they
cannot be the material cause of knowledge. Since, knowledge is
nothing but awareness.

Text: 718

SBIMY gAHYAT AT SERY, AIGHBRURE, TEHE T SEATgHI | e,
AT RG SRR SURHSRUMSIRGT R
FTSIE) 7 9 TP AAINEHRRT daloRgsfafmcard) SgHar—
PREIDING T STHDBRATRE: T, PRI 7 e oudi, o Hef

AIHATHDH ? TGUURIT o HTHT SFHIURFIRT $Id: FRUTIIURI:, daguuit

T FTAS AT, T AIAIRIAA IR | T (SR | T )
T IR,

thapt  dhumarupata nasti  dahanasya, nopadanakaranatvam,

tadabhave na dahananumanam. tatha, anubhavajnanadanu-
bhavajnanasyaiva nispattirabhyupeya upadanakarananukaritvena
karyasya mnispatyabhyupagamat. na ca ekadesanukaritvamasti
tadbijasya’vicitratvat. anubhavakarananukaritve ca jnanakara-
tavirahah syat, anukaroti ca vijnanarupatam, tena katham
nanubhavatmakam? tadupapattau ca prapta anubhavaparampara
ityatah smarananupapattih, tadanupapattau ca anumanajnana-
syapyanupapattih, tatasca sarvavyavaharavilopaprasangasca. evam
(prasangah. evam ca) na santanasiddhih,

Translation: 718

Reply:

Then, here also fire is not of the form of smoke. Therefore, fire
cannot be the material cause of smoke and if it is not the cause of
smoke, then, there cannot be inference of fire on the basis of smoke.
Similarly, you should accept arising of experience from experience
only, because, you have accepted that, an effect arises in accordance
with its material cause. It is also not true that, an effect imitates
its cause partially, because, the cause of an effect does not allow
variation. If the effect viz. knowledge does not follow the form
of experience, it will lose its knowledgehood. Therefore, it does
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follow the form of knowledge. Therefore, how can you say, it is
not of the form of experience and once that is explained, a chain
of experiences is unavoidable and therefore, one can never explain

any remembrance.

Text: 719

Y AfJhedamfImetmsaRea e, A1 aRERea ARG eI
R A |

napi savikalpakanirvikalpakajnanadvairasyamasti, napi vyabhicara-
vyabhicaradvaividhyamupapadyate saugate mate.

Translation: 719

Neither there can be the dichotomy of determinate and
indeterminate knowledge. Nor can there be the dichotomy of

erroneous and non-erroneous knowledge according to the doctrine
of Buddhists.

0.6 HHENDINTRY Tegary fFR:

[mimamsakabhimatasya pratyaksasya nirasah./

(Refutation of the definition of Perception as accepted by the
Mimarsakas)

Text: 720

AT, “HTHIR GORATZAT0N g o ueaem” [$if.9.9.9]; dcfa

TGhH | DA ? TTT DTfeic] T&UIURY, BaTfered BRI IUIGTURY,
CE eI CICERG|

tatha, “satsamprayoge purusasyendriyanam  buddhijanma  tat

pratyaksam” [Jaimi.1.1.4]; tadapi pratyuktam. katham? etatsutram
kadacit laksanaparam, kadacicca karakasamkhyapratipadanaparam,
kadaciccanuvadaparam.

Translation: 720

In the same way, the definition of perception as given by the
Puarvamimamsa system viz. “when there is proper contact with the
sense organs (with the object) of a person there arises a perceptual
knowledge” (Jaimini 1.1.4) can also not be justified. How is it
so? Because, this aphorism of Jaimini is sometimes treated as a
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statement of definition, sometimes as providing the number of cases
and again sometimes as a restatement.

Text: 721

Jaft AURY; JEEEIGRITARAIRGG AT R —ATGEPRUSTIGH,
T vgfoamed, At qruRfRdad, TFger a-wd  gaifargeTe
JheT |

tadyadi laksanaparam; tadavabodhasyavyabhicaritvam navagantum

paryate- nadustakaranajanyatvena, napi pravrttisamarthyena, napi
badharahitatvena, nanyatha va-sarvam purvoditamanusmrtya vakta-
vyam.

Translation: 721

If it is treated as a definition, then, the fact that such a perceptual
knowledge has to be non-erroneous, cannot be understood. It cannot
be understood as non-erroneous either on account of its being
produced by defectless causes, nor can it be said to be non-erroneous
on the ground of its capacity to produce fruitful behavior, nor it can
be non-erroneous because, it is not contradicted, nor by any other
way or by any other ground. All these objections should be raised
recollecting what we discussed before.

Text: 722
ASTRIAATSAET: | 1Y ZfFaasracaHaT=g IRid, 3o sdwand|

napt indriyarthasamprayogajatvam vijnanasyavabodhasya carvag-

bhagavidavagamyate, tadatindriyatvena tadayattata nadhigateh.
napt indriyajonyatvamavagantum paryate, indriyanamatindriya-
tvadeva.

Translation: 722

A person who is observing a thing from one side does not know
whether the contact of his sense organ is proper with the entire
object. Since the contact is beyond the grasping capacity of a sense
organ, he cannot know the extent of such a contact. Nor can he
know that such a knowledge has been produced by the sense organ,
because, he cannot see the sense-organ.
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Text: 723
319 JTIYTIATIIIAT AfTBUNBIT ;NI SFIATIaufI+
AT BISTAT?

atha avabodhanyathanupapattya sannikarsaparikalpana  kriyate;
avabodhasya anyathanupapattirna bhavati ka’numa?

Translation: 723

If you say that, he will infer such a contact with his sense organ
considering that without such a contact such knowledge cannot
arise. It is not correct, because, it is not the case that such a
knowledge cannot be explained otherwise and therefore, where is
the question of resorting to inference?

Text: 724

31 BREAEIT; b O TRRAREITH TR ? ST dHRbeard
It o saf=|

atha karakasamkhyartham; kim tena parisamkhyatena prayojanam?
alokadimamapi karakatvat tanyapi parisamkhyeyani bhavanti.
Translation: 724

If you see this statement of Jaimini mentioned above informs about
the number of cases or producing factors we would like to know
what is the purpose of counting such factors, because, there are
other factors like light, etc. they should also have been counted in
the statement.

Text: 725

31T FATCURAT; RIGHITIaTa! ARG | 79 fegsl Fafafaiea|

atha anuvadaparata; prasiddhasyanuvado na’prasiddhasya. naca
adhyaksam kvacidviditam.

Translation: 725

If you say that, the statement of Jaimini is a restatement. There, I
must remind you that, a restatement is possible of only that which
is already known and not of that which is not known. In the present
case, perceptual knowledge is nowhere known.

Text: 726

T3 e fafer;

nanu loke viditam;
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Translation: 726

Clarification:

Well it is known to the world.

Text: 727

T Rl fy s:, SreaRrETRaaTsHaT: | 1Y FerRivToTd fafee, daea
TIEHIENTIT:, TEIaTa! ITgarargaut: |

‘na viditam’ iti brumah, avyabhicaritaya’navagateh. napi satsa-
mprayogajatvam viditam, tataSca pratyaksanadhigatih, tadana-
vagatau canuvadanupapattih.

Translation: 727

Reply:

Well, we are not saying that, it is not known, what we are saying
that, it is not known as non-erroneous. Nor is it known that, it is
produced by a proper contact with the sense organs, that is why, we
say that, perceptual knowledge is not known and if it is not known,
there cannot be any restatement of that.

Text: 728

SAIAEIUURT: FAISHTER] (8 SIS ST 3/gare: Jacd, 3R
Fafoq frfafadiad ufciead ar

itopyanuvadanupapattih prayojanabhavat. nahi prayojanam vina

anuvadah pravartate, anudya kvacit kincidvidhiyate pratisidhyate
vd.

Translation: 728

Also, restatement is not possible, because, there is no purpose
behind it. You know very well that, without a purpose, no
restatement occurs. It is our experience that, after restating either
something is enjoined or something is prohibited.

Text: 729

FreaTy g wfcr MR afiYedd | dgm- e TR ueael faem-
JeTFH T ARSI cd o |7

nanvatrapi dharmam prati nimittatvam pratisidhyate. taduktam-

“dharmam pratyanimittam pratyaksam vidyamanopalambhanatvat
samprayogajatvacca.”
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Translation: 729

Clarification:

WEell, here also the cause or the ground for Dharma is prohibited or
negated and it has been stated “a perceptual knowledge cannot be
the ground for the knowledge of Dharma because, it can only reveal
that which exists in the present time, since it is caused by proper
contact with the sense organs.”

Text: 730

T v sruueTafasiicys el et ufa fFiftdces ufaffera, & ar
FHITIRICT=, 3T a1’

tatra kim anyapadarthavabhasotpannam pratyaksam dharmam
prati nimittatvena pratisidhyate, kim va dharmavabhasotpannam,
anutpannam va?

Translation: 730

Here we have some questions: Is that perception which is produced
in the form of appearance of something else is prohibited as the
ground to know Dharma, or, is it because pseudo-dharma reflects
in it, or, is it not produced at all?

Text: 731

TS SFgueTIfaRIcT= s fhad; qarsfaufiomr araafaen
VISHJY: |

tadyadi anyapadarthavabhasotpannapratyaksavyavrttih kriyate; tada’-
vipratipattya sambodhayitavya jadamatayah.

Translation: 731

If you say, the statement of Jaimini excludes perception in which
something else appears, then, those dull-headed should be addressed
without any problem.

Text: 732

a1t g (A ) garereicremcereargi: fohad; aar faRieM Yegaver vafd-
efgaEdIcys Yed, 7 o SHHEHET AedIuiead, Il aeAT-
TSI ISR g fqaIgdhca ScU=RAT =T cd ST

atha  dharmya(rma)vabodhakotpannapratyaksavyavrttih — kriyate;

tada wvirodhena pratyavastheyo bhavati-dharmavabodhakotpannam
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pratyaksam, na ca dharmanimittamiti vyahatamapadisyate, anyatha
codanavacanajanitavijnanasyapi dharmavabodhakatvena utpanna-
syatannimittatvam syat.

Translation: 732

If you say that, the perception which has arisen to reveal Dharma is
being excluded by the statement, then, it should be counter-acted
with opposition: it means a perceptual knowledge is produced to
reveal Dharma and at the same time, you say, it is not the ground for
Dharma. These are contradictory. Otherwise, even the knowledge
arising from the statement of injunction, will not be a ground, since
it has arisen to convey Dharma.

Text: 733

AT FHIgaIgehcd AT, BT Tferd—I=iicasl dg, gqiaaIedhd ?
a1y HHASATII G D SCLENNCING

athanutpannasya dharmavabodhakatvam nasti; kenatra pratipa-

dyate- yannotpannam taddharmavabodhakam? napi kamaladalava-
bodhakam svayamasatvat.

Translation: 733

If you say that, unless it is produced, how can it cause knowledge of
Dharma? Then, who understands here “whatever is not produced
causes the knowledge of Dharma? It cannot be the case that, a lotus
is not born and still it causes the knowledge of petals of lotus.

Text: 734
JERIthH— AHIIITSTedT] gicl, TERIYhH; FFIANTSIcd J2T 7 wefel T

PIUEISRE

yadapyuktam-’satsamprayogajatvat’ iti, tadapyayuktam; satsampra-

yogajatvam yatha na bhavati tatha pragevoktam.

Translation: 734

You have given the ground that, it is a perceptual knowledge
because it is produced by proper contact of the sense organ with
the object. That is also not proper and we have already shown it
before, how a perception cannot be said to be produced by proper
contact.
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Text: 735

IS “femMIuer @ fba uael e fermHeareafa;
T4 T daet Feger, MfY g AauHoncaTed s faerasiera |
yadapyanyaduktam- “vidyamanopalambhanatvat  kila  pratyaksam
vijnanam vidyamanamavabodhayati”; yadyevam na kevalam pratya-
ksam api tu sarvapramanotpaditam vijnanam vidyamanavabodha-
kam.

Translation: 735

You have given another ground such as “since a perception reveals
that which exists in present time, it is knowledge which causes the
knowledge of existent thing.” In this connection we would like to
say that, if it is so, then, it is not only perception, but knowledges
produced by all process of knowing, cause the knowledge of existent
thing.

Text: 736

31 AT T mfdem b eneriaaiere; Tefder; HUTaaIes?
atha codanajanitam vijnanamavidyamanakartavyarthavabodhakam;
yadyavidyamanam, kathamavabodhyate?

Translation: 736

Clarification:

Well, the knowledge produced by a Vedic injunction conveys that
meaning which does not exist at the present time and which is
required to be performed i.e. the vedic sacrifice.

Text: 737

37T IAGIETd; HUHITHAA? qIeTIca-d e =ar U g —
Ay AT eI =R SUSTRIT TIeaaTe=ad|
atha avabodhyate; kathamavidyamanata? avabodhyamanatvenaiva

vidyamanata pratyaksapramanavabodhitarthavaditi. napyavabodha-
namavabodhyamantarena upajayate pratyaksavabodhanavat.
Translation: 737

Reply:

If you say, which does not exist in the present time, then, how is its
knowledge caused? And if the knowledge is caused by injunction,
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then, how can it be said that it does not exist? Something it is said
to exist when it is presented as being known like an object which is
revealed by the means of perception. No act of knowing is possible
without the object which is being known, like the act of perceptual
knowledge.

Text: 738

MY T AeATae AR e uuerd, sifdermiascard Hevg-
FEHaAq| BAUSHASTRATY TRAMIBRBIITG ey, afeed
FH SR 1|Fa, H 7 FMeareq? e a1 Seaaneifasc
TRERIT AieTaed: | fh, AT fae ddeaarelfayd a1 qesrafasd
[RIEEREIN

apt ca codanavacanajonitavijnanasya  mithyatvamupapadyate,

avidyamanavisayatvat keSondukajnanavat. keSondukavijiianasyapi
pratiyamanopakarakarthabhave mithyatvam, tadihapi pratiyama-
nopakarakartho[najstyeva, katham na mithyatvam? tadanvaye
va  kartavyarthavisayatvam pratihiyeta codanavacasah. kinca,
codanajanitam vijnanam kartavyatarthavisayam va tadabhava-
visayam nirvisayam va?

Translation: 738

Moreover, if what you say is accepted, then, the knowledge arising
from the Vedic injunction will become a false knowledge, because,
it reflects an object which does not exist, like the knowledge of
thread-like things appearing in the knowledge for a person who
comes into the shade from the sun. As a matter of fact, even the
knowledge of thread-like things appearing in the knowledge for a
person who comes into the shade from the sun, will become false
if there is no element which causes such perception. And here also,
there is nothing which prompts the knowledge of Dharma to arise
and so how is the knowledge arising from a Vedic injunction not
false? If this is the way we are construing the Vedic injunction,
then, the Vedic injunction will lose its content which is presented
as some activity to be performed. Moreover, we would like to ask
whether the content of the knowledge which arises from a Vedic
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injunction is an activity which is to be performed or is the content
absence of that or there is no content at all?

Text: 739

Jofe IV, d81 O goEFd Weiegeaferdeans, M-
SIRIEERT

tadyadi kartavyatarthavisayam; tada tasya vartamanataiva pratityu-

tkalitatvad vidyamanatoyadivat.

Translation: 739

If you say, it has a content which is presented as an activity to be
performed, then, that activity is known to exist in the present time
from that understanding, like water in the present time (presented
by the erroneous perception of water in the mirage).

Text: 740

ARITCRYCIACd SedTefIeH! e SHdbearieT i
toyaderapratiyamanatvam svasattadhumadagnau sati janakatvadina
nimaitiena

Translation: 740
(The sentence is defective, hence not translated.)

Text: 741

Udeorg, foerd; dhemfdeHar?
etacced vidyate; kathamavidyamanata?

Translation: 741
And if it is there, how can it be said that it does not exist?

Text: 742
1Y TASHAIITRI; THATY T4 WU e meard, 7 e

atha tadabhavavisayam; tasyapi svena rupena vidyamanatvat na

kartavyata.

Translation: 742

If you say that, the content arising from the Vedic injunction, is
absence of that, then, that also i.e. absence also exists in present
time in its own form, but it cannot be an object for performance.
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Text: 743

3y FAifdwem; 7 afg A acteraafaeT 1ft g Afdwar sad awmem|
atha nirvisayam; mna tarhi codana karttavyavabodhika api tu
nirvisaya ityevam vaktavyam.

Translation: 743

If you say that, the understanding of the Vedic injunction has no
content at all, then, you should say that the Vedic injunction does
not convey any act to be performed. But it is contentless.

Text: 744
TR JT el e Yer™e doT ==y JHTomf |

evamsthite yatha pratyaksam vidyamanopalambhakam tatha anya-
nyapt pramanant.

Translation: 744

When this is the situation, it is proper to say that, as a perceptual
knowledge reveals something existent, in the same way, the other
knowledges arising from other processes of knowing also reveal
something which is existent.

Text: 745

Jfeo Te, T9 qeEIaT™ WEIUMRT| UHEeRaT |1 q sfafd,
IR ST 7 9afdy, Ja7 HRegfesmaTd: |
buddhijanma pratyaksam, mnaca buddhyavagame pramanamasti.
pratyaksavaseya sa na bhavati, svayamanabhyupagamat. anumana-
gamyapi na bhavati, taya pratibaddhalinganavagateh.

Translation: 745

You have said that perception is knowledge that arises, but you
do not find any proof for the knowledge of such perception.
That knowledge cannot be determined by perception, because,
you too hold the same view (according to the Bhatta school of
Purvamimarsa - knowledge is not perceived but it is inferred.)
This cannot be known by inference either, because we do not know
any ground which has invariable concomitance with the object of
inference viz. knowledge.
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Text: 746

372 STATTRAT U, fohH— BT ITgHuaT, 318l qgUIR NI~
TUURT, ST a1?

atha arthapattya pratiyate; kim-ghatarthanyathanupapattya, aho tadu-
padanaparityaganyathanupapattya ghatavabodhanyathanupapatya va?
Translation: 746

If you say that, perception can be known by process of implication,
there we would like to know whether without postulating the
knowledge of pot, the pot cannot be explained or whether without
postulating knowledge giving up of the material cause of the
pot cannot be explained or without postulating knowledge the
knowledge of the pot cannot be explained?

Text: 747

eI BerIf=IeguuT; degwd, 7 Ifedrl e, 31U g 3fgRe dwmril|
tadyadi ghatarthanyathanupapattya; tadayuktam, na buddhikaryo
ghatah, api tu buddhiriha tatkarya.

Translation: 747

If you say without postulating the knowledge of pot, the pot cannot
be explained, that is not proper, because, pot is not effect of
knowledge. Rather, the knowledge of pot is produced by the pot.
Text: 748

3 BCUEHURITTIATIIOT JfEURpeu b, degth, giaa-
FIRIFGHTATFRIERAHRINEAII NIy Hd gorgar  URar
JfEA-IRU a1 TgUTeTdTg] SCIURMIYNGITT ged oF  AfawerseafT: |
Ta FEEEREUH=RYT Iarl a1 wfafeuderd | srerfuftioRg degudi
sfegemeTTy geeT|

atha  ghatopadanaparityaganyathanupapattya  buddhiparikalpana

kriyate; tadayuktam, buddhisvarupasyanekakalantaravasthanayogat
arthapatternirvisayatvam. kenapi balavata prerito buddhimantarena
va tadupaplavadva ghatopadanaparityagaya ghatate tena sandi-
gdha’rthapattih. naca sambandhagrahanamantarena niyatayam
buddhavw pratipattirupapadyate. arthapattitastu tadanupapattau
indriyakalpanapt durghata.
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Translation: 748

If you say, without postulating knowledge giving up of the material
cause of the pot cannot be explained, that also is not proper,
because, the form of the knowledge cannot continue to exist for a
longer time and as such the knowledge by implication will become
contentless. Without the knowledge being prompted by some strong
factor or because of confusion, there occurs the elimination of the
material cause of a pot and therefore, this may lead to a doubtful
pre-supposition. It is not the case that without the knowledge of
relationship, there can be awareness of a specific knowledge and if
that does not happen through the process of pre-supposition then,
even the postulation of sense organ will be a difficult task.

Text: 749

Y FANGFIATIIIT fGURBUAT fohardd; TRAMY gIeIT AT Freel]
IIRET, FUFAEIEII? G A UL gfg:  ATaaIernT,
g EIseReMI Tiacagedd ST SPISY: |

atha  avabodhanyathanupapatya  buddhiparikalpana  kriyate;

tasyapi buddhya saha sambandho nasti, kathamavabodhayati?
avabodhe cavagate pratyaksavagataiva buddhih navabodhagamya,
avabodha- buddhivijnanasabdanam paryayatvadavabudhyate jnayata
ityeko rthah.

Translation: 749

If you say, without postulating knowledge, the knowledge of the pot
cannot be explained, that also is not proper, because, even that does
not have relationship with the knowledge. Then, how can it cause
the knowledge of that. Once the knowledge is understood, it means
that knowledge is directly perceived and not by the knowledge
of pre-supposition. The terms avabodha, buddhi and vijnana are
synonymous and all the three have one meaning viz. knowledge.

0.7 NTHIRY UTETALTIRY R

[samkhyasammatasya pratyaksalaksanasya nirasanam.]
(Refutation of the definition of Perception as accepted by the
Sankhyas)
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Text: 750

Jer “siATegRRiaHicud el Ughd; SIATeI(% )0 SeaTa—
fyareRaar fuRomr g a1 amedeRT Tafd—a=m-
TR I aERul 91 aghH- T e AETERIAsY -
afe: 17 (e, 8. 3.90) M| JaIfe stenfga: Uouerad; T
LRI EERNER G Rl

tatha “Srotradivrttiravikalpika” etadapi pratyuktam; Srotradika(ka)-
rananam Sabdadivisayakarataya viparinamo vrttiSabdenabhidhi-
yate. sa canekaprakara bhavati-samyagjnanarupa viparyayajna-
nasandeharupa ca. taduktam- “tamo moho mahamohastamisro’n-
dhatamisrah” (Bhavasam. wu. 3.10) ityadi. tadyadi Srotradivrtteh
pratyaksatvam; tada viparyayadivrtterapi pratyaksatvam prapnoti.
Translation: 750

In the same way, the statement of the Samkhya philosophers
viz. “an indeterminate knowledge is the modification of the mind
through the sense organs viz. ears etc.” is also refuted. The term
vrtti stands for the modification of the instruments such as ears
etc. in the form of their content viz. sound etc. Such modifications
are of various types viz. of the form of true cognition, in the form
of erroneous cognition, in the form of doubt. It has been said in the
same system-“ignorance, delusion, great delusion, confusion, great
confusion, etc.” Now, if the modification of the senses such as ears
etc. is called perception, then, the modification such as illusion etc.
should also be called perception.

Text: 751
AN IfETfaqURIEH fhad; I G 7 I Wag a1 A Heudl, qdy
IR S 7 G | Tod ~ATRIBIIEA&ugaR Tufia|

atha abadhitapadopadanam kriyate; tat sutre na Sruyate. bhavatu

va tasya kalpana, tathapi avyabhicaritvam jnatum na Sakyate. tacca
natyaytkapratyaksalaksanadhikare prapancitam.

Translation: 751

If you add a clause viz. that which is not “contradicted” that is not
found in the original aphorism in the original text of the system.
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Or, granting that you add the clause, still how can you know that
the perceptual cognition is non-erroneous? We have elaborately
discussed this in the section discussing the definition of perception
as given by the Naiyayikas.

Text: 752

IS Freafraiuc e giiRueR daarciaaT g F=RETy
giRaIfdT wafcr| Taea FuTEI 7 v ad gia: |

yadi cavyabhicaripadena viparyayarupa vrttirapodyate
tattadatmataya wvyavasthita samyagrupapt vrttirapodita bhavati.
tatasca samgrahya na labhyate vrttih.

Translation: 752

If by the word “non-erroneous” an illusory perception is excluded,
then, in that form even the established true cognition, will become
excluded and in that case, no cognition will be left to be included
in the category of perception.

Text: 753

31 FRT gfRie TR, TeISUIEN T e, il FRdeba R gwTEd|
HEFRIIH ATRUTEH | Al Jadi 98 3f=arg, e god: | Tousiem,
F gEiA HS:? WU gfeddcd  BIad| gfedredfoRfeed |
Thed| ST RS guET  AddlfeduccMl Faal Iuer:
W, SFRTaRU™ defIRGRT Rl SRR, do o
HCTIIUcTF AU |

atha samyagrupa vrttiriha samgrahya; tada’pohya na labhyate,

vrttinam  svarupaikatabhyupagamat. bhedanabhyupagame cabhyu-
petahanam. nahi bhavatam pakse indriyad bhidyante wvrttayah.
taccedabhinnam, katham vrttinam bhedah? bhedabhyupagame
indriyatkatvam hiyate. indriyavyatirekitvam na vaktavyam. indri-
yavyatirekitve bhyupagamyamane  nilalohitaghatadinam  sarvada
upalambhah syat, indriyavasthane tadavyatiriktaya vrtteh avastha-
nasambhavat, tatsambhave ca ghatadyanupalambhanupapattih.
Translation: 753

If you say that, by perception you should include a true cognition
then, nothing remains to be excluded because, cognitions are
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accepted as having uniform form and if you do not accept difference
in cognitions, then, you will lose your accepted position. According
to your doctrine the cognitions are not differentiated from the senses
and therefore, if this is identical, how can there be difference in
cognitions? and if you accept difference, that the sense organ is
one, will be lost. You should not say that, it is not different from
the senses, because, if you accept that, it is not different from the
senses, one will always find objects like blue pot, red pot etc. If
the sense organ exists, the cognition which is not different from its
modification, will also be there and when that is there, you cannot
establish the absence of pot etc.

Text: 754
37e1 gRIIETAY Sguafed):; T darrugUelied: T, Afg wadi 4a fHieyd

IId qd a1 FReged| davd AawIIsfRicd Sudeedgueted fhg ?

FRIucIfeery| uafedaf| FRld anfeAr fediar TieRfeT|
atha  vrttisadbhavepi  anupalabdhih; na  kadacidupalabdhih

syat, mahi bhavatam pakse kincidapurvam jayate purvam va
niruddhyate. tatasca sarvasya’stitve upalabdhyanupalabdhi kimkrte?
sadopalabdhiranu/paflabdhirva. nahyevam vadino dvitiya gatirasti.

Translation: 75/

If you say, in spite of there is modification of the senses, there
can be absence of knowledge of a pot. In that case, the occasional
knowledge of a thing cannot be explained. Because, according to
your doctrine, there is nothing which is produced new. Or, there is
anything which is stopped. Therefore, when everything is there, how
to explain knowledge and absence of knowledge of a thing, or this
may lead to constant knowledge of presence or constant knowledge
of absence. There is no way out for those who hold such a view.

Text: 755
e, e SUARIR fPAgURRaIEl SUARIRI, STRIRIgIa ™I
R (a: )?
kinica, Sabdadaya wupalabhyante kimanupalabhyasvabhava upala-

bhyante ahosvidupalabhyasvabhava(vah)?
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Translation: 755

Moreover, we hear sound, there the question arises, is it the fact that
we hear sound which is of the nature of something which cannot be
known? or we hear sound which has the nature of being something
which can be known?

Text: 756

T IR SURIT; Tl SUTfeel: HAT? Tl FIT IR
FHH JUCTRIRA? T AR : AT

tadyadi  anupalabhyasvabhava  upalabhyante;  tada  upalabdhih
katham? yadi anupalabhyasvabhavah katham upalabhyeran? anyatha
atmaderapyupalabdhih syat.

Translation: 756

There, if you say the sounds which are of the nature of not being
known, are heard, then, how is it heard? Because, if it is of the
nature of that which can be known, then, how can they be heard?
Otherwise, entities like soul etc. can also be known.

Text: 757

31 IUAIRIHET USRI, AT HeF? fdh AarpRul, JMMBIfRg
JNTHRIINT?

atha upalabhyasvabhava upalabhyante; anupalabdhih katham? kim
tenaivakarena, ahosvid akarantarena?

Translation: 757

If you say, they are heard because they are of the nature of being
known, then, how to explain the knowledge of its absence? There
also the question arises, whether it is not known in the same form
or in some other form?

Text: 758

i G IR I ed:; MR U WAy, Suereedt at
TR |

yadi tenaiva akarena anupalabdhih; atmaderapi anupalabdhirna

prapnoti, upalabdhau va bijantaram vacaniyam.
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Translation: 758

If you say, it is not known in the same form, then, even entities like
soul etc. cannot be said to be not known and if it is known, then,
it should state some other reason or ground for that.

Text: 759
JTATHRIINT AT, FATIUARHAISTUAITAT:  Aehea, TeaT-
THRANG, AR ST RAIACBeRIGIIT=IRIAd TSRIRTDT G¥: |

atha akarantarena nopalabhyante; tathapi upalabhyamana nupa-
labhyamanayoh natkatvam, Sabdatmakarayoriva, nahi upalabhya-
svabhavacchabdadanupalabhyasvabhava atma vyatirikto drstah.

Translation: 759

If you say that, in other form it is not known, even then, that which
is being known and that which is not known, cannot be identical,
like the forms of sound and soul. It is not the case that, the soul
which is of the nature of not being known is identical with the sound
which is of the nature of being known.

Text: 760

Y TRATSRIThfed:; doawUaaYah:  AaeHd(Sd )R
B GIRRIEEEREH

atha tasyaiva’bhivyaktasyopalabdhih; tatsvarupavadabhivyakteh sar-

vadanava(dava)sthanat satatopalabdhiprasarngah.

Translation: 760

If you say, the same thing when manifest is known, then, it means
that like its own form the manifestation is not present always and
in that case it will lead to the contingency of knowing always at all
time.

Text: 761

3 foRig™ AfT guarfed:; de AaRUaRIeRIN, AaaraeeyiRTs:,
SHAETSaR  AHIUCEHISUe T | daeed- 'seriguery gd
(a3 geRfRE: wql dor, YEHu(un)ay e Ahery’
SIS T HTAI |

atha tirodhane sati anupalabdhih; tada tatsvarupatadatmyat sata-

tanupalambhaprasarigah, ubhayorva vasthane samamupalambha nu-
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palambhau syatam. tatasca- ‘idanimupalabhe purvam nopa(pa)labhe’
iti vyavaharavirahah syat. tatha, ‘purvamupa(pa)labhe idanim nopa-
labhe’ ityetadapi na prapnoti.

Translation: 761

If you say that, when there is disappearance, there will be knowledge
of absence then, because of its identity with its form there will arise
the contingency of the knowledge of its absence always. Again, if
both exist at one and the same time, then, there will be knowledge
of presence and knowledge of absence simultaneously. Thereby, it
will lead to the denial of our experiential behavior viz. “I did not
see it before, but I see it now.” Similarly, we cannot say, “I saw it
before and I do not see it now.”

Text: 762
3791 ITIATeR) AT SUSHH: ; T AT AT, FIG TR |
atha avayavopacaye sati upalambhah; tasya sarvada bhavat

sarvadopalambhaprasangah.

Translation: 762

If you say, when there is growth in the form, there will be the
knowledge of presence. Then, it will lead to its knowledge always
because it will continue to exist always.

Text: 763
31T TATEUYR! AITIIETF: ; TRT: QT AcdTd AT HIRAS: |

atha svalaksanapustau satyamupalambhah; tasyah sarvada satvat

satatopalambhaprasangah.

Translation: 763

If you say, when own characteristics are present, there will
knowledge of presence, then, since it always be there, there will
be always knowledge of presence.

Text: 764

37 RIS AU, R [ael  feMT, Adadeed:
T dE A9 A9 R U uRGeT T, a1 g JaeT 9T
TN AT |
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atha samsthanotkarse satyupalambhah,; tasyapi sarvada vidyamana-
tvat satatopalabdhih syat. tasmad yena yena nimittena upalambha-
parikalpana, tasya tasya sarvada bhavat satatopalambhaprasangah.
Translation: 764

If you say, if there is growth in the structure of a thing there will be
knowledge of the thing, then, since it will always be there, there will
always be knowledge of the thing. Therefore, on whatever ground
you postulate the knowledge of presence, since that ground exists
always, there will always be the knowledge of the thing.

Text: 765

31 RDTADRDIT-HTISTTITFH: ; QT TRITIIERY ESCEREIC QJUAHIST -

R |
atha deSakalakarakapabandhadanupalambhah; tada tasyapaban-

dhasya sarvada bhavadanupalambha nuparamah syat.

Translation: 765

If you say that, when there is disassociation of space, time
and factor, there will be knowledge of absence. Then, such a
disassociation will always be there and the knowledge of absence
in that case will never cease.

Text: 766

qefT, AT SRR AU HeadaedTd

tatha, indriyanamapi karanarupata nopalabhyate phalavaikalyat.
Translation: 766

Similarly, we do not see the instrumentality of the sense organs

because they do not produce any results.
Text: 767

7 R ST et

nanu asti vijnanam phalam;
Translation: 767

Clarification:

Well, there is result viz. the cognition.
Text: 768

9, T |deT e |deT femar: sghayral AIauerd, JT Ot
REQRATHHGH] dT| g JNHT ARSI sgHafT dcthet a1, M 381y
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TS |1 7 Het 2qal Sead | ), uienfe 3mid wrf-dfcd uEETg
fiRehd, IR ar?

na, tasya sarvada vidyamanatvat. sarvada vidyamanayoh hetu-
phalabhavo nopapadyate, yatha gunanam parasparamatmabhedanam
va. nahi atma atmantarasya heturbhavati tatphalam va, tatha ihapi
anadyanta satta na phalam heturva ucyate. kinca, bhujaladi anekam
karyam-tatkim gunatrayad vyatiriktam, avyatiriktam va?
Translation: 768

Reply:

It is not true, because, that result is always there. When two things
always exist one cannot be the cause of the other or the effect of
the other e.g. the qualities or the mutual differences of the selves.
It is not the case that one self is the cause of another self or one self
is the effect of another self. In the same way, here also the existence
without a beginning and an end cannot be said to be either effect
or cause. Moreover, there are many effects such as earth, water etc.
Are these effects different from the three ingredients or constituents
of nature or identical with them?

Text: 769

qeIfe iR dfcd difddd, Jidr@a aT?

tadyadi vyatiriktam; tatkim tattvikam, atattvikam va?

Translation: 769

If you say, they are different, there the question arises, whether it

is real or unreal?

Text: 770

TS difddd; 7 dfe ToEAURHYadd, dal g ereawad) 7 9
ORIV {8 SFATHISTY T8 JUURR AlssipRiv | 7 AT GTag:,
Y FearagaR[d]wma:, T A -f(3) EfRee:, SueriveReymar
qrl

tadyadi tattvikam,; na tarhi gunatrayopadanapurvakam, tato bhinna-
tvad atmasvarupavat. na ca gunatrayena saha anyatamo’pi samba-
ndha upapadyate tadbhinnakaryasya. na matramatrikasambandhah,
napi sahacarasahacarifta/bhavah, napi nimittani(nai)mittikabhavah,
upakaryopakarakabhavo va.
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Translation: 770

If you say, it is real, then, it is not the fact that, it is preceded
by the material cause viz. the three ingredients, because it is
different from them like the nature of the self. Not even a single
relationship is tenable with an effect which is different from those
three ingredients. Such a relation can neither be relation of part
and whole, nor associate and associated, nor cause and effect, nor
helper and helped.

Text: 771
3l Sff@ad;, ® o U TR, UEAU W8 U ?
9 9 AeAan WY SUUER STCRERIINURING | deHTard, ATHMIS,

ORI | AT Fe&IT [UIERU, RGN | TG -
U 9RF U T Rl |
I RuUTE TRIG geaaH i

TSR F T AR AIGRGAH | T AT, 7 O]

atha atattvikam; katham tena gunatrayam pratiyate, gunatrayena

saha sambandhanupapatteh? na ca sadasatoh sambandha upapadyate
atmakhalavisanayoriva. tadabhavat nanumanad gunatrayaprati-
pattih. napi pratyaksena gunavadharanam, svayamanabhyupagamat.
taduktam-

gunanam paramam rupam na drstipathamrecchati,
yattu drstipathapraptam tanmayeva sutucchakam.

tadanavagame ca na bhogyena bhokturanumanam. tatasca natma,
na gunatrayam.

Translation: 771

And if you say that, it is unreal, then, how is it that the
three ingredients are known there? Because, there cannot be a
relationship with the three ingredients and the effect. It is not
the case that there can be a relationship between existent and
non-existent, like the self and the horns of a rabbit and once that
is not there through inference also the three ingredients can be
justified. The three ingredients cannot be known by perception,
because you yourself do not accept this. As the statement goes



Tattvopaplavasimha 253

- “the real form of the three ingredients is not visible by eyes and
what is visible to the eyes is the insignificant illusive object (maya).”
And once those three ingredients are not known, that cannot be
the inference of the enjoyer on the basis of the object of enjoyment.
This amount to saying that, there is no self and there are no three
ingredients (gunas).

Text: 772

37T IR dfcdq—dTf@dH, dTfad ar?

atha avyatiriktam; tatkim-tattvikam, atattvikam va?
Translation: 772

If you say, it is identical, then, question arises whether it is real or

unreal?

Text: 773

IS e, TaT BRITTHINAERI UMM REEA| dded 33
Tom:" gfcY = ached |

yadi tattvikam; tada karyanamaparisamkhyeyatve gunanama-
pyaparisankhyeyata. tatasca ‘trayo gunah’ iti na vaktavyam.
Translation: 773

If you say, it is real, then, since the effects are innumerable the
ingredients are also to be postulated as innumerable. And in that
case, you should not say that there are three ingredients.

Text: 774

31 U Bcad; T BRI e UTeAlfd, 3= g |

atha gunanam tritvam, tada karyasyapt tritvam prapnoti, anantyam

hiyate.

Translation: 77/

If you say, ingredients are only three, then, effects also should
be only three. And in that case, the effects cannot be said to be
innumerable.

Text: 775
qoIT, PRI Yg&ied JOMIT HegaiedH |

tatha, karyasya pratyaksatve gunanamapi pratyaksatvam.
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Translation: 775

Similarly, if an effect is perceivable, the ingredients also should be
perceivable.

Text: 776

1o I TEMTHH? U UeTH, T SUTedH_ 3T 3Faderihu AT -
ATERIIB A TTDRBTSATE T |

kim  wvisayam  pradhananumanam?  gunatrayam  pradhanam,
tacca upalabdham alam anvayasaktiparimanavaisvarupyopakaryo-
pakarakadisadhanena.

Translation: 776

What is the object of inference of the gross matter? You say the
gross matter has three ingredients. These ingredients are known,
then, enough of the factors such as, relation, potentiality, measure,
universality, helping factors and those which are helped!

Text: 777

37 AT TG, JSIIRh BRAMN AueId, deumars Jouifg-
B |

atha nopalabhyate pradhanam, tadavyatiriktam karyamapi nopala-
bhyeta, tadabhavanna purusasiddhirupapadyate.

Translation: 777

If you say, pradhana is not known, then, one should not find an
effect identical with that. And in the absence of pradhana, it is not
possible to establish the self.

Text: 778

3791 3TTERH; AT ORI JTdT@dcdd | deHTad 7 ffcia! THuHET |
TG IRefdHISHTaTd IRAIBIIG: |

atha atattvikam, tada gunatrayasyapt atattvikatvam. tadabhavat na

citsiddhau pramanamasti. tadasiddhau paralokino’bhavat paraloka-
bhavah.

Translation: 778

If you say, it is unreal, then, the three ingredients also will become
unreal. In the absence of that, there will be no proof to establish
consciousness. And if consciousness is not established, then, there
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will be no people going to the next world and once they are not
there, there will not be even the next world.

Text: 779

dqod gee Aaderd |

tadevam pratyaksam nopapadyate.

Translation: 779

This is how; one cannot establish any perceptual cognition.

0.8 ARIGHTRHIRIAN AR,

[naiyayikabhimatasyanumanasya nirasanam/

(Refutation of the definition of inference as accepted by the
Naiyayikas)

Text: 780

AN SEHFIAN TR gRFATH? “aegqda g " [FIRE, 9.9.4]
HUH? B~ AL TSI SEAYHIT: FHaLRY fohadT,
A I TBR:, TGRS fadldfeigad™; dei<R TR, TfH-
FROMTAR RSN forgafiad) Tevd aRaTdg: degdaddrd] e
BRU AT PRI b HIGEH, Ul T DR MR TSHTAT T,
FeIH! dT BRATSDRHDCATIS: | HAGTHIATS P Jth- “ ST e
TRIgHerRIcdTe|l”

atha idanimanumanam vicaryate-kim punaranumanam? “tatpurva-

kamanumanam” [Nyayasu.1.1.5] katham? kathyate- rasavatipra-
dese nayanadivyaparena dahanadhumayoh sambandhavadharanam
kriyate, tena ca samskarah, taduttarakalam dvitiyalingadarsanam,
tadanantaram vyaptismaranam, vyaptismarananantaram paramar-
sajnanamanumanam lingasacivam. tadabhave tasyabhavah tatpur-
vakatvat. nahi karanam vina karyam loke bhavaddrstam, pratya-
ksam ca karanam giyate tadabhavat kathamanumanaklrptih, klrptau
va karya’kasmikatvaprasangah. pratyaksabhavamangikrtya uktam-
“avinabhavasambandhasya grahitumasakyatvat.”

Translation: 780

Let us now discuss; inference. What is an inference? The Nyaya
Sutra defines inference as “that which is preceded by perception.”
How can this definition work? Let us elaborate. In a kitchen
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one comes to know the relationship between fire and smoke
through the function of eyes. That knowledge produces impression.
At a subsequent time, the person observes the smoke second
time. Thereafter, there arises the remembrance of the relationship
of invariable concomitance (between smoke and fire). After the
remembrance of this invariable concomitance, there arises the
confirmatory knowledge along with the ground smoke and this is
called inference. (In the definition mentioned above), it has been
said that inference is preceded by perception. It means that in the
absence of the perception, there will be absence of inference. No one
has seen in the world, that, there arises an effect without a cause. In
this context of inference, you say that perception is the cause. And
so in the absence of the perception, how can inference be known?
And if it is known, it implies that an effect can arise without a
cause. Having accepted the absence of perception it has been said
“it is impossible to know the relation of invariable concomitance.”

Text: 781

SR eI : — fob AR g eRUM, 318! el
&URIT:, AHTRA&uIal?
itopyavinabhavasambandhagrahananupapattih-kim  samanyayossa-
mbandhavadharanam aho svalaksanayoh samanyasvalaksanayorva?

Translation: 781

For the following reason also, it is not possible to know the
invariable concomitance relationship. Because the question arises,
is it the knowledge of relationship between two universals? Or, is it
the knowledge of relationship between two particulars? Or, is it a
relationship between a universal and a particular?

Text: 782
Jofe AR EEUTYRUM,; qegtd, AMRIGUURT: | deguutied
TR 1Y ARSI, AFFIRFaRe| 1Y Faeer:,

CETEHR MMM, AREMeT ARSI aed | dgEst -
~IRATSA:, JMfAITT aT FEATIIIvRI:, TR 9 98 ST HR e —
“ITIRUF?
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tadyadi samanyayoh sambandhavadharanam; tadayuktam; sama-
nyanupapatteh. tadanupapattisca pragevopapadita. napi samanya-
svalaksanayoh, samanyasambhavadeva. napi svalaksanayoh, daha-
nadhumavyaktinamanantyat, abhinnanekanugaminimitta’sambha-
vacca. tadbhave’pi anantyasya nativrtteh, ativrttau va bhava-
bhavaprasangah, tatprasektau ca vada idanim kasya sambandha-
vadharanam?

Translation: 782

There, if you say that, here the relationship between two universals
is decided, that will not be proper. Because, there is nothing
called universal and we already demonstrated before how it is
difficult to establish an entity called universal. Nor can there be
relationship between universal and a particular on the same ground
of impossibility to establish an entity called universal. Nor can
there be relationship between two particulars, because there are
innumerable fire individuals and innumerable smoke individuals
and there is no possibility of an entity which can be the ground by
which the identical individuals can be brought together. Accepting
that, that is there, the fault of endless regress cannot be prevented
and if it is prevented, still there will arise the contingency of that
entity being positive and negative at one and the same time and
if that is the consequence, tell us whose relationship are you going
to know?

Text: 783

ERCACRGRICIEIEAN A B o It Eo G T B oo (R B
FrIfIUEUHRINY] T gEouul: qefgexuar Freargdgeed:| 7 9
rELREUNTTY A9 EFISaAT, SR T AR
TeTHcd heulig ~IRIARTREI) gl & I fasiH 4 ueiimm
I Hed 1|

desakalasvabhavaviprakarsacca na vyaktinam sambandhavadhara-
naya alam pratyaksam. na ca sambandhigrahanamantarena samba-
ndhabuddherupapattih tadadhikaranatvat sambandhatadbuddhyoh.
na ca sambandhagrahanasamaye sarve sambandhino vabhanti,
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apratibhasanat. na capratiyamanasya pratiyamanatvam kalpayitum
nyayyam, atiprasangat. anyatha hi rasane vijnane rase pratiyamane
rupamapi kalpyam syat.

Translation: 783

Because of the distance in space, time and nature, the perception
is not capable of deciding the relationship of individuals. Moreover,
unless the relata are known, the relationship cannot be known,
because, the relation and its knowledge are based on them. It is
also not the case that at the time of knowing the relationship, all
the relata are known because they do not appear before us. It is
also not proper to postulate something as being known when it is
not being known because, it will lead to unwanted consequence.
Otherwise, in the perception of taste, when the taste is known, one
will have to postulate there color also.

Text: 784

31 NIRRT ST T I eI eRUR, = -
AT o

atha avinabhavasambandhagrahanakalopalaksitakatipayavyaktinam
sambandhavadharanam, na sarvasamiti cet;

Translation: 784

Clarification:

If we say that at the time of knowledge of the invariable
concomitance, the relationship of only few individuals is known,
not of all individuals.

Text: 785

T TNIMT T ARIRIT] AR SR AR 3R TN,
TS T g G ITgea-g A SRl dFgeaed FRa—-
SABTATHTATIS I |

yadyevam tasameva gamakatvam nanyasam. nahi anyasya samba-

ndhe anyasya gamakatvamasti, atiprasangat. na jatu devadatta-
nayanaghatasambandhe jate jaladau jnanamutpadyate niyatadesa-
kalasvabhava yogitvat.
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Translation: 785

Reply:

If you say so, then, only those individuals can become the ground
for inferential knowledge and not the other individuals. It is not a
fact that, if the relationship is known with something that can be
the ground for knowing something else, because this will lead to
the fault of over-application. It is not the case that when the eyes of
Devadatta are connected with a pot, he gets the knowledge of water.

Text: 786
A ... S
svabhava .......... syat

Translation: 786
(weweree. The text is broken and hence does not make any sense........)

Text: 787

IHIE T IR A8 SIS AQIPReACRepT| R aT
T AT ... FHAID RIS : R TSI T 7 T TATIHAT
IRIfRIRUTER, AfdaRaluaniT ga qa: A=A | JeTerTIed
ITHICET fUeoeeRgedeand| Uaaa-eRifaTl FreareadaoadfiRi—
EREIR UG Aot I fagam™ gar ... difaaar geear |

PATGCAER 3T fohe derd e ... eTEFREwY fHgAIcT=,
RRIU=H, HRUMGT SaH, SMHRADB ... qHgeNddey  Riafad

SNHIHBAN FHIHIUI ST J g G

atmanyatve ca anyasya sambandhe anyasya’gamakatvam tadakara-

vyatirekat. avyatireke va parvate naikabalakr .... dhumakaranuprave-
saprasangah syat. tadanupravese ca na tatsamvittyanumeya
agnisamuittirupapadyate, nalikeradvipavasina iva tayoh samba-
ndhanavagateh.  tadanavagatiSca  anumeyadahanasya  pisace-
Svaratulyatvat.  pavakasambandhisamuvittau  sambandhabuddheru-
papattiratiprasangat. tasmad dhuma ...... lingavagama iva .....
tattvikya drstya na kenapyutpadyate iti kinna kalpyate dhumabalena
...... dhumadhuma- svarupam kimadhu- notpannam, cirotpannam,
karanadva jatam, akasmikam ...... matravadyotakatvena paryavasite
akasmikamapi svarupamupapadyate jagato vaisvarupyadarsanat.
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Translation: 787

If the relatum is different from itself, then, something having
relationship with something cannot be the ground for inferring
something else, because, it will not have that form and if the form
is not different, on the mountain .... (the text is broken..) there will
arise the contingency of taking the form of smoke and once that form
is taken, on the basis of the knowledge of smoke, there will not arise
the knowledge of fire, because like the people living in the island
of coconut trees they will not have the relation between smoke and
fire. There will be knowledge of relation in the knowledge of that
which is related to fire and this will be an unwanted consequence.
Therefore, .... (the text is broken.) .... like the knowledge of the
ground or reason .... (text is broken) .... As a matter of fact, by
nobody it cannot be produced and therefore, why not is it being
postulated on the strength of smoke .... (the text is broken)? Is the
nature of smoke produced now? Or, already produced for a long
time? Or, is it produced with its cause? .... (the text is broken) ....
(the text is broken) When it terminates in revealing the quantity,
sometimes a sudden form is also justifiable, because, the universe is
of all forms.

Text: 788
3T MDD FRITIPeRTaeE 7 oRid; a9 o, TIHERY

CI‘H—IICLITNICJ‘JI‘{"'iCbI"R—ICiCZ?ICbId{'l"GI"HI"IICJI"ICJ‘ICI | K,C{'j\d ad. DR T%I:h_q‘_éf
feaeadmemiiSaesd) tag R grmery afd Ageanfivfufa:,
U

atha akasmikatve niyatadesakalasambandhitvam na labhyate; tanna

yuktam, tatsvabhavasya tasyotpatterakasmikaniyatadesakalasamba-
ndhabhavanavagateh. evambhutam tat karanam vinotpannam yanni-
yatadesakalapratisthitadeham. evanca sthite dhumopalambhe sati
nanumeyagnipratipattih, anupalambhat.

Translation: 788

If you say, it is without a cause, then, it cannot be said to be
related with a particular space and time. It is not proper. Since,
it is produced because, it is of the nature of that, one cannot
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know the absence of the relationship with a particular space and
particular time, with reference to something which has come into
being without a cause. Such is the thing which is produced without
a cause and which occupies a particular, time and particular place.
When this is the case, on the knowledge of smoke, there cannot be
inferential knowledge of fire, because, it is not there.

[9. PRIRHIAFFRNR SR Gue ||

[1. karyahetukanumananirasaya karyatvasya khandanam.]

Text: 789

SATSY ATAIITAfRT:, YA HRIPUETSTA | degaufied FTdess—
RIFTI: |

ito’pi  nanumeyapratipattih, dhumasya karyarupatva’sambhavat.
tadanupapattisca sattavicchedasyanavagateh.

Translation: 789

For the following reason also, the knowledge of object of an
inferential cognition is not possible. Because, the smoke cannot
be called an effect. Its impossibility is due to not knowing its
disassociation with the existence.

Text: 790

BRI RIERC G

nanu pratyaksenaiva avagamyate;
Translation: 790

Clarification:

Well it can be known by perception itself.

Text: 791

1% I ucael fIfaRem SusTRi, 3TTel UiNergem?

kim tat pratyaksam vidhimukhena upajayate, aho pratisedha-
mukhena?

Translation: 791

Reply:

There the question arises, does this perceptual cognition arise in a
positive way or in a negative way?
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Text: 792

JaIf fferqzem Suriad; afcd erfawem, T sFafawes, ffdwr ar?
tadyadi vidhimukhena upadiyate; tatkim  dhumavisayam, aho
anyavisayam, nirvisayam va?

Translation: 792

If you say, it arises in a positive way, then, one can ask, is it a
perception which the object being smoke, or, is it a perception of
something else, or, is it a perception having no content at all?
Text: 793

TR AR, T qoaeuETied  doaeuae  faeflaa |
ARTRUYUST|
tadyadi dhumavisayam; tada tatsvarupavagahina tatsvarupastitvam

vidhiyate na tatsvarupakhandana.

Translation: 793

If you say it is perception of smoke, then, its existence is enjoined by
the knowledge in which there is form of smoke and not by knowledge
which destroys its form.

Text: 794

31y A = dfg o+ a1 @ueAT (el aoedad, 1Y g ag afewd
aq aaTsiered fagenfa|

atha anyavisayam,; mna tarhi tena tasya khandana vidhiyate
tatsvarupavat, api tu yad yadvisayam tat tasyaiva’stitvam vidadhati.
Translation: 794

If you say, it is a perception of something else, then, by that its
rejection is not possible, like its form. Rather it will enjoin the
existence of that which appeared as the object of the knowledge.
Text: 795

1y Fifdwem; 7 afg I fbfug fogenfcr A1y wiemertcr geraefeRgeacan|

atha nirvisayam; na tarhi tat kimcid vidadhati napt pratisedhats

mukandhabadhiratulyatvat.

Translation: 795

If you say it is perception without content, then, it means that, it
does not enjoin anything, nor does it negate anything, because it
will be similar to someone who is deaf and dumb.
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Text: 796

a1er UfemerRed SUIE,; defy fdh epfawem, ol srafdwas, fAfdwa ar?
atha pratisedhamukhena upadiyate; tadapi kim dhumavisayam, aho
anyavisayam, nirvisayam va?

Translation: 796

If you say, it is taken in a negative way, is that also knowledge of
which smoke is the object or something else is the object, or it has
no object at all?

Text: 797

qafe gafdygy; de1 dea<iufas deaeuTRRIca e 9 q e |

tadyadi dhumavisayam; tada tatsattopanibaddham tatsvarupasti-

tvavidhayakam na tu vyavarttakam.

Translation: 797

If you say, the object is smoke, then, whatever is associated with
its existence, will enjoin the existence of its form or nature and it
will not exclude it.

Text: 798
31 SN SFIfINIIIGATRAT 7 qoIRIvSHT el doadad|

atha anyavisayam; anyavisayaparyavasayina na tatsattakhandana

avadyotyate tatsattavat.

Translation: 798

If it is a perception of something else, then, it does not imply
the rejection of its existence by that which culminates in having
something as its object, because it exists there like the existence.

Text: 799

a1y iy =1 aq fffeeenfcr Anf ufemefer gereraRie: |

atha nirvisayam; na tat kincidvidadhati napi pratisedhati mudha-
tmatayotpatteh.

Translation: 799

If you say, it is without object, then, it does not enjoin anything,
nor does it reject anything, because it emerges without any

consciousness.
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Text: 800
31 FAfeRa & veasT:, |Alsw 3Terd fohad;

atha sattavicchedo hi pradhvamsah, so’nena atmasat kriyate;

Translation: 800

Clarification:

Well, the destruction means disassociation with existence and that
is being adopted by it.

Text: 801

< IR a9: | mead) f7 favaraRy, dAcus e aoeseuTRarcataead
9 g afuq ufmged| dafeied AdeMm 9 dRafod QUSHISETId
IR a1 SRR e =aRoT | ST e WUSHT?

nedam  caturasram  vacah.  pradhvamso  hi  visayantaram,

tatrotpannam  vijnanam  tatsvarupastitvavidhayakam — na  tu
kasyacit pratisedhakam. tasmimsca samvedyamane na kasyacit
khandana vagamyate svavisayaparyavasayini vijnanani Svavisa-
yastitvavidhanaparani. ka kasya khandana?

Translation: 801

Reply:

This will not have intermittent answer. Destruction is something
else. The knowledge of it enjoins existence of its nature. It does
not reject anything, when that is known, rejection of nothing is
understood. The knowledges which terminate in their own content
they convey enjoining of existence of its own. Who rejects whose

existence?

Text: 802

31 MEdTST gAvaey F UferTiy, OFTAT IR @USHT SftT o
atha pradhvamsajniane dhumasvarupam na pratibhati, tenasau tasya

khandana iti cet;

Translation: 802

Objection:

Well in the knowledge of destruction, the nature of smoke does not
appear and therefore, it is said that it is rejection of that.
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Text: 803

TJd AR GUEH], TR gHEaTeT™ Aciiad AT, JAraarcrd! a1
ERCIRR= e

yadyevam trailokyasya khandana, tasmin dhumadhvamsajnane
trailokyam navabhati, trailokyatmako va na bhavati dhvamsah.
Translation: 803

Reply:

If it is so, there can be rejection of the three worlds, because when
that knowledge of destruction of smoke arises, the three worlds do
not appear, or in other words, the destruction does not take the
form of the three worlds.

[2. TIET fRRTgueTeR e uury| |

[2. prasangat virodhapadarthasya vikalpya dusanam. |

Text: 804

7] HRIfEICT 3T SRR GUSHT 3f <,

atha dhumavirodhitvena asau dhumasya khandana iti cet;

Translation: 804
Clarification:
Well, that is called rejection of smoke, because it opposes smoke.

Text: 805

F: ARdl foRigmel:?  fhq-3IaIhRal, SMel SRFMGI A doiald
RIS a1, dooi=ad] al, doeiaed al, frfeharaged a1, freed-
TqTEred @, AT S ar?

kah punarasau virodharthah? kim-atadakarata, aho asamanaka-

linata, tatsadbhave tasyanupalambho va, tajjanyata va, tajjanaka-
tvam va, bhinnakriyakartrtvam va, bhinnahetutpadyatvam va, asri-
tanasritatvam va?

Translation: 805

Reply:

What is the meaning of opposition? Does it mean not having the
form of that? Or does it mean not being of the same time? Or, does
it mean in the presence of X, in the presence of Y? or, does it mean
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being caused by that? or, does it mean it is produced by that? or,
does it mean being an agent of different actions? Does it mean the
state of being produced by different causes? or, does it mean the
state of not being located in that which is located?

Text: 806

qEf d1ag IraeTeRar foRie:; dar FAFIT AT WUSHT, T hael R,
FATRIATHRANERUT TR |

tadyadi tavad atadakarata virodhah; tada trailokyasya sa khandana,

na kevalam dhumasya, trailakyakarapariharena tatsthiteh.

Translation: 806

If you say by opposition, of having the form of that, that will mean
rejection of three worlds, because that exists devoid of the form of
the three worlds and not only of the smoke.

Text: 807

31 SRTHHETAT faRierel: ; daT refidmFIaa MBI TR Rl e —
YAg: | 5 AT (AT )BT H TG SHAT: TaHTago: |

atha asamanakalinata virodharthah; tada atitanagatavartamana-

kalanamanyonyavirodhitvaprasargah. na casana-(casamana )kali-
nata sa svabhavena ubhayoh svabhavopapatteh.

Translation: 807

If you say, the meaning of opposition is not belonging to one and
the same time, then, the things of past, present and future will
contradict one another. That cannot be said to be belonging to
different time, because individual nature can be justified by their

own nature.

Text: 808
Y TGE aRATgUerfed: fRienef:; dar sifeiffaT A

TCUCICAGET, el TNl TeEUSHIHT | FAT, SATHId TR Il saIgeT,
T T AT geygAR: Il @i

atha tatsadbhave tasyanupalabdhih virodharthah; tada atiduradi-
nimittopanipate sati tadanupalabdhirdrsta, naca tesam tatkhanda-
natmata. tatha, dipabhave ghatadhumaderanupalabdhirdrsta, na ca
sa ghatadhumadeh satta khandita.
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Translation: 808

If you say, in the presence of X, absence of Y, is the meaning of the
term opposition, then, it is a fact that when something is at a far
distance, due to the ground of distance, that thing is not visible.
But that does not amount to rejection of that thing; in the same
way, when there is no land we do have experience of absence of
pot, smoke etc. But that does not amount to the rejection of the
existence of pot, smoke etc.

Text: 809

31 IR Tuefeader Taetfedrfd gder, 38 g I: &
SEINEISITR RS IR GRS

atha duradinimittopanipate yatranupalabdhirdrsta tatropalabdhirapi

punardrsta, tha tu punah dhvamse sanjate na jatu dhumakumbha-
derupalabdhirasti.

Translation: 809

Clarification:

However, in a situation where the circumstances such as longer
distance etc. crop up, and because of that, there is no knowledge, in
that case, we do find that, there is perception again. Here, however,
once the destruction has taken place there is no knowledge of smoke,
pot etc.

Text: 810

T AT 5 B, oTeY TSRy

kena nopalabhyate? kim kenapi, aho sarvajnatrbhih?

Translation: 810

Reply:

By whom it is not perceived? Is it by anybody? Or by one who
knows everything?

Text: 811
Jarfe BTG AU, T de1 ORI FaRUEUSH; JeghH, 1[4 Rumfa—

ffaforg afa e gaef 7yl oy, @ afy g9 waw
T T AT 3T ST 31l
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tadyadi kenapt nopalabhyate, tena tada tasya svarupakhandana;
tadayuktam, durafvajranadinimittopanipate sati yathaike tamar-
tham na pasSyanti apare pasyanti, evam sati sanjate dhvamse tamar-
tham eke nopalabhante anye tu upalapsyanta iti.

Translation: 811

If you say, it is not known by anybody and therefore its form is
denied, it will not be proper, because, as due to the factors such as
distance, cover, etc. people do not see a particular thing, but others
can see it, in the same way, when destruction occurs, some people

do not see it but others will.
Text: 812

378l AIAGAITARI; HIFAT? 'TaegHafddal: Jd SaR: ; T TR,
RITRIGHT SRradcdTs, G’y I JUu: |

atha sarvajnatrbhirnopalabhyate; kanuma? ‘etadanubhavavikalah
sarve jnatarah’; na manamasti, paracittavrttinam duranvayatvat
buddhivaicitryasya ca upapatteh.

Translation: 812

If you say that, it is not known by those who are all-knowing, what
will be the inferential knowledge there? Will it be like “all knowers
are devoid of experience of this?” There is no proof for this, because,
the mental states of others are inaccessible and it is also a fact that,
different people have different knowledges.

Text: 813

&I fT sruatfed): - Fraaerdrel, Fder ar?

dhvamse sati anupalabdhih kim-niyatadesakale, sarvada va?
Translation: 813

After the destruction, does the knowledge of absence take place at
a particular space and a particular time? Or does it occur always?

Text: 814
JeIfe FRIdaerpTel Jgudlfed:; dal F FAHIsaT I, RIgAreddan o
g |

tadyadi niyatadesakale anupalabdhih; tada na sattapagamo’va-

gamyate, siddhasadhyataya ca boddhavyah.
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Translation: 814

If you say that, such knowledge of absence occurs at a particular
space and time, then, it means that, the absence of existence is
not understood. They should be understood as something which is
going to be established that which is already known.

Text: 815

372 FILTPTeT ATARI; Tagehd,, 7 FrRImeh g divmfw, 7 3 diom=<-
RUMTETHT Ieh: |

atha sarvadesakale nopalabhyate; tadayuktam, na niyamakam kincid
bijamasti, na ca bijamantarenabhyupagamo yuktah.

Translation: 815

If you say that, it is not known in all space and time, it will not be
proper, because there is no ground to specify it. It is not proper to
accept anything without a ground.

Text: 816

379 & AT FATURIREeTcd e aRgeafeAfar:?

atha dhvamse sati sarvopakhyarahitatve katham vastutvasamsthitih?
Translation: 816

Objection:

Well, after the destruction a thing loses all its reference and so how
can that be called an entity?

Text: 817

T FAURR e ? b SUASLTaTIRIT, 318! SJUTeeTavIIT?
kada sarvopakhyarahitatvam? kim upalabdhyavasthayam, aho anu-
palabdhyavasthayam?

Translation: 817

Reply:

There we would like to ask, when did it lose its reference? Is at the
time when it is known or at the time when it is not known?

Text: 818

JeIfe Iuatfegaigipearea; SueTd ° AaeaRIeded = il foeH
tadyadi upalabdhimadhikrtyocyate; wupalabhyate ca sarvopakhya-
rahitatvam ca iti citram.
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Translation: 818

If you say that, we are referring to the time when it is known, this
is not understandable, because, it is funny to say that, it is known
and at the same time, it has lost all its reference.

Text: 819

37 U ATTR G A URREda; qagdh, SRIERINfe—
fAfrdrafTa |fr srgucrd! AaiureaRigad a@ T Feamdrd: | IS T e

A SIATIUe:;  SFU TR 9 TaeuRgIanas (ded oM,
STERTUMHAFITH FefT|

atha anupalabdhyavasthamangikrtyocyate sarvopakhyarahitatvam;

tadayuktam,  duravaranadinimittopanipate  sati  anupalabdhau
sarvopa- khyarahitatvam sattvam ca ityanekantah. yadi ca dhvamse
sati atyantanupalambhah; anupalambhaprapanco’yam na tatsvaru-
pasyatavada(tadava)sthyam, avaranadikrtanupalambhe yatha.
Translation: 819

If you say that, we are saying so accepting the state of its
non-knowledge and because of that, the state of its being devoid
of all references, it will not be proper, because, when there is no
knowledge after the presence of the grounds such as longer distance,
cover etc. there is lack of all references and at the same time,
there is existence. This is inconsistent. If after the destruction,
there is absolute absence of knowledge, then, this description of
non-knowledge of its form remains as it is, as we can see in the case

of non-knowledge caused by covering a thing.

Text: 820

qoorgar faRienef:; T queifef Sifvdcar dfe’ifdarss:| 9 9
RIS, T Ui paTfeReer srquetfed: (s8:) |

tajjanyata virodharthah; tada dandadinapi janitatvat tadviro-
dhitvaprasangah. na ca vyaparatisayo’sti, tam prati kriyatirekasya
anupalabdhih(bdheh,).

Translation: 820

If you say that, the state of being produced by that, is the meaning
of opposition, then, since a pot is produced by the stick, it will be
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considered in opposition with that. You cannot say that, there is
an additional factor viz. function, because with reference to that,
the additional function is not seen.

Text: 821

3721 qourdhed faRrenef:; qEYdhH, T TCYAHT G, EaxIcdTe: tNa 3R —
T IS T Toomdreds faRifeiea; daT JrTasT =Ry 3rrar farieft =
atha tajjanakatvam virodharthah; tadayuktam, na ghatadhumatma
tad dhvamsotpadyah taireva anabhyupagamat. yadi ca tajjana-
katvena virodhitvam; tada abhavajrianasya abhavo virodhi syat.
Translation: 821

If you say, the state of producing that is the meaning of opposition
then, that will also not be proper, because, the form of pot
and smoke is not produced by their destruction, because, they
themselves do not accept it. If something is taken as “opposing”
because, it is produced by something, then, absence should be called
opposing the knowledge of absence.

Text: 822

arer Rysmeifopamagead; deT |d Ao fRifae: regaf=|

atha bhinnarthakriyakartrtvam; tada sarve sarvasya virodhinah
prapnuvants.

Translation: 822

If you say, the state of being the agent of different fruitful activities
is the meaning of opposition, then, everything will be opposing
everything.

Text: 823
37 PreeqeaTed faRieme:; Gegwd, T Saetd pridisooadcae—
EIGCIGN

atha bhinnahetutpadyatvam virodharthah; tadayuktam, ekena

devadattena kumbha-tadvicchedayorutpadyamanatvat.

Translation: 823

If you say that, the state of being produced by different causes is
the meaning of opposition, that will not be proper because by single
Devadatta both the pot and its destruction can be produced.
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Text: 824
Ife 7 FrRrdedeaTeen v Srftaa edl:; aar ad e faaarn
SR IRNIRRIEAT 9o: | R rRafRigwTg:, R

fyeffsrear, distaca ar feada 7 =)

yadi ca niyatahetutpadyatvena viruddhatvam jegiyate sadasatoh;
tada sarve bhava niyatasamagrya utpadya anyonyavirodhino bhave-
yuh. nityanityakarayorvirodhaprasangah, nityakarasya nirbijatvat,
bijavatve va nityataiva na syat.

Translation: 824

If you say that, a positive and a negative entities are produced
by specific causes and this is what you mean opposition, then,
all positive entities will be opposing one another, since they are
produced by specific set of causes. There will arise contingency of
opposition between eternal form and non-eternal form, because the
eternal form is without a cause and if that is produced by a cause,
then, that will lose its character of being eternal.

Text: 825

372 JfAATTSIde faRtenef:; TaT eerear: fRifgesierd,

atha asritanasritatvam virodharthah; tada atmajnanayoh virodhi-
tvamapanipadyate,

Translation: 825

If you say that, the state of being dependent (located) and not
dependent (not located) is the meaning of opposition, then, there
will be opposition of self and knowledge of self.

Text: 826

FEAITRY FafRITEE T, AT SIS
kumbhapagamasya sarvavirodhitvam prapnoti, asritanasritatvasya’-
visesat.

Translation: 826

(Similarly), the removal of a pot will oppose everything because, it
is all the same viz. located and not located.

Text: 827

T g AR §8T AHIEld, 3TFE[§ g ] QAT TATIRITIUSRAT YAT|
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na ca sambandhamantarena sasthi sampadyate, api tu sambandhe
sati devadattanayanaturagavyapadeso yatha.

Translation: 827

Without a relation there cannot be a genitive case-ending. Rather,
where there is a relation, there can be reference to eyes of Devadatta
or horse of Devadatta.

Text: 828

3 FEYHIRY PEATHEIUSNSHUTI; derd Td faed =1,
BRI CESINERINI S|

atha sambandhamantarena kumbhabhavavyapadeso bhyupagamyate;
tadastam gatam visvam syat, sambandhabhavasya visesat.
Translation: 828

If you say, you accept the reference of absence of pot without
revelation, then, the entire universe is lost, because, there is no
difference in the absence of relation.

[ 3. SgheRTFTagRURITUY b e | |
[8. hetuphalasambandhavadharanasyanupapattiprakatanam.]

Text: 829

AU STHRF-IEERY Agerd-fh  RTaRIeRIFEIH=R  T&Id
BRI, 3MMEIRAg, SUARADRUIEUTFRT?

ito’pi  hetuphalasambandhavadharanam nopapadyate-kim nirupa-
caritakaranagrahananantaram grhyate karyam, ahosvid upacarita-
karanagrahananantaram?

Translation: 829

For the following reason also it is not possible to determine the
relationship between cause and effect: Is it the case that an effect
is known after the knowledge of unimagined cause or after the
knowledge of imagined cause?

Text: 830
IS FRUERABRUREUIR aid; degthd, ATl 3fifadcd HaeT—
BIUIG(
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yadi nirupacaritakaranagrahananantaram grhyate; tadayuktam,
samagrya atindriyatvena samvedanayogat.

Translation: 830

If you say that, an effect is known after the knowledge of unimagined
cause, that will not be proper, because, as the collection of factors
is beyond the range of sense organs, there cannot be any knowledge.

Text: 831

Y ITARAHRUTHRITSTT a5 @] o aT dd, el T,
SUARAT PRUGHT = e B adq Heral I1f| 3ued, =il drRi

R (F) fo—gafoRaprerTiiea, 318! Jafu=irgu - ?

atha upacaritakarananantariyakatvena tad grhyate tena tasya

tat phalam; tadayuktam, upacaritasya karanatvameva na vidyate
katham tat phalatam yati. anyacca, tantunam karyam wvastum
(stram )kim-purvaparakalabhavitvena, aho purvaparagrahanena?
Translation: 831

If you say that, the effect is known because of a set of imagined
causes and therefore, this is an effect of that, that will not be proper
because that which is imagined cannot be called the cause at all,
how can anything be called an effect of that? Moreover, you say
that, the cloth is an effect of its threads, there the question arises,
is it because there is temporal sequence between them? Or, because
their sequence is known?

Text: 832
T gafReIvdcd; dal FIdeRUGRE 9 aRd  FaRhe,
SRILIE A BN AU CEA RIS I BRCarG ke BRI RN

tadyadi purvaparakalabhavitvena; tada niyatakaranakaryatvam na
labhyate ambaraphalasya, tatsamanakaling nekakaryotpadakanam
tatpurvaparakalabhavitvavisesat.

Translation: 832

If you say that, there is temporal sequence between them, then, we
cannot specify that, such-and-such effect is caused by such-and-such
cause. Under the sky, there are many effects coming into being in a
sequence of time and at one and the same time, out of many causes
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of the same time and there is no difference in that [therefore how
to decide, what the cause is and what the effect is?]

Text: 833

3 IFIIRDYHI I YaplerIfded TepRU daiRel, gawifa—
PHRIGIAT

atha anvayavyatirekayuktasya yasya purvakalabhavitvam tatkara-

nam tadasti, dhruvabhavikaryadarsanat.

Translation: 833

Clarification:

Well, by the application of the principle of positive and negative
concomitance, between X and Y, one can decide that if X invariably
precedes Y, then, X is the cause of Y.

Text: 834

e feRG e fohafefio? fh-sdRuE, 3FIsT?

anvayavyatirekasabdena kimabhidhiyate? kim-karanam, anyadva?

Translation: 834
Reply:
What do you mean by the term positive and negative concomitance?

Does it mean a cause or something else?

Text: 835

qeEfe BHRUM; Tl 7 fhfig I1ead BRUMHIAT TehRU |
tadyadi karanam; tada na kincid badhyate karanatmataya

tatkaranam.

Translation: 835

If you say, it means a cause, then, nothing is obstructing and
therefore, in the form of cause, it is a cause.

Text: 836

1Y I ;7 oHM: b a5 3?7 9 yafRra: RIgIsT S w=aroT |
I f397 =1 ST feb Saeienit, qafoRaraiaeit a1, argeosit 17

atha anyat tat; na janimah kim tad iti? na ca purvaparabhavah
sitddho’tra jnanamantarena. jnanam vinag na jane kim sahotpannau,
purvaparabhavotpannau va, anutpannau va?
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Translation: 836

If you say, it is something else, we do not know what is that
something else. The sequence cannot be decided without the
knowledge. Without the knowledge we do not know whether they
are produced together or produced in a sequence, or they are not
produced at all.

Text: 837

372 YA TIIRUIGHHUT G URICHTE —deTaedaReel 3f o;

atha purvaparagrahanakramena purvaparotpada-tadabhavavyavastha
itt cet;

Translation: 837

Clarification:

We can decide effect’s coming into being in a sequence or not coming
into being in a sequence, by the sequence of knowledge of what
precedes and what follows.

Text: 838

Aeaely JguIsiy Jead) Al |l Aderd ATt | FRIcIsaRIg SR T8ui
SE MANTORY: | JTFAAILT TeaTsFRIcaal: | TAT, YSHEUH-R awol T80
3T | AT, TEHHa T8 G, 7 I TANNGISIRI, T4 qaisgherra: | I I el
TIRRT ey Taf3a|

tadetadapi grahane’pi tulyam. sati satta samvedyate na’sati. saho-

tpannayorapi kramena grahanam drstam govisanayoh anutpanna-
yosca gotva’stitvayoh. tatha, patagrahananantaram tantunam graha-
nam drstam. tatha, ekameva grahanam drstam, na ca tayorbhe-
do’sti, naca tayorhetuphalabhavah. yatha ca bhedo nasti tatha-
prageva prapancitam.

Translation: 838

Reply:

Even this remains the same, even when it is known. If something
exists, its existence is known and not otherwise. One can have
knowledge of two things in a sequence, in spite of the fact that,
the two things are produced simultaneously as it can be seen, as
it is known of the two horns of a cow. We have also seen that the
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two things, which are not produced, that are eternal, also can be
known in a sequence e.g. the universal of universal of “cowness” and
“existence”. In the same way after the knowledge of cloth, knowledge
of threads is also seen. Thus, there is only one knowledge and there
is no difference between the two. There is no relationship between
the two called cause and effect. That there is no difference has
already been discussed before.

Text: 839
T4 HIe-T1Y Faeq 7 e AeTaRadT, 9 9 TaRIGRIORAIT, T (8 3%

evam samvedanamapi samvedyat na bhidyate sadakarataya, na ca

tayorakarantaramasti, ekam hi vastu.

Translation: 839

Similarly, knowledge is also not different from what is known in the
form of a positive entity. It is also not the case that the two have
two different forms. In reality, there is only one entity.

Text: 840

A BgHeRideTs A d9eTq, I Suw e feNded d wafd,
AT RIINBIPRIORAREN|
ito’pt hetuphalayorvijnanam na vedanam, yatha utpannam vijnanam

svasamvedanam na bhavati, vijnanakaratiriktakarantaravirahat.

Translation: 840

Because of the following ground also the knowledge of cause and
effect is not an experience: As a knowledge when produced, is not
said to be revealer of itself, because there is no form other than the
form of knowledge.

Text: 841
379J fohaTfeRBIIRIST T ufeeTd;

atha kriyatirekapaye’pi svasamvedanamapadisyate;

Translation: 841

Clarification:

WEell, even if there is no additional activity, there is reference to
self-illumination.
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Text: 842

IaRideH fh 9 eufiea, framfoRareRaTsfIaT?

asvasamuvedanam kim na vyapadisyate, kriyatirekabhavasya visesat?
Translation: 842

Reply:

Then what is the reason that absence of self-illumination is not
referred to. Because, even there, there is absence of additional
activity?

Text: 843

qT, 1Y 7 deeT|

tatha, arthasyapi na tadvedanam.

Translation: 843

In the same way, there cannot be knowledge of even the object.
Text: 844

31 P9} T 37RY d& 7 afar?

atha katham tat arthasya vedanam na bhavati?

Translation: 844

Objection:

Then how will you call it the knowledge of the object?

Text: 845

HR ] AT 1R IS, Tooi-IaT ar?

kathyate-tat sattamatrena arthasya vedanam, tajjanyataya va?
Translation: 845

Reply:

Is it the case that there is knowledge of object by mere existence,
or is it because it is caused by that?

Text: 846

T AR 3R dgH; deT AT dea W deaT AT
tadyadi sattamatrena arthasya vedanam, tada visvasya tadvedanam
syat taddehavisesat.

Translation: 846

If you say that, there is knowledge of object by mere existence, then,
there should be knowledge of the whole world? Because there is no
difference in the body of the universe.
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Text: 847

31T Ao TRIIGTIGHII; TaT FIATAIhLARIRY e, AIeTHTIerd,
I | 7 TR TRIfCRISRT, fohafera<amfenTa: | smr-
IfeRe f& Frrawense: =

atha  tajjanyataya tatsamvedanamudgiyate; tada nayanaloke-

svaraderapi tat samvedanamapadyate, tairjanyamanatvopapatteh.
na carthasya vyaparatireko’sti, kriyatirekasyanadhigateh. vyapara-
tireke hi niyataphalo’rthah syat.

Translation: 847

If you say that, some knowledge is called knowledge of that object,
because, it is produced by that, then, since a knowledge is produced
by eyes, light, God etc. it should be called knowledge of eyes, light
and God. Because, one can easily justify that, it is produced by
them. There is no additional function of an object, because, one
does not know that additional activity. Had there been additional
function, an object could have been accepted as the result of a
specific object.

Text: 848

Hag;

bhavatu,

Translation: 848

Objection:

Let it be, what is the harm?

Text: 849

9, TN, b & 38 Hhel DRPPITAITEH| TaaeaneRideac doid—
PROFIGTTEIIS: |

na, adrstatvat, ekam hi idam phalam karakakadambasam-

padyam. tatascarthasamvedanavat tatsarvakarakasamvedanavattva-
prasangah.

Translation: 849

Reply:

No, it cannot be, because, it is not experienced by anybody. This is a
single effect, which is accomplished by a collection of factors. Thus,
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like the knowledge of an object, there will arise the contingency of
knowledge of all the factors of that collection.

Text: 850

Y PROEFINT A aq deT; SRR 7 qq dSTq devTaTs
e ITATaN: | TeerTal I 7 B G557 HRUT e |

atha karakantarasya na tat vedanam, arthasyapi na tat vedanam.

tadabhavanna  hetuphalabhavavagamah  tadanavagatau ca na
karyam drstva karanam pratyeti.

Translation: 850

If you say that, it is not the knowledge of other factors, we say
that, it is also not the knowledge of that object and in the absence
of that, there is no knowledge of cause and effect relationship. And
once the cause and effect relationship is not known, no one can have
the knowledge of its cause by seeing an effect.

Text: 851

31 @, Srf o7 fPmaFgATaT HRU TR, 31maT yeAfcr?

api ca, karyam drstva kimayamanumata karanam smarati, aho
pratyeti?

Translation: 851

Moreover, after seeing the effect, is it the fact that the inferer

remembers the cause or deduces it?

Text: 852

qerfe FRA; TR FTgH: |

tadyadi smarati; tannananubhutam smarttumisah.

Translation: 852

If you say that, he remembers he is not capable of remembering
because, he has not experienced it before.

Text: 853

31er yeATY; T frguaieg wefd, arme foeuafaT?

atha pratyeti; tatrapi kimupacaritam pratyeti, aho nirupacaritam?
Translation: 853

If you say that, he deduces it, there also the question arises whether
he deduces something which is imagined or unimagined?
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Text: 854
Jaft SuaRd T, deged, oF A% FEUgUUR:, STPREEH
THCATIAYT: |

tadyadi upacaritam pratyeti; tadayuktam, tena saha samba-

ndhanupapatteh, akarakatvena gamakatvanupapattih.

Translation: 854

If you say, he deduces something which is imagined, that will not be
proper, because, with that, there cannot be the relation of invariable
concomitance, since it will not be a causal factor, it cannot be
treated as the ground for deduction.

Text: 855

31 oA TfT; T foh - faemmmafaem ar?

atha nirupacaritam pratyeti; tatrapi kim-vidyamanamavidyamanam
va?

Translation: 855

If you say, he deduces something which is unimagined, there also the
question comes to our mind, whether he deduces something which
is existent or non-existent.

Text: 856

JaIfs e, JegdH, SHaRT SHGHARI, Jef SUSIANH Suel,
SRR S| T 9adl U8 Sdbcagthid STl RIGRTHHIAT,
PRIFBATTZT

tadyadi vidyamanam; tadayuktam, janakatvayogena janakamapa-

disyate, yatha dandayogena dandi, dravyatvayogena dravyam. na
bhavatam pakse janakatvayuktasya anekakala’ntaravasthanamasti,
karyanekatvaprasangat.

Translation: 856

If you say, he deduces something which is existent, it will not
be proper, because, on account of something being the producer,
something is called as the producer e.g. someone is called ‘man
with a stick” only when he has association with the stick. Similarly,
something is called a substance only when it has association with
substanceness. According to your doctrine, however, nothing which
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is associated with the property of being a producer or cause is
accepted as existent in different times, because, in that case, it will
lead to the contingency of accepting many effects.

Text: 857

31T e FeIf 7 SHIfT; Fdearseq: |

atha janakatve satyapi na janayati; sarvadaiva’hetuh syat.
Translation: 857

If you say that, in spite of the fact i.e. it is a cause and still it does
not produce, then, that should always be non-cause.

Text: 858

31 Sffded yAf; srfdemH, wAf o i )

atha avidyamanam pratyeti; avidyamanam, pratyeti ca iti citram.
Translation: 858

If you say that, he deduces something non-existent, then, it is very
funny to say that, something is non-existent and still he comes to
know through inference.

Text: 859

e, BT 55T HRUT UART, 3T HRUYGDEH, HROYASD dT BRI
kinca, karyam drstva karanam pratyeti, aho karanapurvakatvam,

karanapurvakam va karyam.

Translation: 859

Moreover, is it the fact that, after seeing the effect, he comes to
know the state of its being preceded by the cause or the effect is
preceded by the cause?

Text: 860

TEfE HROT JARY; T&T TASTIerd 31T HRU Hrafd, o 31T STt
PP DI |

tadyadi karanam pratyeti; tada etadapadyate-asti karanam karyat,
yatha asti atma kakasya karsnyat.

Translation: 860

If you say that, he comes to know the cause, then, the following
is the consequence: One will deduce i.e. “cause, because there is
effect” “as there is self, because, there is black color of a crow.”



Tattvopaplavasimha 283

Text: 861

3N THRUYIdHE BRIATIHII;  AHRUGADH T — I HRURTARTE4:
I a1, gHR ar?

atha tatkaranapurvakatvam karyasyanumiyate; tatkaranapurva-

katvam-svakaranasattasambandhah, satta va, dharmantaram va?

Translation: 861

If you say the state of occurring prior to the effect is inferred of
the effect, what is the meaning of the state of occurring prior to
the effect? Does it mean a relation of the existence of its cause or
simply existence or any other property?

Text: 862

JoIfe FIPRURFIRFE-EISTHRG,; degtd, o Jafdsa@nd) 7 @
TIE JRMM AN IR, SAAIIAMNNE Oghi- M

fAgaTeTam(ar), A= T TSI TR 372y |”

tadyadi svakaranasattasambandho’ numiyate; tadayuktam, tasya

pratyaksavisayatvat. na ca pratyaksena avagamyamane anumanam
nyayyam, hetavapyanumanaprasangat. taduktam- “samanye siddha-
sadhyatam(ta), samanyam samanata pratyaksanumanavisayatvena
arthasya.”

Translation: 862

If you say, the relation of the existence of its own cause, which
is inferred, it will not be proper, because, that is the object of
perception. When something is known by perception, it is not
proper to know it by inference. In that case, even with reference to
the ground of the inference, one will have to know it by inference.
That is why, it is said “if it is universal, then, it is proving something
which is already proved.” Universal means sameness. It means
sameness of a thing through perception and inference.

Text: 863

Y TSI, IS TIAUTTId  EHgAMA| SETRIAS,. SEI -
AR Rigarear | e Rew femm e |remm Rgara ) a1 9
T ot ¥q: T ura yafa

atha satta’numiyate; sa’pt pratyaksenavagamyate alamanumanena.
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thapyetad drastavyam-‘samanye siddhasadhyata’ athava siddhasya
vidyamanasya sadhanam siddhasadhanam. yatha ca na taw stah
tatha prageva prapafnicitam.

Translation: 863

If you say that, existence is inferred and that too is known by
perception, then, there is no need of inference. Here also, it should
be noted “when there is universal, it is establishing something which
is already established.” Or, the word siddha-sadhana means proving
something existent which is already known. Both these states are
not possible here which we have already discussed before.

Text: 864

3 PRUGIDE AR degHR; dafU SUC e IauTHTHT SihRuRee]
TR, A HAFCRAPIEIT A T STl BRI, SATaRUERI
PRI Srgucted! a1 BeREaRIUeoS: | Aghi-“faeNsgmTTa: |”
g f& oFAMawmENse: o WE wrEedl AEna:| denddr |
fagrd fog1(fafs )W%H%rqﬁqaw%ﬁ?ﬁaﬂﬁwﬁwqwﬁ

W AT IRYUTEH | T PRUGGehed EHIRR dagriad felgrd; 7 afe
PRUFRT ferfeamTi|

atha karanapurvakatvam dharmantaram tadanumiyate; tadapi upa-

labdhilaksanapraptadhikaranastham pratyaksavaseyam, na mana-
ntaramakanksati. na ca anupalabdhikaranam avaranaduradi kinci-
dasti. anupalabdhau va ghatadavapyanupalambhaprasargah. tadu-
ktam- “visese nugamabhavah” wviseso hi anumanaikagrahyo rthah
tena saha sambandho navagatah. tadanavagatau na lingat linga-
(lingi)gatih. naca satpadarthavyatiriktam dharmantaramasti svaya-
manabhyupagamat, abhyupagame wva abhyupetahanam. yadi ca
karanapurvakatvam dharmantaram tadanumiyate lingat; na tarhi
karanamavagatam digisvaradi.

Translation: 86/

If you say that, some other property in the form of the state of being
preceded by a cause is inferred, then, that also which is present in
the locus of something which can be known by perception is to
be determined by perception and that does not require any other
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means to know it and there is no ground for non-knowledge such
as cover, distance etc. and in spite of that, it is not known, then,
even pot etc. will not be known as it has been said- “if there is a
particular thing, then, there is no common characteristic in it.” A
particular thing is that which can be determined only by inference.
But with that the relationship is not known and if the relationship
is not known, on the basis of the ground the thing to be inferred
cannot be inferred. There is no additional entity over and above the
six categories of entities and you yourself have not accepted it and
if you accept it now then, it will result into the fault of denying
something which has already been accepted. If another property in
the form of the state of being preceded by cause is inferred, on the
basis of some ground then, it means that what is actual cause viz.
space, God etc. is not known.

Text: 865

31 PHRUYASH HRAG YR, doad, TSI YT HU? Txeawud
TIHANRdeew fPAgAME? A ded U - 9M Rigaras
T TIFIAFATI  AEFIIUieedd, afe A ATeTH e
ArgTdheT e | f5d, Fegae SR gIRT; SR T derEefiad
| ISRl BleATiedagRicRg: T

atha karanapurvakam karyameva pratiyate; tadetat prajnama-

ndyavicestitam. katham? tatsvarupasya pratyaksavagahitadehasya
kimanumanena? atrapi tadeva upanatam-‘samanye siddhasadha-
nam’samanam pratyaksanumanavisayatve samanyamityapadisyate,
tasmin samanye sadhyamane sadhanavaiphalyamapadyate. kimca,
yadyanumanadapi karyam pratyeti; karanam na kenapyavadyotitam
syat. tadanavadyotane kaladivyavaharavirahah syat.

Translation: 865

If you say that, what is known as something preceded by the cause,
is nothing but the effect, then, it is a reflection of lack of intelligence.
If you ask me how, I would say what is the need of an inference to
know something, which can be known by perception. Here also, the
same logic has cropped up viz. “when there is universal, it is the case
of proving something which is already proved.” Something is called
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universal, when both universal and perception become operative to
it and so if someone wants to establish that universal, it will amount
to a fruitless act of proving. Moreover, if you say that from inference
effect can be known, then, nothing can point to its cause and once
the cause is not indicated, it will lead to absence of reference to

time etc.

Text: 866

qerT, WQWWWHW%I T & PRBIVN AT D
Tooe UIe 7 9 AR foed doauded| AT 9, sy
IHERUM, deq WY, ddistRaufaufc:l 9 9 Uda Pl

AT RAT |
tatha, karanadarsanena  karyanumanamapi na  sambhavati.

bhavatam  pakse  karakanam  samagryam  janakam.taccenna
pratyaksam mna ca sadhanantaram vidyate tatsvarupavedakam.
api ca, lingagrahananantaram vyaptismaranam, tadanu paramarsa-
jnanam, tato numeyapratipattih. na ca etavantam kalam samagrya-
vasthanamasti.

Translation: 866

Similarly, by seeing the cause, the inference of the effect is also
not possible. According to your doctrine, the collection of factors
is considered to be the cause. If that is not perceivable, then,
there is no other ground which can reveal its form. Moreover,
after knowing the ground, there should be the remembrance of the
invariable concomitance between the inferences on the basis of the
ground, followed by confirmatory knowledge, followed by inferential
knowledge. For such a long duration of time, the collection of factors
cannot continue to exist.

Text: 867
37 PROGIEY AT PRFGFN,; TeIHH, PRODRET(IRAT) -

S| SHbEdn AT SHFe SIUfRdd| T SHaadhed
ITHIUIIdTet JTRLATARRT | 7 ABReE B TR ffavgTal

atha karakaikadesagrahane sati karyamanumimise; tadayuktam,

karakaikadesarupa(Sasya)janakatvat. janakatvayoge sati janakam
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ityapadiSyate. naca janakatvayuktasya anumeyapratipattikale ava-
sthanamasti. na cakarakam karyam gamayati atiprasangat.

Translation: 867

If you say, by knowing a part of that collection of factors, you will
infer the effect that is not proper. Because, the part of the collection
of factors, is not capable of generating the inferential knowledge.
(We all know that) when something possesses the property of being
a cause, it is called cause and what is associated with being the
cause does not exist at the time of the knowledge of the thing to
be inferred i.e. the effect. If something is not an instrumental case,
it cannot be the cause of the knowledge of the effect. Otherwise, it
will lead to unwanted consequences.

[ 8. PeIpcIRgDRAT AR ICH a2 |
[4. krtakatvahetukasyanityatvanumanasyapyaghatamanatvapradar-
Sanam./

Text: 868

eI, eiched AfFcAcITIHFHAIY TUved, 3ifHcdcd f& TapRURRIR=-¢:,
T 91, GHaR a1, Qeged™l a1, eawany dfc| IF drad FahRURI—
Y —H - G REIRIIE Ihid IR |

tatha, krtakatvena anityatvanumanamapi nopapadyate, anityatvam

hi svakaranasattasambandhah, satta va, dharmantaram va, Sabda-
dhvamso va, Sabdasvarupam veti. tatra tavat svakarana-sattasamba-
ndha-satta-dharmantarasvarupapakse uktameva dusanam.

Translation: 868

In the same way, on the basis of the property of being an effect
one cannot infer that something is not eternal. What will be the
meaning of the term anityatva? Does it mean the relation with the
existence of its own cause or mere existence or any other property
or the destruction of sound or the nature of sound? If you say that,
it is the relationship of the existence of its own cause or mere
existence or some other property or its own form, then, we have
already presented to you our criticisms.
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Text: 869

37 EARAISTARI; TSI, T A& F-gHa: | 7 Teaaplel aged—
ISR, TS FFaEISaIf:, Thvd Fe-eTguu: | 7 e fwg—
ISR, W9 a7 QTeafalsy 7 A STeafolasTd aT fastHe vy 7 faw:,
TSN | Qe TUAI SRR RN I : TIEw dfeaed: |

atha dhvamso numiyate; tadayuktam, tena saha sambandhanava-

gateh. na Sabdasattakale taddhvamso’sti, tadabhavanna samba-
ndha’vagatih, ekasya sambandhanupapatteh. na cabhavasya visaya-
bhavo’sti, bhave wva Sabdalingam na bhavet. Sabdalingasadbhave
va vignanasya abhavo na visayah, tadabhavat. etena tapanoda-
yastamityorgamyagamakabhavah paryudasto veditavyah.

Translation: 869

If you say, what is inferred is destruction, which is also not proper,
because, with that no relationship is known, because, when there is
existence of sound there is no destruction of sound and when that
is not there, the knowledge of relationship is not possible, because,
a single entity cannot have a relationship. An absence cannot be
treated as an object. If it is treated, then, the sound cannot be
the ground. If the sound is taken as a ground, then, absence of
knowledge cannot be the object, because it is not there. By this
argument between the rising of the sun and the setting of the sun,
one being the ground for the knowledge of the other, stands rejected.

0.9 IMCHFIRI FRRT: |
[atmanumanasya nirasah.|

(Refutation of the definition of Inference of the Self)

[9 ﬁa@zﬁr@ﬂmmaﬁ?mw]

Text: 870

qer, [ |gAm(A) GEeI(Y)SIeAT 7 F99afd, oF W98 e
I, AT T gAFFIa| fb o A1egd? f - s -gaERET,
anfsiccad, MBS M aT SHaHT?

tatha, [atmajnumana(nam) sukhadvesa(sa)jnanading na sambha-

vati, tena saha sambandhanavagamat, tadanavagatau ca anumana-
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narthakyam. kim catra sadhyate? kim-jnanasukhadinam asritatvam,
ahosvid a$rayasritam va jnanasvarupam?

Translation: 870

Similarly, it is not possible to infer the self, on the basis of happiness,
hatred, knowledge etc. because, the relationship between them
cannot be known. And if the relationship between them is not
known, the inference will become inoperative. (As a matter of fact),
what is being inferred here? Is it known that knowledge, happiness
etc. are located somewhere? Or is it known that the nature of
knowledge is such that it is located in a locus?

Text: 871

q(ar)enfaided ATead; dar e (T) Harsaaifad:, darsacarg, faa—-
A

ta(a)thasritatvam sadhyate; tada atma(tma) naiva vabodhitah, tato-
‘nyatvad asritatvasya.

Translation: 871

If you say, what is being established is the state of its being located,
then, it means that, the self is not known, because the state of being
located is different from that.

Text: 872

312f JITCHT AL, Ad Hafi -7y STeHT fISTHITe, -7 S aRoRy Tehed
e

vyadhikaranasya gamakatvam vidyate.

Translation: 872

If you say that, the self is being established, then, that may be
something like this viz. there is self, because, there is knowledge. If
the ground exists in some other locus, it cannot be the ground to
know the object of inference.

Text: 873

31T MM SRy ATEAd; dod TRASuaad | AISTAd faway
The: | B AAGENS AT Ocdd Fufeead—{dh TR, 37ar

A= ddT, dusiddcd dT, JeaHaTRIca qT, dERYARICHITGT?
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atha asritam jnanasvarupam sadhyate; tacca pratyaksenavagatam.
anyo numanasya visayo vaktavyah. katham jnanasukhadi atma-
sambandhitvena vyapadisyate-kim sattamatrena, aho tajjanyataya,
tajjanakatvena va, tatsamavayitvena va, tatsvarupatadatmyadva?
Translation: 873

If you say that, the nature of knowledge is that, it is located and that
is what is being established, then, it is known by perception. As a
matter of fact, the object of inference has to be different from that of
perception. (Moreover, how do you say that knowledge, happiness is
related with the self?) Is it related just as an existence or being or as
something produced by that? Or, as being producer of something?
Or, as something being present by the relation of inherence? Or, as
being of identical in nature?

Text: 874

TS FAHE GE 5 a1 MANSUIIId; e STeHad, Fd. HIaeaeT:
g: ARSI erm, T GREA! 9y, SIS
tadyadi sattamatrena sukham vijnanam va atmano ’padisyate; tada
atmavat sarve bhavascetanah syuh vijnanasattavisesat. tatha, sarve
sukhino bhaveyuh, anandasatta visesat.

Translation: 87/

If you say that, by mere existence happiness or knowledge is said to
be of the self, then, like the self, all the positive entities should be
taken as conscious, because they are not different from the existence
of knowledge. Similarly, all will become happy because they are not
different from the existence of joy.

Text: 875

3 qoorgeR e AcAAISufRead; d&1 FIAIEpUe: aa: R,
SEREIEEINEREIR

atha tajjanyataya vijnanamatmano padisyate; tada nayanalokapatah

cetanah syuh, tairjanyamanatva visesat.

Translation: 875
If you say that, since knowledge is produced by that, knowledge
is said to be of the self, then, eyes, light, cloth etc. should also
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be conscious, because they too produce the knowledge and as such
there is no difference with them.

Text: 876
3721 qoodhed A 3T ), A&, T T STIcHT IcuTerd sTadi val,

YT AT FERUIIIf: |

atha tajjanakatvena tasya iti cet; tadayuktam, na vijnanena atma

utpadyate bhavatam pakse, utpadane va smarananupapattih.
Translation: 876

If you say, as the producer of the self, the self is called like that, that
will not be proper, because according to you, knowledge does not
produce self and if you say that, it produces self, then, one cannot

explain remembrance.
Text: 877

Y IFTRAAIRIAT IS, s isufeead; ¥, deWmEIql wag T,
FHARI(AT) f& SrAfTSATeHT HafcHa AR | Td: Fd AT R: |
atha  atmasamavayitvena  vijnanam  atmano’padisyate;  na,

tadabhavat. bhavatu va, samavaye(yo) hi akhanditatma sarvatmava-
stradisadharanah. tatah sarve cetanah syuh.

Translation: 877

If you say, since the knowledge exists in the self by inherence, it
is said to be of the self, it is not correct, because, that is not the
case. Or granting that it is the relation of inherence, being one
without any part, is common to all self, cloth, etc. and as such all
will become conscious.

Text: 878
3 ISR A=A FFaIstR; degd, a5 SUcaas 3=

JHHII, dIHRT d- UhdId|l IFFHY dT FHIIHh U,

RTHATRIC aTS=AYT|

atha vijnanopalaksitasya mnanyatra sambhavo’sti; tadayuktam,

tad upalaksitasya anyatra sambhavat, tatsambhava$ca tasya
ekatvat. asambhave va samavayanekatvaprasargah, asamavayitvam
va nyesam.
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Translation: 878

If you say, nothing else can be indicated by knowledge, it is also
not true. Because, what is indicated by that is possible to exist
somewhere else and it is possible because it is one. If you say, it
is not possible then, you should accept many inherences or other
entities not existing by the relationship of inherence.

Text: 879
qefT, e aHaT 3MTeH: FHaT: fo - AR, RIS STTcHsdhea,

avvi=gcd-, CIC‘H"ICIII?{CCJ"I, JMHETRUAIGIHITGT?
tatha, vijnanasamavaya atmanah samavayah kim - sattamatrena,

ahosvid atmajanakatvena, tajjanyatvena, tatsamavayitvena, atma-
svarupatadatmyadva?

Translation: 879

Similarly, if you say, inherence of knowledge is inherence of the self;
there, we would like to ask, is it so by mere existence, or, as the
producer of the self, or, as being produced by the self, or, being
existent in the self by relationship of inherence, or, on account of
being identical with the nature of the self?

Text: 880

T TAER 3MHT: FHARINSURI; deT STFRIHaRRITSTALISTd, i
SRR |

tadyadi sattamatrena atmanah samavayo’padisyate; tada jnana-
samavayasatta’viSesat sarvesam jnanasamavayitvaprasangah.
Translation: 880

If you say, as mere existence, the inherence of the self is referred to
as such, then, there is no difference in the inherence of knowledge
and existence, everything will be treated as being in the self by the
relationship of inherence.

Text: 881
3Fe] oI ; degeh, AIfe STTeHHT FHardIcaTe fspad, feacamguEI|

atha tajjanyatvena; tadayuktam, nahi atmana samavayotpadanam

kriyate, nityatvabhyupagamat.
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Translation: 881

If you say, as being produced by the self, that also is not proper,
because, it is not the case that inherence is produced by the self,
because, according to you inherence is eternal.

Text: 882

Y Aoohcd ATHT: FHI:; daguyu=H, JAlcHAI Ir'\'ICQCCII(‘Ll
atha tajjanakatvena atmanah samavayah; tadanupapannam, atmano

nityatvat.

Translation: 882

If you say that, as producer of the self, there is inherence of the self,
it will not be proper, because self is eternal.

Text: 883

3 SAMN T A ACTRHARISERI; Taghd, FHARIRIT g~
EUCIGY

atha atmani samavetah tena atmasamavayo’ ’bhidhiyate; tadayu-

ktam, samavayantaranabhyupagamat.

Translation: 883

If you say, because it is present in the self by the relation of
inherence, we say inherence of the self, it will not be proper, because,
you have not accepted any other inherence.

Text: 884

Y IHARIRIT gdd  Sid  STATHIR: Iedd; dal fedT e
AT AHARAISR TREHTEIIIALN| Td [AeMma e AHeaa=a-e- =

RIS SugeEd |

atha atmatadatmyena vartata iti atmasamavayah ucyate; tada

atma vidyate nanyah samavayo’sti tatsvabhavanupravesat. evam
upapadyate.

Translation: 884

If you say, because it exists as identical with the self, we say that,
there is inherence with the self. In that case, it means that, there
is self and there is nothing else as inherence, because, it is included
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in the nature of the self. In this way, one cannot refer to the self
as something where knowledge, joy etc. exists by the relation of
inherence.

Text: 885

31 MHATSIRIISTRIA fIsTH<Ieedd SITHAISUR YT ;

disyate;

Translation: 885

Clarification:

Well, since knowledge, joy etc. arise as identical with the self, they
are said to be of the self.

Text: 886
qeT fIRt AT AT HSwT 37T | T FRUTGH IS |

tada vikariy prapnoti anaya bhangya atma. tata$ca smarananumana-
Translation: 886

Reply:

In that case, by this argument the self becomes an entity which
undergoes a change and as a consequence of this, remembrance,
inference and recollection cannot be explained.

Text: 887

ST STCHT FRTBI PR STT 7 IRiT;

itopi atma sukhadikaryadhikarano vagantum na paryate.
Translation: 887

For the following reason also the self cannot be understood as a
locus of the effect viz. happiness etc.

Text: 887a

& AT SFIUSITATIISRIA ATdT(S B R, STTRIRg, SUSITATTISRIAT,
& eafiRepoasTarfaeRATafaRBIISTAT IR ar?
kim tenatmananupajatatiSayena tapadi karyam kriyate, ahosvi-

dupajatatisayenapi kim ovyatiriktopajatatisayenavyatiriktopajatati-
Sayena va?
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Translation: 887a

Here the question arises, is it the case that the self produces the
effect in it viz. unhappiness etc. without being affected by any
additional change or being affected by additional change or by
possessing distinct additional change or by possessing additional
change not different from itself.

Text: 888

aa%ajqamﬁame—qraﬁw%m SEIGERERINECRENINE)
HRIGRUTRIIAI, T AT (Iber: R, FH FTeDR] TR |

tadyadi  anupajatatisayena  utpadyate tapadi karyam; tada
sarvada kuryat, anupajatabalasya karyakaranabhyupagamat, na
tapadivikalah syat, samam sukhadi karyam prasajyate.
Translation: 888

If you say, the effect such as unhappiness etc. produced without
being affected by any additional change, then, the self should always
produce such effects, because the cause and effect relationship is
accepted of that whose strength is not disturbed and in that case,
the self can never be free from unhappiness or the self will keep on
producing happiness simultaneously.

Text: 889

3797 STARTRPIISITATIIR I ATATRR]; TaT ST I
fT 3 0T wafar? S1eHT USRI | Taed FROTAFIINHIgad : |
atha avyatiriktopajatatisayena utpadyate tapadikaryam; tada
avyatim’ktopajdtdtiéaya iti kim bhanitam bhavati? atma upajayate.
Translation: 889

If you say that, the self produces effect such as unhappiness etc. on
account of its being associated with additional change not different
from itself, then, what is to be understood by the expression “being
associated with additional change, not different from itself?” Does
it mean self is produced, if it is so, then, one cannot explain
remembrance, inference and recollection.



296 Jayarasibhatta’s

Text: 890

31 ARIRPIISITAIIRT I AMIEHRA; d AT A8 Aeag! dT,
qr?

atha vyatiriktopajatatisayena janyate tapadikaryam; sa tenatmana

saha sambaddho va, na va?

Translation: 890

If you say, the effects such as unhappiness is produced because of the
additional change different from the self, then, the question arises
whether that change is associated with the self or not.

Text: 891

e 7 TE:; T TR HA?

yadi na sambaddhah; sa tasyatisayah katham?

Translation: 891

If you say, it is not associated, then, how can that be called
additional change of the self?

Text: 892

Y qrg: fbH — Sifebeae, 37 S, deaaTtiea ar?
atha sambaddhah kim - janakatvena, atha janyatvena, tatsamava-

yitvena va?

Translation: 892

If you say that, it is associated, then, also the question arises
whether it is associated as a producer, or, as produced, or, as that
in which the additional change resides by the relation of inherence.
Text: 893

TS e Feg:; TaT JATCHT TR SCUerd 3T FRUTIIUf: |
tadyadi janakatvena sambaddhah; tada atma tenatisayena utpadyate
iti smarananupapattih.

Translation: 893

If you say that, it is related as the producer, then, it will mean that
the self is produced by that additional factor and in that case, it
will not be possible to explain remembrance.
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Text: 894

MY T=IcdH; A A9 P ? - srusaTiaeRE, eafiiRehg -
SITTRIZRIA 9T — ST UTHT HeToR=RT |

atha janyatvena; so’pi tena kathamutpadyate? kim-anupajatati-
Sayena, vyatiriktopajatatisayena va - iti prapta prasnaparampara.
Translation: 89/

If you say, it is associated as being produced by that self there also
the question arises, how is it produced by the self? Is it as unaffected
change, or, as an additional change distinct from itself and in this
way one can go on asking a series of questions.

Text: 895
37 TeAHATRICA; |, T FIATIRUAT], deqTaTed |

atha tatsamavayitvena; na, tasya sarvasadharanatvat, tadabhavacca.

Translation: 895
If you say, it is associated as inherent cause, it is not correct,
because, it is common to all and also because, it is not there.

Text: 896
3N UhdRISHdHET A Ig:; deds FRarRIgaResH ~fhiE S amfa?
o1, I SIFUSIISRIZR) ST /U Ted SIS, T D PRI HART?

atha ekakaryajanakatvena sambaddhah; tadevedam cintayitumara-

bdham-kimidam janakatvam nameti? kinca, yadeva anupajate tisaye
atmano rupam tadeva jate’pi, tat katham karyam kuryat?
Translation: 896

If you say that, it associated as a producer of one effect, then, the
same we have started thinking about and the question comes to our
mind is: what is the meaning of producer? Moreover, whatever is
the form of the self at the state of its not being affected by any
change, the same is its character after it is affected by a change.
Therefore, how can it be a producer of an effect?

Text: 897

31 JIHIRITAIGAReTH; g e ! 31 dreavedd; qumfy 7 aifd
PR
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atha purvarupasyatadavasthyam; susthitam nityatvam! atha tada-
vasthyam; tathapi na karoti karyam.

Translation: 897

If you say, its earlier form does not remain the same, then, it is clear
that the self is eternal and if you say that, it remains the same, even
then, it cannot produce an effect.

Text: 898

TG FITRIBIHATTE STHIRERUNSES = STecif |

evam  natyayikadimatenatmana  upabhogasmaranadikam — na
jaghatiti.

Translation: 898

In this way, according to the doctrine of Naiyayika etc. it cannot

be explained that the self enjoys, the self remembers etc.

[2. SFHQ SUNTERUURITGEA STCHAM FRIRET ||

[2. jainamate upabhogadyanupapattiprakatanena atmanumana-
nirasasucanda.|
Text: 899

TRTIY SEURHTIHTH 31T, TR GG @I HERRUTII R | 62 ?
YU — JETCHRA ATeHAT e, 3rfire, R ar?

yasyapt dehaparimanamatra atma, tasyapi sukhaduhkhopabhoga-
nubhavasmarananupapattih. katham? upapadyate - sukhadikaryam
atmano bhinnam, abhinnam, bhinnabhinnam va?

Translation: 899

The Jainas think that, self is of the size of a body. For them also, it
is not possible to explain how such a self can have an experience of
happiness, unhappiness etc. and how can self remember anything.
If you ask me how the following is the explanation: One may ask
whether the effect viz. happiness etc. is different from the self or
identical with the self or different-cum-identical with the self.

Text: 900
Jafe R afd - IaERA, dooacdd, desHdcdd, doaTaTicas a1
— 3 YaiTch SEUMRICY ached |
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tadyadi bhinnam; tatkim - sattamatrena, tajjanyatvena, tajjana-
katvena, tatsamavayitvena va - iti purvoktam dusanamanusrtya
vaktavyam.

Translation: 900

If you say, it is different, there also the question arises, is it different
by mere existence or as being produced by that, or, as producer of
that, or, as an inherent cause of that? All these questions are to be
answered in the same way as discussed before.

Text: 901

372 AT GG @I FRFRUISH RN, T fg SATeHT Sedend | agea!
CHRUTAMTZAURT: , GRaTfeas ST FTedau: |

atha abhinnam  sukhaduhkhopabhogasmaranadikaryamutpadyate;

evam tarhi atma utpadyate. tadutpattau smarananumananupapattih,
sukhadivad atmano nanatvopapatteh.

Translation: 901

If you say that, the effect viz. the experience of happiness and
unhappiness and remembrance etc. are produced as identical with
the self, then, it will mean that, the self is produced and if you
accept that self is produced, you cannot explain remembrance and
inference because as happiness etc. are many selves also are many.

Text: 902

31 TP U9 IMcH]; FERADBAT UTHT| TALT Tahed  IHIRIATIRLIIG,
SFFHEROTFf: |

atha eka eva atma; sukhaderapyekata prapta. tatasca ekatve
anubhavasyaivavasthanad anumanasmarananupapattih.
Translation: 902

If you say, the self is only one, then, happiness should also be one
and if that is one, experience will have to be taken as one and in that

case it will not be possible to explain inference and remembrance.

Text: 903

Y AT GERHM; JTHAISTT daTuerd, deedfcReId|
atha nanatvam sukhadinam; atmano’pi tadevapadyate, tadavya-
tirekat.
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Translation: 903

If you say that, happiness etc. are many, then, self should also be
many, because, they are not different from them.

Text: 904

Y JaEeHesU oy 9 fred; der gaEreared 9 vl 31
RECUEGICISILY

atha sukhadibhede’pi atma naiva bhidyate; tada sukhaditadatmyam
na labhyate. atha sukhaditadatmyam;

Translation: 904

If you say that, even if happiness etc. are different, still, the self
remains one and the same. Then, self cannot be considered to be
identical to happiness etc.

Text: 905

T QepdT Augei, GRATedd AAIY: |

tada ekata nopapadyate, sukhadivat nanatmopapatteh.

Translation: 905

If you say that, happiness is identical to self etc. then, you cannot
maintain that, self is one, because, like happiness etc. the self will

become many.
Text: 906

a1y Ry gt o Mfed guurfir oq;

atha bhinnabhinnam sukhadikaryam tena noditam dusanamiti cet;
Translation: 906

Objection:

Well, the effect viz. happiness etc. is different-cum-identical and
therefore, such a question cannot be raised.

Text: 907

HUY? T MBRFI, IMEIRIA BRI, BROMI aT?

katham? kim akaranyatvena, ahosvit karyanyatvena, karananyatvena

va?

Translation: 907

Reply:

How? As being of different form? Or, because of different effect or
being different from cause?
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Text: 908

TERITERIIEH ! R JEIeeriT; degdmH, AHRRIE & 3il-
THRURNERUT FHAT FRRYTH, ITHERIERA FregfafmacHaiem -
FHearquft: | Uacd & TaRaradT, Tewardre f& FHRasradr Auerd,
TR & Ty Tadl(ar) uued — SFIFITBRUNERY UdTAThRT
afer!|

tadyadyakaranyatvena atmano bhidyate sukhadikaryam; tadayu-

ktam, akaranyatvam hi anyonyakarapariharena svatmana vyava-
sthitam, abhedaparyudasena bhinnabuddhivisayatvenavasthitereka-
tvanupapattih. ekatvam hi ekasvabhavata, ekasvabhavye hi nana-
svabhavata nopapadyate, nanasvabhavye hi ekasvabhavato(ta) -
nopapadyate- anyonyakarapariharena etavakarau vyavasthitau.
Translation: 908

If you say that, the effect viz. happiness etc. is different from the self,
because, it is of different form, which will not be proper, because,
being different from a form means, being in ones own form, by
giving up mutual form and since, it will be different from identity, it
will become object of different knowledges and as such, one cannot
justify that it is one. Being one means, having one nature and if
something has one nature, there cannot be many natures in it and
if something has many natures, it cannot have one nature and this
is how by giving up mutual form, these two forms will remain as
they are.

Text: 909

37 PRUMTIcIT HSTRBYT;

atha karananyatvena bhedaparikalpana;

Translation: 909

Clarification:

Well, we are postulating difference because of its being different
from the cause.

Text: 910

T, PRl SR HRf g8 JfOvseusErd HRUMETST BRI
AT | qAT AT BROMMS BRI S g8 Telfe| O F BROMHe
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AT NGz, AT BRIV, 3T g AMBRICHT NG: | F T BRAG: 37T
AL, PTHG:?

tadayuktam, bhinnadapi karanadabhinnam karyam drstam. mrt-
pindadandadyanekam karanamakhanditam karyam janayati. tatha
ekenapi karanenanekam karyam janyamanam drstam ghatadi. tena
na karanabhedena vastunam bhedah, napi karyabhedena, api tu
akarabhedenaiva bhedah. sa ca akarabhedah asti sukhatmanoh,
kathamabhedah?

Translation: 910

Reply:

It is not proper. Because, we do find that, even out of different
causes, identical effect is produced e.g. a set of factors such as ball
of mud, stick, etc. produces one undivided effect. In the same way,
by a single cause many effects are produced and we see them in the
form of pot etc. Therefore, there is no difference of things because of
the difference in cause. Nor there is difference because of difference
in effects. As a matter of fact, the difference is caused only due to
the difference in form and that difference in the form is certainly
found in happiness and self and therefore how can there be identity
between the two?

Text: 911
a1, Iia SMMHRU JH ST Prerd dHa BRI, 3MMeIg
STTRI=INUT?

kimca, yenaiva akarena sukham atmano bhidyate tenaiva akarena

abhinnam, ahosvid akarantarena?

Translation: 911
Moreover, is it the fact that the very form, by which happiness is
distinguished from the self, by the same form, it is identical? Or by
some other form?

Text: 912

TEE AATHRT ST, T dTaedarsyg: Hfa= Jafd waar|
tadyadi tenaivakarena abhinnam, tasya tavadekanta’bhedah prati-
panno bhavati bhavata.
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Translation: 912

If you say, it is identical by the same form, then, you have accepted
absolute identity with that.

Text: 913

379T STHRIIRTT T, BRFR & 7 HafT, TeHesT GO Hard
atha akarantarena abhinnam; akarantaram sukham na bhavati,

tadabhede’pi sukhasya bhedat.

Translation: 913

If you say, it is identical by another form, then, it means that,
another form is not happiness and even if it is identical, the self will
be different from happiness.

[3. TRETq ST aRMaaae FRAET| ]
[3. prasarngat jainabhimatasyanekantavadasya nirasanam.]

Text: 914

@ g fRQ-“deg g aeg TfFe” RdeIuRd, g
TR AT 51T, STerdad s

evam ca sthite-“tadeva nityam tadeva canityam” ityetanno-

papadyate, sukhatmanorbhedat. anadyanta satta nitya, adyantavaty
ca nitya.

Translation: 914

Thus, your statement “the same is eternal and the same is
non-eternal,” is not proper, because, happiness and the self are
different. An existence which has no beginning and no end is eternal

and an existence which has a beginning and an end is non-eternal.

Text: 915

- “IREYFIISHIT TRV T SATU 7 F-af]| R T
qG: ArgerE:, MY g T WU 99 UHcHd: - 8 aequelsdd,
JodeTre: fhfier 9ar afisfa? dafl weudarsya:; dar g
G(7)THUAT U, JAT IRHUTAT acdse a0l IREUTIHAT:, Tl
AT fehT 10T REUTIHAY Uq | TA9d Fd Fa e S|

tatha- “pararupataya’satvam  svarupena sattvam” ityetadapi na

sambhavati. pararupena na bhavah napyabhavah, api tu svena
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rupena bhava ekatmakah-ekam hidam vastupalabhyate, tacceda-
bhavah kimidanim bhavo bhavisyati? tadyadi pararupataya’bhavah;
tada ghatasya gha(pa)tarupata prapnoti, yatha pararupataya bhava-
tve ngikriyamane pararupanupravesah, tatha abhavatvepyangikriya-
mane pararupanupravesa eva. tatasca sarvam sarvatmakam syat.

Translation: 915

Similarly, your another statement, “in another form it is
non-existent, and in its own form it is existent is also is an
impossibility.” In another form, neither a positive entity nor a
negative entity exists, rather in ones own form, a positive entity
is considered to be of a single form and as such one finds one entity
and if that entity is absence, then, what will be the positive entity?
Therefore, if you say that, in another form, there is absence, then,
one can also say, there is no pot in the form of a cloth. As, if a
positive entity is accepted having another form, then, that will be
included in another form. In the same way, if it is accepted as an
absence, it will be included in another form and as a consequence,
everything will become identical with everything.

Text: 916
Y UREURITE:; TEfRIfg ddbed aRgTsyra:| A IR afd 9ar
TRITIUCIEESET, 3 f2 SmTar i

atha pararupasyabhavah; tadavirodhi tvaikatvam tasya’bhavah. nahi
tasmin sati bhavan tasyanupalabdherdrasta, anyatha hi atmanopya-
bhavo bhavet.

Translation: 916

If you say, it is absence of another form, then, one and the same will
not be opposing that other and absence of that will be the absence
of that other. It is also not the fact that when that is there, you are
the experiencer of that absence of experience. Otherwise, there will
be absence of self also.

Text: 917

37T JTATTTSFARIE AT TTeHIsHIa 7 9add;

atha atmasatta virodhitvena svatmano ’bhavo na bhavatyeva,
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Translation: 917
Clarification:
Well, there will be no absence of ones own self, because it will not

be contradictory to the existence of the self.

Text: 918

IRRTRI T IRATITE! 7 |

parasattavirodhitvat parasyapyabhavo na bhavati.

Translation: 918

Reply:

In that case, because of the non-contradiction of existence of
something else, there will be no absence, of that something else.

Text: 919

STATRIGRAIT AGSTRI T IRF JTaT  afer;
athaparakarataya nopalabhyate tena parasya bhavo na bhavati;

Translation: 919

Clarification:

Since, that is not experienced as having another form, therefore,
there will not be absence of another form.

Text: 920

3T RAIT T JJIcTedl: TRRATATEIST T o

abhavakarataya ca anupalabdheh parasyabhavo’pi na bhavet.
Translation: 920

Reply:

Then, since it will not be known as having the form of absence,
there will no absence of other form.

Text: 921

31T IHATHRAAT IUSARI; TG @IS AR, STATBRI NG -
TR BATAd IS 37Td T STl 1 Ta: | 2T GRATaadh faeiH
GEHaTsTRIfd 7 @]

atha abhavakarataya upalabhyate; tada bhavo’nyo nasti, abhavaka-

rantaritatvat abhavasvabhavavagahinavabodhena abhava eva dyotito
na bhavah. yatha sukhavagahakena vijnanena sukhameva va-
dyotitam na duhkham.
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Translation: 921

If you say, it is known as having the form of an absence, then, it
means that, there is no other positive entity. Since, it includes the
form of an absence, the knowledge in which the nature of absence
will appear as its content, will reveal only absence and not any
positive entity as the knowledge of happiness, reveals happiness
and not unhappiness.

Text: 922

37e] G @ ai;

atha sukhajnanena duhkhamapi grhyate;
Translation: 922

Objection:

Well, by knowledge of happiness, unhappiness is also known.

Text: 923

e FEgEINGAT WA qded Tgiaedaal NerJu™l gk -
IS W, VI Uad R agh- “9m el T 9 anse
TNGATCHD: | THAN I -RGE Taerd 1 g,

tadidanim sukhaduhkhayorekata prapnoti. tatasca paryayarupataya
bhedabhyupagamo hiyate-abhinnatmakam jagat syat. evanca sthite
yaduktam- “bhage stmho naro bhage yo’rtho bhagadvayatmakah,
tamabhagam vibhagena narasimham pracaksate.” iti,

Translation: 923

Reply:

In that case happiness, unhappiness will become one and the same
and as a consequence they will become synonymous and there will
be no knowledge of difference between them and consequently, the
whole world will become one and the same. When such is our
analysis, your statement “a thing having two parts, one part of
which is a lion and the other man, is called nrsithha- man-lion” is
not proper. Because, the whole universe becomes indivisible.

Text: 924

Tl TN fI QR STIUSHUdTd] | UG U 7 aehed- ‘Gl WTe: AdTeRaTa:,
Hd ATAT THHTEREHTET:, Tl HIaRcaa! I G¥: TdHTaRaeR< 8T |17
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tanna prapnoti visvasya’khandarupatvat. etadapi na vaktavyam-
“eko bhavah sarvabhavasvabhavah, sarve bhava ekabhavasvabhavah,
eko bhavastatvato yena drstah sarvebhavastattvatastena drstah.”

Translation: 92/

You should also not say the following “one positive entity is of the
nature of all positive entities; all entities are of the nature of one
positive entity and therefore, one who has realized even one positive
entity, in its real form, one can conclude that, he has seen all positive

entities in their real forms.”

Text: 925
31 GITIT SARARTHHT e FaTTa=Tg;

atha paryaya itaretaratmana bhidyante sarvabhavanam;

Translation: 925

Clarification:

Well, the knowledges of all positive entities are distinguished on the
basis of mutual form.

Text: 926
Uq dfe ATEISHEUITRRY Helse]| $HHT PEal RS I$E St
RLADBIUT FT-

“TH! %79 () UTeh! o] PRIFCILURTIT!
Shifaeelsfi aRey &1 Ry fRrfére: 11

evam tarhi bhava’bhavaparyayayorapi bhedo’stu. imameva murkha-

tam digambaranamangikrtya uktam sutrakarena yatha-

“nagna! $rava(ma)naka! durbuddhe! kayaklesaparayana!
Jwikarthe’pi carambhe kena tvamasi Siksitah.”

Translation: 926

Reply:

In that case, let there be difference of the pairs of positive and
negative entities also. Taking this way, illogical argument of the
Jainas the author of the sutras has said the following: “Oh nude
ascetic, Oh foolish one, Oh engaged in giving torture to the body,
who has taught you in the beginning even for your livelihood?”
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[¢. AREFs ARTUa R ATHTIHRR: 1]

[4. samkhyamate pi bhoganupapattipradarsanenatmanumananirasah.|
Text: 927

qAT AREHATATITEAT R A9 eI FIRATHI 3g<: | ANTerea & -
A, qoddeH a1? agud gEl dod AT, Ua SIaROR JeHiged
I |

tatha samkhyamatenapi atmano bhogo naiva sampadyate bhogasya
atmani avrtteh. bhogasabdena sukhamabhidhiyate, tatsamvedanam
va? tadubhayam buddhau vartate natmani, evanca vyavasthite
buddherbhoktrtvam natmanah.

Translation: 927

In the same way, even according to the doctrine of Samkhya, it is
not possible to explain how the self enjoys, because the enjoyment
does not exist in the self. By the word enjoyment, what do you
mean? Do you mean happiness or awareness of happiness? Both
occur only in the intellect and not in the self. When such is the
fact, according to you, the intellect can be said to be an enjoyer
and not the self.

Text: 928

31T G ARG ST FRheam e TaT G adea JATeH:
Fjcd TS | IAed “adf 7 Jaf” gde Jhe)

atha buddhigatenapi bhogenaiva atmano bhoktrtvamabhidhiyate;
tada buddhigatena kartrtvena atmanah kartrtvam prasajyate.
tatasca “karta na bhavati” ityetanna vaktavyam.

Translation: 928

If you say that, even if the enjoyment resides in the intellect, still,
the self can be said to be the enjoyer, then, since doerness exists in
the intellect, let the self be called the doer and if it is acceptable to
you, you should not say “the self is not the doer.”

Text: 929

37T SN HARATSTT: 37hall AT, ANRATG: T

HIYTHATI
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atha atmani kartrtvasya’vrtteh akarta ityapadisyate; bhogasyapya-
tadvrtteh sambhug na bhavatyatma.

Translation: 929

Since, the doerness does not exist in the self, self is called “not a
doer” then, since, the enjoyment also does not exist in the self, the
self cannot be called the enjoyer.

Text: 930

31T IRRT Fjed AS A SfTUATREH, T I TIURTSRT aeHM! Tt
YR AT &) a0 deged G IueRId; JEeH, ANST gat a:
JoTRATTRD: ITH: |

atha asti kartrtvam yadi nama aupacarikam, yatha bhrtye

jayaparajayau vartamanau svamini upacaryete tatha buddhau
vartamanam kartrtvam pumsi upacaryate; yadyevam bhogo’pt
buddhav vartamanah purusasyaupacarikah praptah.

Translation: 930

Clarification:

WEell, in a secondary sense, the self is called a doer as when a servant
becomes the winner or becomes defeated, as the master of that
servant is secondarily called the winner or defeated, in the same
way, although the doerness exists in the intellect, still secondarily
self is called the doer.

Text: 931

SHoeTReIST A 7 FF9afT; g ARSI 9RTSHId °
SATHAT AT 1 el Fear], G | 7 A qeeHieT | 9 2
S| | AT A4 foerd, devmarq Aensf feuaftie: |

aupacariko’pi atmani na sambhavati; anyatra mukhyatayanabhyu-

pagamat. bhoga’bhave ca atmano moksacinta na kartavya. bandha-
navan mucyate. na catmani bandhanamasti. bhogo hi bandhanam.
sa catmani naiva vidyate, tadabhavat mokso’pi nirupapattikah.
Translation: 931

Reply:

If it is so, then, the real locus of the enjoyment is the intellect and
in a secondary way, the self is called the enjoyer. As a matter of
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fact, even secondarily the self cannot be called the enjoyer, because,
enjoyment is not accepted as existing primarily somewhere else i.e.
in the intellect and when the enjoyment is not there, the self need
not worry about salvation or liberation or freedom from bondage.
One who is bound, can be liberated. There is no bondage in the self.
Enjoyment could have been the bondage, but that does not exist in
the self and since that is not there, one cannot explain liberation
also.

Text: 932

qeT, SIS 71 fIgeair Aighea<amTd | 9T AIpRgA |

tatha, atmano’stitvam na siddhyati bhoktrtvasyabhave. bhogyena
bhokturanumanam.

Translation: 932

Similarly, since there is nothing called enjoyerness, one cannot prove
the existence of the self. One can infer the enjoyer on the basis of
the object of enjoyment.

Text: 933

T UIHT AT 8, T T8 AfIPR AR o ARBISTHII;
yatha supadimatram bhoktravinabhutam drstam, tatha pradhanam
savikaram bhogyam tena bhokta numiyate;

Translation: 933

Clarification:

As the things like soup etc. is always seen related with the enjoyer,
in the same way, the object of enjoyment viz. on the basis of the
changing pradhana the enjoyer can be inferred.

Text: 934
Toah; Al RpedTod 6 AR SICHISTHIA, ST 8
NIRRT AT : P AEAIILT STcH: U &fISIcard| dafascd o

TR STTETIE: " SgHH|

etaccayuktam; atmano bhoktrtvabhave katham bhogyena atma’nu-

mayate, atmana saha bhogyasya sambandhanavagateh? tadanava-
gatisca atmanah pratyaksavisayatvat. tadavisayatvam ca ‘visese nu-
gamabhavah’ ityuktam.



Tattvopaplavasimha 311

Translation: 934

Reply:

This is not proper, because, when the self cannot be the enjoyer, how
can be the self be inferred on the basis of the object of enjoyment?
We do not know the relationship between the self and the object of
enjoyment. We do not know because the self cannot be the object
of perception. To explain that the self cannot be the object of
perception, it has been said, “There is no consecutive character
to specify it.”

Text: 935

37T YCIAT ST IFAYRI; QT U AT STH: FHHAT HeIeg—
IR, 0T fganed|

atha pratyaksena atma avadharyate; tada pratyaksavisayatvena

atmanah samanata pratyaksanumanavisayatvena, tatasca siddha-
sadhyata.

Translation: 935

If you say, the self is determined on the basis of perception, then,
the self becomes the object of perception and also object of inference
and thus becomes object of both, perception and inference and this
leads to the fault of knowing something which is already known.

Text: 936

UG I8, dfcad-SaleaiRmHIaE eI 389, RIS
SEAEIGAAT gE?

supadibhoktravinabhutam drstam; tatkim-dehadivyatiriktabhoktravina-
bhutam drstam, ahosvid dehamatrabhoktravinabhutam drstam?
Translation: 936

You have said that, the object of enjoyment like soup is invariably
related to the enjoyer. There we would like to ask, “Is it seen
invariably related with the enjoyer who is different from body etc?”

Or, is it seen invariably related with the enjoyer who is nothing else
but the body?

Text: 937

Jafe <EfeefiRmHeTaTd g8, e gEraisy aEffRisufided:,
CIREINGIE-URCET
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tadyadi dehadivyatiriktabhoktravinabhutam drstam; tada drstanto’pt
darstantikapratitulyah, atmano tindriyatvena.

Translation: 937

If you say, it is seen invariably related with the enjoyer, different
from the body, then, the example becomes comparable to that for
which, this is an example, because, the self is beyond the range of

sense organs.

Text: 938

31T YT ST, a1 g AT, fhgAm=?

atha pratyaksenavadharita atma; tada siddha atma, kimanu-
manena?

Translation: 938

If you say that, self is determined by perception, then, the self is
already established, in that case what is the need of inference?

Text: 939

3N SEHAFHIFACAT S8, el SBIAHRIVT AR™ANA A1c: fAfE: |

atha dehamatrabhoktravinabhutam drstam; tada dehavikaranam
bhogayogena natmanah siddhih.

Translation: 939

If you say, it is seen invariably related with the enjoyer, who is
nothing but the body, then, the enjoyment gets associated with the
changes of the body and therefore, the self cannot be established.

Text: 940

Jag al THAT ATz, T TP PTG TR : — PR BHUT:
HeMRIRT CH:, P d PHU: el 7 e gfg: | e I Py
HHO: HTTRIRT; TaT JhICAMIY dothel T, Mg R e R
TALTATHATIRTS: |

bhavatu wva atmano bhogah, tathapi akrta-krtabhyagamanasado-
saprasangah-akrtasya karmanah phalamabhyeti atmanah, krtasya
ca karmanah phalam na sampadyate buddhih. yadi ca akrtasya
karmanah phalamabhyeti; tada muktatmanamapi tatphalam syat,

atmavrttiniyamahetorabhavat. tatascakaivalyaprasarngah.
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Translation: 940

Or, let us accept that, the self has enjoyment, still, this will lead
to the defect of getting the effect of an act, which the self has not
performed and not getting the result of an act, which the self has
performed. The self will get the result of an act, which the self has
not performed, and the intellect will not get the result in spite of the
fact that, the intellect has performed the act and if it is allowed that,
one gets the result of an act which he has not performed, then, even
those selves who have not performed the acts, will get the result,
because, there will be nothing in the self which can control this
situation and as a consequence of this there can never be liberation.

[4. AT HART SHaeaATufiaaauTe | |
[5. samkhyasammatasya kaivalyasyanupapattikatvopapadanam.]

Text: 941

AT $Haed AU, TRINSIRARIRAF| A7 Jadi 98 FerHH
ARSI ARIH| IATHROT AT AT, Afe JaTdRAfTadd,
ST WA R (g | TR T ST eways: |

itas$ca kaivalyam nopapadyate, bhogyabhojakayoravasthanat. nahi

bhavatam pakse sadatmanam parityajati bhogyam. yenakarena
atmano bhogyatvenavasthitam, nahi tadakaramativartate, atmano
bhoktrtvakarasya anativrtteh. ativrttau ca atmocchedaprasangah.
Translation: 941

For the following reason also, no liberation is possible according
to the Samkhya school of thought, because, there is nothing called
object of enjoyment and the enjoyer. According to your doctrine, it
is not the case that, the object of enjoyment leaves the self. The self
does not leave its form by which form it is said to be the enjoyer
of the object of enjoyment, because, the self does not or cannot
over-ride the form of its being the enjoyer and if it over-rides, then,
there will be no self left in this universe.

€. TR SO hacRATg hadTIae = |
[6. vedantasammatasyanandarupakaivalyasyayuktikatapradarsanam.]
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Text: 942

IS SITeOHIcHT:  haegdeea dsfd gipariadr T “af<il ®Her?
T Moy T d; daT AARIEIRATIMN ad 98 IRRhA | 9d9d
HermefvRI fsthet: |

ye’'pi anandarupamatmanah kaivalyamabhidadhati te’pi yuktivadino

na bhavanti. katham? yadyatmanah anandarupam svasamuvedyam
ca; tada samsaravasthayamapi tat vedyam prasaktam. tatasca
moksarthaprayaso nisphalah.

Translation: 942

Even those philosophers (the Advaitins) who talk of liberation of
the form of Bliss, do not seem to be rational. If you ask me how,
we wonder, if the self is of the nature of bliss and at the same
time, self-illuminating, then, at the time of bondage also it should
be self-illuminating and in that case the very effort for liberation is
purposeless.

Text: 943

372 AARTICATIT T e STSHATRTSTHIHT: FIRa0H, JAT YSFING T
gegfe Tafl, Td Al ST aiergfes waf;

atha samsaravasthayam na vedyate anadimalavagunthitamatmanah
svarupam, yatha patantarite ghate ghatabuddhirna bhavati, evam
malalipte atmani atmabuddhirna bhavati;

Translation: 943

Clarification:

Well, at the stage of bondage, the nature of the self is not revealed,
because, it is covered with dirt from time without a beginning. As
a pot is not known, if the pot is covered with a cloth, in the same
way, if the self is covered with dirt, the awareness of the self does
not arise.

Text: 944

Tedegd, SEFCRIEed: JERI-UeNg 8¢ Ocgfgd  wafd
gerag Afd SfFRA0 A Freeel IR devmarg, ae Afeast fasH
e | 38 J N HeldIUsH B gAY fhad? T derdedhaleia
Pl J8 ded T ACRIOUHI-IAT digHT A fIsTY, awd
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frRRIgE s dera aeasiy Jerd, a(d) oTea: FaRidel U FAagasiy
JEd TEISIISTY Jerd, Aernsfahfiicacars icaserfraRca=TsaRer=Td|

tadetadayuktam,  drstantadarstantikayoh — vaisamyat-patantarite

ghate ghatabuddhirna bhavati patantardhane sati indriyena sakam
sambandho nasti tadabhavad ghate nendriyajam vijnanam sampa-
dyate. tha tu punah malavagunthanena kasya vyavadhanam
kriyate? na vedyavedakayorvyavadhanam kriyate. vedyam vedakam
ca atmasvarupameva-yatha bauddhanam svasamvedyam vijnanam,
tacca visayasadbhave’pi vedyate tadabhave’pi vedyate, ya(ta)tha-
tmanah  svasamvedyam  svarupam  malasadbhave’pi  vedyate
tadasadbhave’pi  vedyate, malasya’kincitkaratvad —atmano’rtha-
ntaratvena vasthanat.

Translation: 944

Reply:

This is not proper, because, there is no similarity between example
and the thing for which this is an example. When a pot is covered
by a cloth, there does not arise the perception of the pot, because
the pot is not connected with the sense organ and in the absence of
the relationship with the sense organ, the perceptual knowledge
of pot does not arise. In the present case, however i.e. in the
case of awareness of the self, what is covered by the cover of
dirt? Nothing intervenes between the knower and the object of
knowledge, because, both, the object of knowledge and the knower,
are nothing but the self. According to the Buddhists, as the
knowledge is self-illumined and the awareness of that knowledge,
continues with or without the presence of the object of knowledge.
In the same way, the nature of the self viz. self awareness exists even
when there is presence of dirt or when there is no dirt. The dirt is
insignificant to this phenomenon, because the self exists irrespective
of all this.

Text: 945
3791 ATGTCRI AT FeT+; TaT HeTt= o=l fheeh wafcr? TSI -
I | qaLE AeTTERT: |
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atha tadatmyena sthitani malani; tada ‘malani apaniyante’ kimu-
ktam bhavati? atma’paniyate. tatasca moksabhavaprasangah.
Translation: 945

If you say, the dirt appears as identical as the self, then, when you
say the dirts are being removed, what does it mean? Does it mean
the self is removed? This will lead to the absence of liberation.

[9. FHARIGHIY SRR dcadhe ]

[7. mimamsakamatenapi atmanumanasyasambhavitvaprakatanam.|

Text: 946
qe HERGAIOAY HGAE 9 Uadd,  FEuoREaETRare s -
TR TEOTEE) Faafiwtn & wEent aRkoe - aeraraRry

AN V&, SAMERY g Uegsl F Uacd| Iaed geRaveagafaay—
ferafon| ey (ag)w - “Rsgrmmara:” fey fradusoRmansel:, qomy-
ASASHHTATON SITHFRITSTTHINTG: | ST Frawel:, TQUguIuuf: |
tatha mimamsakamatenapi atmanumanam na pravartate, pramana-
ntaranavadharitarthavisayatvabhyupagamat pramananam. niyata-
visayani hi pramanani pratipadyante-pratyaksavaseye nanumanam
pravartate, anumanavaseye ca pratyaksam na pravartate. tatasca
itaretaravyavrttivisesavisayani. tadayu(tadu)ktam- “visese nugama-
bhavah” wiseso niyatapramanagrahyo rthah, tathabhute rthe ngi-
kriyamane anumanasya nugamabhavah. anugamah sambandhah,
tadgrahananupapattih.

Translation: 946

Similarly, according to the doctrine of Mimarhsakas, inference has
no scope to establish self, because, according to them, the processes
of knowing i.e. the pramanas are accepted as operative towards such
object which is not known by another process of knowing. They also
accept the processes of knowing having one is to one relationship,
between one kind of process of knowing and its object. If something
is determined by perception, inference has no scope to reveal it
and when something is concluded by the process of inference, the
process of perception has no scope to reveal it. Thus, the objects
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are mutually exclusive and they are the objects of specific process
of knowing as it has been said, “There is absence of consecutive
property with reference to a specific object.” Here, specific means
an object which is known by a specific process of knowing and when
an object is accepted as of that form, an inference is left with no
consecutive scope of operation. The word anugam means, relation
and such a relation cannot be known.

Text: 947

3rei() ycTemergeTRaeg el SIH MaciT;

arthe(tha) pratyaksadyavadharitepyarthe anumanam pravartate;
Translation: 947

Clarification:

Inference can operate with reference to the object, even if it is
determined by the process of perception.

Text: 948

T Y TIAFNATERONS: TRAch: | ATIRUT T <= g -
SATETT" UEITeRTecaTd, | STERTATIIeINui 7 raTeidH|

nanvevam pratyaksanumanasadharano’rthah prasaktah. sadhara-

nata samanata. “samanye siddhasadhyata” pratyaksavagatatvat.
anadhigatarthagantrvisesanam ca aparthakam.

Translation: 948

Reply:

If it is so, then, an object becomes that, which is commonly accessed
by perception and inference. Commonality means sameness and
if there is sameness, there is knowledge of that which is already
known, because, it is already known by perception and in that case,
the adjective (in the definition of pramana) “that which causes the
knowledge of a thing which is not already known, becomes empty.”
Text: 949

3rerdT, I g A1g, gilsel: | AN TR aIS S Ju=ad
RIS T ad A= fdera, Jen o 9 e den urafedy) dadea
e g~ [Aem=eT g9 79 MfHRRT | IS HIS STTYDH?
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athava samanye siddhe sadhanam ityanyo’rthah. samanyayoh
gamyagamakabhavo bhyupagamyate  mimamsakena. naca  tat
samanyam vidyate, yatha ca na vidyate tatha pragevoditam. tatasca
siddhasya sadhanam-vidyamanasya sadhanam. naca agnitvamasti.
tadabhave kasyedam jnapakam?

Translation: 949

Or, this can be explained in another way, “When the universal
is established, the thing is established.” The Mimarsakas accept
implication between two universals. That, there is nothing called
universal, has already been established by us before. Thus, proving
that which is established, means, establishing that which is
established. There is nothing called fireness and when there is no
fireness, what can be the ground to imply that?

Text: 950

rerar, g e g™ sa=aised: | fOeme JeH) 79 gaca-
AR | o (< ) [T AFa | ef A ATee Afgrefcr?
athava, siddham sadhanam siddhasadhanam ityanyo’rthah. vidya-
manam sadhanam naca dhumatvasamanyamasti. tacca(tva)vidya-
manam samanyam. katham samanyam sadhanam bhavitumarhati?
Translation: 950

Or, the expression, “siddha-sadhana” can mean the “ground which
is known”. It will imply the ground which exists. But there is nothing
called smokeness. Such universal does not exist and therefore how
can universal be the ground for inferring something?

Text: 951

rega], NGAE - SaHgdM g 9afd, T 9 gHcd dd FaaHawd,

3T JEUIIRITHIET O IR 0| T dd, g | A1y

QEW:&JT ! AU g TRy ARRYI 9 981 Th U, 31U g
Uad gAARROUARI | T4 Ul Swh! ST AR R |

TATDHRI-AIATHIH |

athava, siddhasadhanam-jnatamanumanam sadhanam bhavati, na

ca dhumatvam jnatam svayamasattvat, athava grahanopayabhavat
tasya anusyutam rupam. naca tat atmanyanusyutam. napi
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ekasyam vyaktau api tu bahvisu vyaktisu. naca bahvayo vyaktasya
upalabhyante, api tu ekaiva dhumavyaktirupalabhyate. naca
ekasyam vyaktau anugatatmataya samanyasamuittirasti. nacakara-
ntarasamanyam.

Translation: 951

Or, the word siddha-sadhana can also be explained as follows:
“once the ground is known, it can be the ground for the knowing
the object of inference.” Smokeness cannot be said to be known,
because, it itself does not exist. Or, there is no method of knowing
its common form and there is no common form with reference to
its own form. It is also not the case that, it should be only one
individual, but it should be in many individuals, but we do not find
many individuals, rather we find only one smoke individual. There
cannot be the knowledge of universal “as common characteristics”
in single individual and there is no other form of universal possible.

0.10 TATRFHTITIATRY FR: |
[tathagatasammatasyanumanasya nirasah.]

(Refutation of the definition of Inference as accepted by the
Buddhists)

Text: 952
qoAT, TATARTAHTY JIFH 7 Wil SaweTarT: | deamfed—fdh ammr:
AR, STERId ATTIREIEUR:, Facteioriat?

tatha, tathagatanamapi anumanam na pravartate sambandha-

navagateh. tadavagatisca-kim samanyayoh sambandhavadharanam,

ahosvit samanyasvalaksanayoh, svalaksanayorva?

Translation: 952

Similarly, the process of inference as proposed by the Buddhists
also cannot operate because, one cannot have the knowledge
of invariable concomitance. So far the knowledge of invariable
concomitance is concerned, the question arises, is it the conclusive
knowledge of relation between two universals? Or, between a
universal and a particular? Or, between two particulars?
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Text: 953

Jafe AHTA: FEUEERY fhd; deghH, HFRIRIISTRqars A
qHY: |

tadyadi samanyayoh sambandhavadharanam kriyate; tadayuktam,

samanyasya’sambhavanna tayoh sambandhah.

Translation: 953

If you say, the knowledge of relationship between two universals is
determined, that will not be proper, because, since the universal is
impossible, the question of their relationship does not arise.

Text: 954

Y AFTIREIEURI: TEETaeRUT {3, AMFITsacdTd|

napi samanyasvalaksanayoh sambandhavadharanam kriyate, sama-
nyasya’satvat.

Translation: 95/

Nor, it is the case that, the knowledge between a universal and a
particular is decided, because, the universal itself is non-existent.

Text: 955

31f TICTEURY: SAFEFLTALRUM; AT 5 a1y, ST, STeTeiiarf?
atha svalaksanayoh sambandhavadharanam; tatrapi kim arthayoh,
jnanayoh, jnanarthayorva?

Translation: 955

If you say, the knowledge of concomitance between two individuals
is ascertained, there also the question arises, whether such relation
is ascertained between two objects or between two knowledges or
between knowledge and object.

Text: 956

Jofe o) AUIGYRIY; desTiRghadEe AR,
QISI@Q CICQICI’)NQIIF‘\ICCH, dooT=Icd g1, [AHEET d17

tadyadi arthayoh sambandhavadharanam; taddahanadhumayorhetu-

phalabhavajnanam kim sattamatrena, ahosvit tadakarayogitvena,

tajjanyatvena va, samastyena va?
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Translation: 956

If you say, such relationship is known between two objects, there
also the question arises, is it the case that the knowledge of ground
viz. the smoke, and the knowledge of result viz. the fire, arises by
their mere existence, or, because of association of their forms, or,

as been produced by that or collectively?

Text: 957
TEE AAHRU SEAYFARIIGTUREIT; 7 $dd deg =g aq |de,
AR TG TRFhH, SUBRIAH R FTsfILIeTe

tadyadi sattamatrena dahanadhumasamvedanamapadisyate; na

kevalam taddahanasya tat samvedanam, trailokyasya tatsamuve-
danam prasaktam, upakaravinirmuktasya satta visesat.

Translation: 957

If you say, by mere existence, the knowledge of fire and smoke is
referred to, then, that knowledge cannot said to be that fire rather
it will become the knowledge of all the three worlds, because, the
existence devoid of any change or effect is common to all of them.

[9. TIETd SR fovaTeRed e aeave ||
[1. prasangat jnanasya visayakaratvam vicarya tatkhandanam.]
Text: 958

MY TEEPRAMICT T AT eI ; JAT Te+ T RFITETH
T TP RIRE TSI I R | Taed SHIPR dgeden
ST goh afdl TUEeRT, a9 sMaeRANT Afd ufiaHeawer 7
T

atha taddahanakarayogitvena tasya samvedanamabhidhiyate; yatha

dahanena svanirbhasamutpaditam. tatha gandhakaroparaktagandha-
dijnanenapi svanirbhasamutpaditam. tatasca jnanakaram tadutpa-
dyate iti yuktam bhavati gandhadyakaram, tatasca anekakarayogitve
sati pratikarmavyavastha na labhyate.

Translation: 958

If you say that, ts knowledge is referred to as being associated
with the form of that fire, then, as by the fire, its own cognition
is generated, in the same way, by the knowledge of smell etc.
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associated with the form of smell also, its own cognition is
generated. Therefore, it is proper to hold that, the form of the
knowledge is produced which reflects the form of the smell etc. In
this way, there will be association of many forms and as such, one
is to one correspondence between knowledge and its object, will
become impossible.

Text: 959

3T TS A TG RAYI SEsiM; aaM! STHIBRIddhEHY 7
R, FFARCIIaRIAISH! TFTHR: de-udcd SHBRIST FTfid:
| dded SEAfaeT=H eI FRewd T TRenfisee,  AdedH
PRI |

tadanim jnanakararpakatvamapi na labhyate, jnanatadatmyavyava-
sthito’sau gandhakarah tadanarpakatve jnanakaro’pi narpitah syat.
tatasca dahanavijianam avijnanam. niravayavam ca gandhadi-
jnanam, natkadeSena akararpakatvam.

Translation: 959

If you say that, the knowledge of smell etc. does not offer the form
of smell etc. in the knowledge of fire, then, you should also accept
that a thing does not offer its form to its knowledge and if it does
not offer its own form, then, the form of the smell will have to be
treated as identical with its knowledge and in that case, it amounts
saying that, it does not offer any form to its knowledge also. Thus,
knowledge of fire will not be called knowledge. The knowledge of
the smell etc. is without any part. Therefore, it cannot also be said
that, partially it can offer its form.

Text: 960

31 FPRIBR Teefest e, ufaaraven afg 9 o, dF SETsaTy
FRIBRATSE]|

labhyate, tasya dahanajnanasyapi nirakarata’stu.

Translation: 960

If you hold that, the knowledge of smell is without a form, then, you
cannot explain that, such-and-such knowledge is of such-and-such
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object. Not only that, then, one may say, let the knowledge of fire
also be treated as knowledge without a form.

Text: 961

o, SETeERAAIAT IS SETRIdTTH; T YT IaRAIC gafdsi—-

WY Tae- UTHq, TepRATFICdI dgcdrercarsd |
kimca, dahanakarayogitvena yadi dahanasamvedanam; tada purva-

vijnanakarayogitvena  purvavijnanasyapi tadvedanam  praptam,
tadakarayogitvat tadutpadyatvacca.

Translation: 961

Moreover, if you think that, knowledge of fire is associated with the
form of fire, then, since it is associated with the form of the previous
knowledge, the earlier knowledge should also be knowledge of the
fire, because, that is associated with that form and also because, it
is produced by that earlier knowledge.

Text: 962

37e] T2AT(JT) PRATITT AGCUTEIT T T Tee A Hafel;
atha tatha(da)karayogitve tadutpadyatve ca tasya tadvedanam na

bhavati;
Translation: 962

Clarification:

If, simply because, it is associated with that form and it is produced
by that pervious knowledge, the previous knowledge cannot be said
to be the knowledge of fire.

Text: 963

fayaenfy af dee f, 38 S fogarerd?

visayasyapi tarhi tadvedanam kim, tha dvayasya visamvadat?
Translation: 963

Reply:

In that case, what will be the knowledge of that object, because,
here both become contradictory.

Text: 964
ey dfest fafea g pear 7 e SR,

atha tadvijnanam viditam iti krtva na vedyate jnanantarena;
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Translation: 964

Clarification:

WEell, since there is awareness of that knowledge, it cannot be known
by another knowledge.

Text: 965

T4 fIya=anft daee = W JoucRIagRMATURY |

evam wvisayasyapi tadvedanam mna prapnoti purusantaravadha-
TYaAManasya.

Translation: 965

Reply:

In that case, it cannot be said to be the knowledge of that object,
if it is being known by another knower.

Text: 966

I 7, IS SENHRANCH T TaeT; IIATDRANIE TIARY
qede TRl

api ca, yadi dahanakarayogitvena dahanasya tadvedanam; vastu-

tvakarayogitvena nayanaderapt tatsamvedanam prasaktam.
Translation: 966

Moreover, if you say that, since there is association of the form of
fire, therefore, this knowledge is the knowledge of fire, on the same
analogy, since eyes etc. are associated with the property of being
an entity, let that knowledge also be called knowledge of eyes etc.
Text: 967

3 FFARAGRUIGRYGE 9 fded; oF a9 dodded 7 Wb,
e ‘(‘CI"'Iq"ICi‘\’IdDId‘{‘Q‘HIqI"iquCCHCL ‘{'quNUIdeILIICL‘II'E/H'CJ“'IICJI"MCDCCH'UCI |
qeUdcd I AIATHRIANIT T, ThRUNSTIcaZ | ThahTelFed ThehRUNSTIc
EASSCRRICy R INESEEREICEIRINC

atha nayanaderasadharanakararpakatvam na vidyate; tena tesam

tatsamvedanam na bhavati, nilasya svabhavanadesakalasvabhava-
narpakatvat svakaranakalapotpadyasvabhavanarpakatvacca. tadar-
pakatve ca nilakarayogita syat tatkaranajonyatvanca. ekakalinatve
ekakaranajanyatve ca hetuphalabhavanupapattih sahotpannayorgovi-
SaNaYoriva.
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Translation: 967

Well, it is not the case that, eyes etc. offer uncommon form,
therefore, it cannot be said that, it is the knowledge of the eyes,
because, a blue object does not offer the nature of its born at
a particular space and at a particular time and also because, it
does not offer the nature of being produced by its own collection
of factors and if it is accepted that, it offers, then, it should have
association with the blue form and also the state of being produced
by its cause and if it becomes contemporary and being produced by
the same collection of factors, then, it is difficult to explain cause
and effect relationship, like two horns of a cow which have grown
simultaneously.

Text: 968

379] ATYRUMBRAIT ATISTRI 31T d SISGIE Hf&vwludeﬁq SENIENE Jerq
T RAA U RAAT SYSTIH IS CI‘{UISUi HYT|
atha asadharanakarataya nopajayate api tu nilamatra praticcha-

yatayaiva upajayate; yadyevam nayanadisvalaksanakarataya upaja-
yamanam nayanadeh tadgrahanam bhavet.

Translation: 968

If you say that, it is not produced as uncommon cause, but it is
produced merely as a copy of the blue object, then, that should be
called the knowledge of the eyes etc. because it is produced in the
form of the particular viz. eyes etc.

Text: 969
MY T, SEATDBRAT SBIISIHI fh i1, 3Tf¥ei ar?

Translation: 969

Moreover, is the form of fire different from knowledge of fire or
identical?

Text: 970

IS =, 1 o anfaad!, ameIRaadfid!?

yadi bhinna; sa kim tattviki, ahosvidatattviky?
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Translation: 970
If you say, it is different, then, also the question arises, whether it
is real or unreal?

Text: 971

Jafe aifad!; defin: HemM? 9 Faddeas AT SHEbarsShRYGE |
FIRIET 7 A ISR (B ) e foRasre) 1fY SFdearsseRIGdHa e |
31ef f& SMepREIIT 7 v RdT| deTRIGdhed a1 UTHT STThRUNEINT |

tadyadi tattviki; tadgatih katham? na svasamvedyatvena napi

janakatva "kararpakatvena. svasamuvedya na bhavati vijnanakarya-
(kaya)vyatirekat. napi janakatva"kararpakatvena grhyate. artho hi
akaramarpayati na visayakarata. tadakararpakatve va prapta akara-
parampara.

Translation: 971

If you say, it is real, then, how can it be known? It cannot be known
by the process of self-illumination, nor, in the form of offering the
form of a producer i.e. a cause. It cannot be said to be known by
itself, because it is different from knowledge. Nor can it be said to
be known as offering the form of its cause because an object offering
its own form and not the form of its being object of knowledge and
if you accept that, it offers the form of its being object of knowledge,
then, you will have to postulate an infinite chain of forms.

Text: 972

3721 37Tl fIsATehRaT; AT STaTfadhea JRAfAfIaaT dHef HirH et
qfer?

atha atattviky wvisayakarata; sa atattvikatvena asamviditadeha
katham pratikarmaniyamika bhavati?

Translation: 972

If you say that, the form of being the object of knowledge is unreal,
then, being unknown, because of its being unreal, how can it account
for one is to one relation between knowledge and its object.

Text: 973

3rer sreafafenT:; <1 fb arf@d, smeReag srarfcad ?

atha avyatiriktah; sa kim tattviki, ahosvid atatviki?
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Translation: 973
If you say, it is identical, there also the question arises, whether it

is real or unreal?

Text: 974

Ife f@dt; a1 fh STetfceT; eI forcmamar?

yadi tattviki; sa kim jadatmika; ahosvit citsvabhava?

Translation: 97/

If you say, it is real, then, the question arises, whether it is animate
or inanimate?

Text: 975

Jafe SeIfcidr; a8 ssafiRfda 7 Faid fefieRe@RINT-
SRIUNERRI e |

tadyadi jadatmika; tada jnana’vyatirekitvam na sambhavati cidaci-
dorekatvayogadanyonyapariharasthitidharmatvena.

Translation: 975

If you say, it is inanimate, then, it cannot be said to be not
different from knowledge, because, animate and inanimate cannot
be identical, since they are found possessing mutually exclusive
properties.

Text: 976

arer faeTfcianT; dar aRemTH Rrerd -3+ RvameR 3f

atha cidatmika; tada paribhasamatram bhidyate-jnanam visayakara iti.
Translation: 976

If you say, it is animate, then, it differs only in nomenclature i.e.
knowledge which has the form of its knowledge.

Text: 977

7Y I[AIf@d; Tl T @dEd| 7 T SRS ONITdRar
TR, 31 T SHeuHd [T RATHSGAYGI | Toa Fa-Tei e TamaremoT
ST ¥ e TRT<h SAABRBIO|

atha atattviki; tada jnanasyapyatattvikatvam. na ca jnanavyati-

rikta visayakarata nasti, apt tu jnanasvarupameva visayakara-
tatmakamapadisSyate. tacca nayanarthalokasadharana utpadyatvena
samam samvedanam prasaktam sarvakarakanam.
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Translation: 977

If you hold that, it is unreal, then, knowledge also becomes unreal.
It is not the case that, the form of being an object of knowledge is
different from knowledge; rather, it is referred as identical with the
form of being the object of knowledge, which is nothing but nature
of knowledge, which amounts to knowledge of all causal factors,
because of its being produced, which is common to eyes, object and
light.

[2. SRR JEHIARAIBRILRT e R |
[2. drstantibhutasyadarsasya mukharupatasvikararthasya vikalpya

nirasanam. |

Text: 978

TJSh BTTY- TG TS JERAU T FERITCT 7a STGLRAU IReISTT el
S fyReudl Fipds f[Aemmaddi i daghy, AU
TERIARA IR0 awhed: {6 JEaReH, JMEIRg JfiRaceNTg:?

yadapyuktam kenapi-“adarsamandalam mukharupatam svikaroti

naca adarsarupatam parityajati tatha jnanamapi visayarupatam
svikurvanna  vijnanarupatam tyajati”  tadapyayuktam, adarsa-
mandalasya mukharupatasvikaranartho vaktavyah-kim mukhatada-
tmyam, ahosvid aviraladesotpadah?

Translation: 978

You have made the following statement: “the circular mirror reflects
the form of the face, but does not give up its being the form of the
mirror. In the same way, knowledge, reflects the form of being its
content, but does not give up its own form of being knowledge.”
This statement is also not proper. You should explain what is the
meaning of saying that, the circular mirror receives the form of the
face. Does it mean identity with the face or does it mean producing
a close place?

Text: 979
TS eI He ATeLReud STelfi? U gie avg —aarare EHTeal ail

tadyadi tadatmyam,; katham na adarsarupatam jahati? ekam hidam

vastu-tattadatmye mukhamadarso va.
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Translation: 979
If you say, it is identity, then, how is it that, it does not give up
the form of a mirror? The entity called face is a single thing, if it is

identical with the face, then, either it is face or mirror.

Text: 980

Y ANfRERANTUR &R THPRUF; TS IMHRIATM  FHBRur]
JNfARAANITE T UTH:, TALT ATHRIT HfIpredael fEhad | MRTawug
T U | SesIM IS AR ToNfY SERIE0 7 Jaf|

atha aviraladesotpado mukhasya svikaranam; tadanim akarasyapi

svikaranam  aviraladeSotpada eva  praptah, tatasca nakarena
pratikarmavyavastha  kriyate.  anavagatarupenaiva ca  sthiteh.
dahanajnanam yadi sakaram tathapi dahanagrahanam na bhavati.

Translation: 980

If you say, it means producing a close place of the face, then, you
should accept the production of a close place of the form and in
that case again it cannot explain one is to one relationship between
knowledge and its object, because it will remain without being
known. Even if you accept the knowledge of fire, as having the
form, still, you cannot say that, it is the knowledge of fire.

Text: 981

SaIs Sg=mreni 1 waf| & dearaRHarTad, dfcdh SR, FaRifafed
qr?

ito’pi dahanagrahanam na bhavati. kim tadavagatamanavagatam,

tatkim jnanantaravedyam, svasamuviditam va?

Translation: 981

For the following reason also, there cannot be knowledge of fire,
because, the following questions arise: Is the knowledge of fire known
or unknown or it can be known by knowledge or it can be known
by itself?

Text: 982

I FHTARITH; &I, 7 ST STHaRde Facqa|

yadi jnanantaravedyam; tadayuktam, na jnanam jnanantaravedyam

bhavatpakse.
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Translation: 982

If you say, it can be known by another knowledge, it is not proper,
because, according to your view, a knowledge cannot be known by
another knowledge.

Text: 983

37 FIRIIEr; TagTh, Tavagerdee MR ~amfid: |

atha svasamvedyam, tadayuktam, visayadrstantabalena nirakrtam

naiyayikaih.

Translation: 983

If you say, it is self-illuminating, that also is not proper, because
the logicians have already refuted it on the strength of example of
content.

Text: 984

MY M, 7 dfe A SENT TEUM) “IUIILUTTIRY  ATSe:
uRigeafa” gfd =l

atha anavagatam, na tarhi tad dahanasya grahanam. “apratyaksopa-
lambhasya narthadrstih prasiddhyati” ite nyayat.

Translation: 984

If you say, it is unknown, then, it cannot be said to be knowledge
of fire on the basis of the maxim “if knowledge is not known, then,
its content is also not known.”

Text: 985

MY 7, Iq Aq SEUevH-ad foawTiar—fhd arel:, S, S ar?

api ca, yat tat dahanagrahanam-tatra kimavabhati-kim arthah,
jnanam, ubhayam va?

Translation: 985

Moreover, whatever you consider to be the knowledge of fire, we
would like to ask, what does appear there? Is it the object or the
knowledge or both?

Text: 986

gfe arel: TR, g, RIS Al qeifacNTT

yadi arthah pratibhati; tadayuktam, asamviditayam samuvitto
tatsamuityayogat.
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Translation: 986
If you say that, it is the object that appears, that is not proper,
because, if the knowledge is not known, its object cannot be known.

Text: 987
31 S [F] IfE SeTerTan: Fraresad: doafafigdacdrd Frereds: |
atha jnanam; [na] tarhi dahanadhumayoh sambandho vagatah

tatsamuittipurvakatvat sambandhabuddheh.

Translation: 987

If you say that, it is the knowledge that is known, then, it amounts
to saying that, the invariable concomitance between fire and smoke
is not known, because, knowledge of that relation has to be preceded
by knowledge of the relata.

Text: 988

3 IFF UfIey; degh, Telue RIN(R) feciareruReRfefa-
YT T T ST STHIBR! Heflr S1fY g Seda wfcra=re |

atha  ubhayam  pratibhati;  tadayuktam, ekopalambhasya(sya)
dvitiyakarapariharasthitidharmatvat. na ca dahanajniane jnanar-
thakarau pratiyete api tu dahanasyaiva pratibhasanat.

Translation: 988

If you say that, both appear there, it is improper, because, once
one is known, it will lose the property of being present in the other
form. It is not the case that, in the knowledge of fire, two forms viz.
the form of knowledge and the knowledge of object appear. But,
what appears is only fire.

Text: 989

Y TERUEAd  dEENY  Wdedq; @Y desmaEd? i
TSR TSRS aT?

atha dahanotpadyatvena taddahanasya samvedanam; katham

taddahanenotpadyate? kim atajjananasvabhavena tajjananasvabha-
vena va?

Translation: 989

If you say that, it is the knowledge of fire, because it is produced by
fire, then, we would like to know, how it is produced by fire? Is it
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produced as having the nature of not producing that, or, as having
the nature of producing that?

Text: 990

JTIST TR ; TSI : BRI TooTIq?
yadyatajjananasvabhavena; atajjananasvabhavah kathamasau tajja-

nayet?

Translation: 990

If you say, as having the nature of not producing that, then, if it has
the nature of not producing that, then, how can it produce that?
Text: 991

Y TooIREHE:; | AfE TG PRI, SEAT SEdsIHIcdT-
SOEATHTI GHICUTSD IR

atha tajjananasvabhavah; na tarhi dahanad dhumasyotpattih, daha-

nasya dahanajnanotpadakasvabhavyena dhumotpadakatvayogat.
Translation: 991

If you say, it has the nature of producing that, then, you should
accept that fire does not produce smoke, because, the fire has the
nature of producing its knowledge, it cannot have the nature of
producing smoke.

Text: 992

Y TG T FFECIISTt; UHT ISR gEwddn, Ry a
fasTwudT, AR, Yah I - o |
atha tenaiva svabhavena dhumamutpadayati; prapta vijnanasyapi

dhumarupata, dhumasya va vijnanarupata, abhinnatmotpadyate,
bhedakam ca na bijamasti.

Translation: 992

If you say that, fire produces smoke, because, it has the nature
of producing smoke, then, it amounts to saying that, knowledge is
smoke or smoke is knowledge. Both are produced in the identical
form and there is no ground left to distinguish them.

Text: 993

Y FWUEFRU SHAfT;  [[A] T UEEdTEa - aed

ThATUI=T| Tad S8 gAcdeA fhad 9 da1 Faeigareand | &=
T 1 SgHATERYT fehar?
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atha svabhavantarena janayati; [na ekasya svabhavadvayabhavat-
svabhavadvaye ca ekatanupapanna. tata$ca dahanena dhumot-
padanam kriyate na tada svajnanamutpadayati. jnanam vina kena
hetuphalavadharanam kriyate?

Translation: 993

If you say that, it produces by help of some other nature, it cannot
be accepted, because, one thing cannot have two natures. And if you
accept two natures, you cannot justify it to be one. Therefore, when
fire is producing smoke, then, it cannot produce its own knowledge.
Without knowledge, how can any one decide what is the cause and
what is the effect?

Text: 994

Y TEAl TSR, 9 dft SE gAKUGdHEY, deHEq A
RTINS IHTITATTER TS 2RI B
atha dahano dahanajnanamutpadayati; na tarhi dahanasya

dhumotpadakatvam, tadabhavat na bahyarthayorhetuphalabhava-
Translation: 994

If you say, fire produces knowledge of fire, then, it means that, fire
does not produce smoke. In the absence of that it is not possible
to decide the cause and effect relationship between two external
objects by the knowledge of fire etc.

[3. PRTGAMRI SeTgHAeghaITaTguu: JToush: |
[3. karyanumananirasaya dahanadhumayorhetuphalabhavanupapatteh

punarupakramah. |
Text: 995

SIS SEAEHAN: SgmerTaTIau: | JeIT e eldeaTawuRy YaiuRmdh -
FRffvigea 9 gikive wafg: AT SFRIASRT  JIUGIsTdh—

FrRIffIfamadft 7 T
ito’pi dahanadhumayoh hetuphalabhavanupapattih. yatha avicalita-

dahanasvarupasya purvaparanekakaryavirbhavakatvam mna prati-
padyate bhavadbhih tatha anayattavikarasya yugapadutpannaneka-
karyavirbhavakatvamapi na pratyetavyam.
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Translation: 995

For the following reason also one cannot explain the cause and
effect relationship between fire and smoke. As you do not accept
manifestation of many earlier and later effects of fire possessing
invariable nature, in the same way, you should not accept a
thing which does not undergo any change having the property of

manifesting many simultaneous effects.

Text: 996

3721 IGUTRI UGB BII caTaahcd UG e T hgheIcd:;
atha abhyupagamyate yugapadanekakaryotpadakatvam yugapada-

nekakaryotpadanasaktiyuktasyotpatteh;
Translation: 996

Clarification:

WEell, we accept simultaneous production of many effects, because, it
possesses power or capacity to produce many effects simultaneously.
Text: 997

IENG — A DB faHidehcaIcaT: guad B faeedrd|
yadyevam - kramabhavyanekakaryavirbhavakatvasyotpatteh ayuga-

padekam karyam vidadhyat.

Translation: 997

Reply:

If it is so, then, since it is accepted as having the capacity to manifest
many effects in a sequence, then, at a time it will produce only one
effect.

Text: 998
IEECIRIE) sﬁf ﬁ?[,-
vidadhatyeva iti cet;

Translation: 998
Clarification:
If we say, it does produce, then?
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Text: 999

AN AT HDHRISDIHS 0T | TaSRIIHS RUTer -
HIYEr |

idamapeksikatvam yatkramabhavyanekakaryajanakatmakam svaru-

pam. etadabhyupagame’bhyupetahanamapadyate.

Translation: 999

Reply:

It is a relative phenomenon that, it has the nature of producing
many effects in a sequence and if you accept this, it will lead to the
fault of giving up a position which was earlier taken.

Text: 1000

37 SffafeiaRaUT YafRe Rl F ST, el JTUT F P SFRIIGPR: |
AT 7 SEAIG_ PRI : |

atha avicalitarupena purvaparakaryam na janyate; tada yugapadapi
na kuryat anayattavikarah. tatasca na dahanad dhumasyotpattih.
Translation: 1000

If you say that, it does not produce earlier and later effects,
without getting affected by any variation, then, simultaneously also
it cannot produce, because, it is not affected by any variation and
as a consequence, there will be no smoke from fire.

Text: 1001

31F THHG TF SaeTe o
atha ekameva tena jvalanena janyate;

Translation: 1001
Clarification:
WEell, only one effect is generated by fire.

Text: 1002

f e - o=, Al a7

kim tadekam-vijnanam, dhumo va?

Translation: 1002

Reply:

What is that one effect? Is it knowledge or smoke?
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Text: 1003

Jufe s =, 7 afé g gogr () udalds [agemRersy -
SRCREIN

tadyadi vijnanameva janyate; na tarhi dhumam drstva agnim(gnih)
pratwyafte’[tadvyaparalabdhajanmavatvat.

Translation: 1003

If you say that, knowledge alone is produced, then, after seeing
the smoke, one will not come to know fire, because it will not be
produced by its function.

Text: 1004

3721 € T IUTEN; TIaT G [T el SgheA AT ST ?

atha dhuma eva utpadyate; tada tadvijnanam vina kena hetupha-
labhavo vagamyate?

Translation: 1004

If you say that, only smoke is produced by fire, then, without its
knowledge, who will come to know the cause and effect relationship
between them?

Text: 1005

SAIS SER e iaancd 9 Srecifcr — & ffirages emieTe fomra,
& a1 IUTRHYTH?

ito’pi dahanasya dhumavirbhavakatvam na jaghatiti - kim nimitta-

bhutena dhumotpadanam kriyate, kim va upadanabhutena?
Translation: 1005

For the following reason also, fire cannot be said to be the producer
of smoke. Is it the case that fire produces smoke as its auxiliary
cause, or, it produces smoke as its material cause?

Text: 1006

Tafe FfFmOHIcTEd; 9eT gaSudT 7 Ui uTe fa= T

tadyadi nimittabhutenotpadyate; tada dhumarupata na prapnoti
upadanam ving.

Translation: 1006

If you say, as an auxiliary cause it produces smoke, then, the effect
called smoke, because, it has come into being without its material

cause.
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Text: 1007

31 JURFYIHRIGA foRId; g SRS HAICHGRU Faq?
TR T S agTIed TfRT e AR 37e ReAla b |

atha wupadanabhutenotpadanam kriyate; nanu asamanajatiyam

kathamupadanakaranam bhavet? abhyupagame wva dehendriya-
sanghatadeva garbhadau vijnanam bhavisyati alam paralokavijna-
nakalpanaya.

Translation: 1007

Again if you say that, it produces smoke as its material cause, then,
the question arises, how can an entity belonging to a different class
be the material cause of an entity belonging to a different class? If
in spite of that you accept it, then, there will be knowledge in the
womb of mother from the collection of factors such as body, sense
organ etc.etc. and in that case, what is the need of postulating
knowledge of world hereafter?

Text: 1008
37 FHFSITRA s T 7 Rt Sefer: i o,

atha samanajatiyena vijnanena vina na vijnanasyae udgatih iti cet;
Translation: 1008

Clarification:

Well, knowledge cannot arise without the knowledge belonging to

the same class.

Text: 1009

74 dfg Al SRS, 8T, HUeaf?

evam tarhi dhumasyapi asamanajatiyat dahanat kathamutpatti?
Translation: 1009

Reply:

In that case, how can smoke be produced from fire, which does not
belong to the class of smoke?

Text: 1010

37 PURBUTIT T FHTAITC AT

atha ruparupataya vahneh samanajatiyatvam,



338 Jayarasibhatta’s

Translation: 1010

Clarification:

WEell, fire can be treated as belonging to the same class i.e. of the
class of smoke as possessing a form.

Text: 1011

Td CERU  AHFGIRI  YIIEUUddTl 3Hd ddil IR

I RRI $fT ewafr: 17

evam dehaderapi samanajatiyatvam svalaksanarupataya. idameva

cetasi samaropya uktam-“sariradeva iti brhaspatih.”

Translation: 1011

Reply:

Then, factors like body etc. can also be treated as belonging to
the same class i.e. the class of knowledge as having the form of a
particular. Having kept this very idea in mind, it has been said,
“From the body alone (knowledge arises), says Brhaspati”.

Text: 1012

1Y SFRRYAIT T FHAMSI I S8 ; SB RN GHROYAATSHHSIC e |
FRIAGARUSTFITGRGAT  IqaabeRadaddl o |d W@ FagedT-
gAd: | T T IR, SRAITRIGTAISRR, ATRBAITT: | TGt

H qTaT: YT A TIeIa RRm: |
EIHGURITATAT IHTS, AT RIHTHI: I

atha jnanarupataya na samanajatiyatvam dehasya; dahanasyapi

dhumarupataya’samanajatiyatvam. niyatakaranajanyakarataya
niyatadesakalasvabhavataya ca sarve bhavah anyonyavyavrttatana-
vah. na ca tesam anyonyakaranugamo’sti, napyekajatyanugamah.
taduktams-

sarve bhavah svabhavena svasvabhavavyavasthiteh,
svabhavaparabhavabhyam yasmad vyavrttibhaginah.
Translation: 1012
If you say that, body cannot be treated as belonging to the same
class as knowledge, then, fire also cannot be treated as belonging
to the same class as smoke. All positive entities are distinct from
one another, as possessing the form produced by specific cause and
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as having the nature of being in a particular place and particular
time. There is no common form by which they can be connected
with one another. Nor there is any universal property by which
they can form the class. This is what has been said in the following
statement, “All positive entities are existent in their own form by
nature, because, they are distinguished on the basis of their own
nature and from the nature of others.”

Text: 1013

qag™ PTG 94 ST S8, F TSI IaTSdd fhfiig g8gdH ) =
R <Eried Tk fiemgareRsaf | adea 9 wReie: afigeafdl

tatasca bhinnajatiyat sarvam jayamanam drstam, na samanajati-

yadbhavat kincid drstapurvam. evanca bhinnajatiyam dehadikam
garbhadav vijnanamutpadayisyati. tataSca na paralokah prasi-
ddhyati.

Translation: 1013

Therefore, everything is seen as being produced from something
belonging to different class. Nothing has been seen before which is
produced from something belonging to the same class. Thus, the
factors like body etc. would produce knowledge in the womb of
the mother and therefore, the world “after this world” i.e. re-birth

cannot be established.

Text: 1014

31 FHFSICH It famT fasme Areuer;

atha samanajatiyam vignanam vina vijnanam notpadyate;
Translation: 1014

Objection:

Well, no knowledge can be produced without the knowledge
belonging to the same class.

Text: 1015
T A IR RT: T, T IBIRUIRIEHET | T DI 81|

tada na kasyacidutpattih syat, samanajatiyakaranasambhavat.
tatasca karyanumanam hiyate.
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Translation: 1015

Reply:

In that case, nothing can be produced, because, there is no cause
which belongs to the same class. This leads to the conclusion that,
there cannot be inference of any effect (on the basis of the cause).
Text: 1016

SIS SETYA:  RghATEEYRY @ 9 Add-fH The S
CETFIRGTTATIERY foRd, MeIRg UifeRIce STmeT?

ito’pi dahanadhumayoh hetuphalabhavavadharanam kartum naiva
Sakyate-kim ekena jrianena dahanadhumayorhetuphalabhavava-
dharanam kriyate, ahosvid pratiniyatena jnanena?

Translation: 1016

For the following reason also, it is not at all possible to decide
the cause and effect relationship between fire and smoke, because,
here the question arises, is it the fact that the cause and effect
relationship is decided between fire and smoke on the basis of one
knowledge, or, on the basis of each knowledge i.e. knowledge of
smoke and knowledge of fire?

Text: 1017

Tafe U ST SUATRTED M; TT ST e fOIeheadTIerd eegarat|
tadyadi ekam jnanam ubhayavagahakam gqiyate; tada jnanasya
aksanikatvamapadyate dharmahetorva.

Translation: 1017

If you say, by one knowledge which is the knowledge of both fire
and smoke, then, the knowledge cannot be said to be momentary
or the cause of the smoke cannot be said to be momentary.

Text: 1018

311 ARG ST aiREeRe R, degdd, gmamed s
A TR | TR ARIGATRAT deeadTeae e agmi-
“AMY RIGATEar” T TR T SFsTFR M0 |

atha pratiniyatena jnanena purvaparavadharanam kriyate; tadayu-

ktam, dhumavagahakena wvijnanena tatsattamatram pradyotyate.
tatsvarupamatraparyavasayina tatsvarupastitvam vidhiyate tadu-



Tattvopaplavasimha 341

ktam- “samanye siddhasadhyata” samanye dhumastitvamatre dhu-
majnanasya pramanyamasti.

Translation: 1018

If you say that, by each knowledge the precedence of the cause
and the following of the effect thereafter is decided, that will not
be proper, because knowledge of smoke reveals mere existence of
smoke. That which concludes in mere exhibiting its form enjoins
the existence of that form. As it has been made in the following
statement, for an “entity in general” there is existence of its form.
It means, in smoke in general i.e. in mere existence of smoke, the
knowledge of smoke can be treated as true.

Text: 1019

"ReNsTHME:" | AN W SEE W8 QIRASHI()  IFTETIE:
ARG | 5 Q=T gHeTHagH - fohrag, giawed S8, 4d 98
TGN ST ? " ST SecH] fULrIgeddn Safed: — JT gHel
femeTferaey 9 fygafe o7 A8 gafosasard 7 e TG gie;
SETRIY S ¥y AGITH, O 8 YRS gHeTH eFRamd
AR =TT |

“visese ' nugamabhavah”. visese bhede dahanena saha purvaparavikal-
po(lpe) anugamabhavah vyaparabhavah. na Saknoti dhumajnanama-
vagantum- ‘kimetad dhumasvarupam dahanat purvam saha pascadva
jatam?’ dhumagjnanasya dahanatma pisacatulyataya vyavasthitah-
yatha dhumajnanam pisacadisvarupam na visayayati tena saha pur-
vaparasahabhavam na Saknoti sthapayitum dhumasya; dahanasyapi
dhumagjnanena svarupam navasitam, tena saha purvaparasahabha-
vena dhumagjnanam dhumasvarupam navagantum saknoti.

Translation: 1019

There is other statement, “in the particular form of an entity, there
is no common characteristic.” It means in each distinct particular,
there is no common characteristic which can invite the preceding
and the following with the fire i.e. there is no function here. It
cannot create awareness of knowledge of smoke viz. “whether the
nature of the smoke is produced before fire or along with fire or
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after fire?” If the knowledge of smoke is treated as knowledge of
fire, it will be similar to existence of a ghost. In other words, as the
knowledge of smoke cannot reveal the form of a ghost in it, and
cannot establish co-existence of the smoke with fire, in the same
way, the knowledge of fire, cannot be treated as knowledge of smoke,
because, the knowledge of smoke cannot cause the knowledge of the
nature of smoke either preceded by fire or coming into being in a
sequence.

Text: 1020

31 T gHST SRy ¥a0 A f[A9gafcr qent Fasmm seeawy fqwii-
fopard, fUermencRg Ty 1 HTRERIcH, 9 A8 YaitRHmEal AT g,

atha yadyapi dhumajnanam dahanasya svarupam na visayayati

tathapi svajnanena dahanasvarupam visayikriyate, pisacadestu
svarupam na kenapyavasitam, tena saha purvaparabhavo navaga-
myate dhumasya;

Translation: 1020

Clarification:

Well, although the knowledge of smoke does not contain the nature
of fire, still by its own knowledge, it does take the form of fire as
its content. The form of ghost however, is not known to anybody.
Therefore, no one understands the sequence of smoke with the
ghost.

Text: 1021

qodegdH, SETeFHIY e ETaad, T g 999 98 JaiR-
Hafddhed: | Al AT SEASHA TR | A1 g g fhq - g 98
TeTTGT RRICT= U=l 3easl a1? 1 Se eIy faw: a1fy
g ToaaHEdIeE dafcd faegTf | femensit Fasmm=raa: |

tadetadayuktam, dehanajnanenapi dahanastitvamatramavasitam,

na tu dhumena saha purvaparasahavikalpah. sati satta dahana-
jnanena pradyotyate. sa tu dhumat kim - purvam saha paScadva
cirotpanna pratyayotpanna anutpanna va? nayam dahanajnana-
vyaparasya visayah api tu tatsattamatrapratibaddham tadastitvam
vidadhati. pisaco’pi svajnanenavagatah.
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Translation: 1021

Reply:

This is not proper. By the knowledge of fire also mere existence
of fire is known and not its sequence with the smoke. If there is
existence (of fire) the knowledge of fire simply reveals it. Whether,
that existence of fire is before smoke or after smoke or produced
at a later time, or produced by knowledge, or not produced at all,
is not the subject matter of the function of knowledge of fire. The
knowledge of fire simply enjoins the existence, which is invariably
related to the mere existence of fire. Even the ghost is understood
from the knowledge of ghost.

Text: 1022
PY?
katham?

Translation: 1022
Objection:

How do you say so?
Text: 1023

SR, QST FHIefRdcalseg — IS A1 oF 98 e JaiaRagyrd =
ST TRITRIG Ry |

Jnayate, so’pi svajnanavagahitadeho’stu - yadi nama tena saha

dhumagjnanam purvaparasahabhavam na Saknoti prakasayitum
dhumasya.

Translation: 1023

Reply:

Because, it is known and so let that ghost also exist, whose existence
depends upon its knowledge itself, even if, it is not capable of
revealing the sequential existence of smoke.

Text: 1024

SAISTY SETLRIRIHIATTERT 7 qaId B ISR Rl
fIera SaesIFRIITd el Saer T = faerd | (AT ) faem (X ) 7=vi 9m,

SIS (ATSHTRT ) HeNUSHRATTY TE0T RATC |
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ito’pt  dahanadhumayorhetuphalabhavavadharanam na Sakyate
kartum dhumajnanasattakale dhumasatta na vidyate jvalanajnana-
sattakale jvalanasatta na vidyate. na(na)vidyamanasya(sya) gra-
hanam nama, anyathagrahi(tha’grahya)kesondukasyapi grahanam
syat.

Translation: 102

For the following reason also, it is not possible to decide the cause
and effect relationship between fire and smoke. When the knowledge
of smoke exists the smoke does not exist and when the knowledge of
fire exists, fire does not exist. But that which does not exist cannot
be known. Otherwise, there should be knowledge of thread-like
things appearing in the knowledge for a person who comes into
the shade from the sun.

Text: 1025

3N HANTGHEI FIGT T 9 fqerd— 7 sHalel A1 gd, Teeeg gd ol
ICERT

atha kesondukasya sarvada satta na vidyate- na jnanckale napi

purvam, dehanadestu purvam satta vidyate.

Translation: 1025

Clarification:

WEell, if you say that, thread-like things appearing in the knowledge
for a person who comes into the shade from the sun, do not exist
always neither at the time of knowledge nor before that. On the
other hand, fires etc. do exist before.

Text: 1026

gfe AT "SiepTet MY g g e’ sfey; Geargamad! Jetferel A1 Tetaeg
yadi nama ‘jnanakale napi purvam tu vidyate’ iti; suvyahrtametat!
grhitikale nasti grhitestu purvamasti, grhitimantarena susthitani
vastuni!

Translation: 1026

Reply:

It is a good clarification viz. that, it does not exist at the time of
knowledge, but it does exist before knowledge. It means, at the time
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of knowledge it is not there, but before knowledge it is there, and
so things can exist independent of their knowledge.

Text: 1027

31 TSI q,_\?f ]%I?Il?f;

atha jnanajanakatvena purvam vidyate;
Translation: 1027

Clarification:
Well, it exists before as a producer of knowledge.

Text: 1028

qooMdd  HAISTTRd, e Wdgaiaead  wafa:?  daa
fAemadhed! SETETIORT, TAEIHANTATIERUIT - Y&
tajjanakatvam kena’vagamyate, vijnanasya svatanudyotakatvena
paryavasiteh? tata$ca pisacakalpau dahanadhumakarau, tayorhetu-
phalabhavavadharanaya na pratyaksam.

Translation: 1028

Reply:

Who has known that, it is the producer of knowledge, because,
knowledge terminates in revealing its own form? Therefore, the
forms of fire and smoke are like ghosts and therefore there is no
need of perception in order to know the cause and effect relationship
between them.

Text: 1029

3 alﬂlqdr\lGdCilq?lﬂlfﬂg’lle‘qul a?ffi RCEASEI R |rS\l'7¢ICI;
atha jnanavalidhatadakaranyathanupapattya tayoh svarupavyava-

stha kriyate;

Translation: 1029

Clarification:

WEell, in order to satisfactorily explain the forms which appear in
the knowledge, we require to assign forms to them.

Text: 1030

deghY, ARl B UrEmifed:, 7 9 oreReR: uiErdisasG:,
TSGR HU IMBHRISY THIT? T qraceioiacd = AqRId ST —
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RG] TR 7SI Td sqbheramaeRuTd, & € 351
SR sifie)

tadayuktam, akaro hi pragevapoditah, na ca akararthayoh
pratibandho vadharitah, tadanavadharane katham akaro’rtham
gamayati? evam tavadarthajanyatvam na Sakyate jnanasyava-
dharayitum. napyarthasya arthajanyatvam. evam hetuphalabhava-
navadharanat katham dhumam drstva anuminoti agnim.
Translation: 1030

Reply:

This is not proper. We have already rejected before “form”. It has
not been decided, the invariable relationship between the form and
the thing of which this is the form, and if it is not decided, then, how
can a form cause the knowledge of a thing? Thus, it is not possible
to decide whether knowledge is produced by a thing, neither is it
decided whether a thing is produced by another thing? Therefore,
since there is no knowledge of cause and effect relationship, how
can one infer fire by seeing smoke?

8. e [y ag Mg AR 1]

4. vikalpya visayasambhavadarsanenanumanasya nirasah)

Text: 1031

31 71, AT S fhfawd - & sF-anfevaatanTaT, seifag avgy-
(W)TAMFISA[H], [raegeRIEaeyd q1], [deeufayd, eierfayd,
e ar?

api ca, anumanikam jnanam kimvisayam - kim agnyadisvalaksana-
visayam, ahosvid vastusu(bhu)tasamanyavisaya/m/, [avastubhutasa-
manyavisayam vaf, vikalpavisayam, svamsavisayam, nirvisayam va?
Translation: 1031

Moreover, what could be the object of inferential knowledge? Will
that object be a particular like fire etc. or any real entity called
universal? (or an unreal entity called universal) or some imaginary
object or a part of own form or is inferential knowledge without a
content?
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Text: 1032

TS FIALUIIINT; Tal TISTgHHAINGl 7 AR, Facieurfaseas
TIETHRATAHSTRATY TR, 'SIEH| 9 Tafg: fruerd 7 @ |
tadyadi svalaksanavisayam; tada pratyaksanumanayorbhedo na
prapnoti, svalaksanavisayatvena  spastakaratanumanajnanasyapi
prasajyate, ‘aspastabham’ ca bhavadbhih pratipadyate na tvanyaih.
Translation: 1032

If you say that, content is a particular, then, there is no difference
between perception and inference. Since, particular will be the
object of an inferential knowledge, an inferential knowledge will
also be called knowledge in which the form of its content is very
clear. If you say, such a clarity is an appearance, then, such a view
is held only by you.

Text: 1033

3 g IR - “TIASIUHT TIEBRA|” IS A UemTal FAai faas -
TR JIIEH, TR ¥S: | IS Teaemam: st
IFAFSTANY: | HI&STAARISHT STTATG S+ AfS sfafer — vt ue-
EAING: BT, I AT Taralsi: 3= |

anye tu vadanti - “svalaksanameva spastakaram” yadi nama pratya-
ksagrahyam svalaksanam vispastam anumanagrahyam avispastam,
svalaksanasyaivayam  bhedah. eko’gnih  pratyaksajananayogyah
anyo’gnih anumanajananayogyah. pratyaksajananayogye’gnau anu-
manikam jnanam yadi bhavati - bhavati pratyaksanumanayorbhedah
kadacit, yavata anumanikajnanajonanayogyo’gnih anya eva.
Translation: 1033

Others (Buddhists) however hold the view that, a particular alone
has a clear form. If the particular which is fit to be known by
perception, has clear form and the particular which is fit to be
known by inference has unclear form, then, this difference is of
particular only. One fire is fit to generate the perceptual knowledge
and another fire is fit to generate the inferential knowledge. If
we accept that, with reference to the fire which is fit to generate
perceptual knowledge, there arises the inferential knowledge, then,
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somehow we can make a distinction between perception and
inference. By that, we can show that the fire which is fit to generate
inferential knowledge is indeed distinct.

Text: 1034

31T FIAGUTIIATITE, THEIRBEIT TIETIAAT:

atha svalaksanavisayasamyad abhedaparikalpana pratyaksanuma-
nayoh;

Translation: 1034

Clarification:

Well, because of the similarity in the particular which is the content
of the knowledge, perception and inference are postulated as one
and the same.

Text: 1035

T — TR Tt ST IS IRATITe], A UTeAIT — & e
EASEREIESTET

yadyevam - gandharasadijnananam svalaksanavisayasamyat sarve-

samabhedah prapnoti - sarvam gandhajnanam rasajnanam va vakta-
vyam.

Translation: 1035

Reply:

If it is so, then, in the case of knowledges of smell, taste etc. since there
is similarity in the particular, which is the content of the knowledge,
all knowledges will have to be treated as identical i.e. all knowledges
will be either knowledges of smell or knowledges of taste.

Text: 1036

312J TTALUIATIT eI AR AS TR TSI

atha svalaksanavisayatve satyapi avantarabhedavivaksaya gandhadi-
jnanamapadisyate;

Translation: 1036

Clarification:

Well, although these knowledges have particular as their content,
still, keeping in mind other differences, those knowledges are
referred to as knowledge of smell, etc.
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Text: 1037

T, - AT AT TIeIAFSIAN: ARy AaerdT Tee—
TIFSIUSY: |

yadyevam - satyapi agnivisayatve pratyaksanumanajnanayoh ava-
ntarabhedavivaksaya pratyaksanumanajnanavyapadesah.
Translation: 1037

Reply:

If you say so, then, in spite of fire being the content of perceptual
and inferential knowledges, keeping in view other differences, they
are said to be perceptual and inferential knowledges.

Text: 1038

31 FRUTISH s e,

atha karanabhedena gandhadijiianant bhidyante;

Translation: 1038

Clarification:

Well, the knowledges of smell etc. are distinguished on the basis of
the difference of the processes through which the knowledges are
produced.

Text: 1039

T UCIETIATAN: PRUMRIIURT: HaISH | T o Aqhi- “TIAGIOTIaITAT
Ngfer” THGRAH, STRIVTER TR

tada pratyaksanumanayoh karanabhedopapatteh bhedo’stu. evam
ca yaduktam-“svalaksanavisayanumanam bhavati” tanmudhoktam,
agniprapancasya pratibhasanat.

Translation: 1039

Reply:

In that case, since the difference in processes of perceptual
knowledges and inferential knowledges is justified, let there be
difference between the two. Thus, your statement “inference
operates with reference to the object viz. particular” is a foolish
statement, because in that knowledge only, a series of fire
particulars appears.
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Text: 1040

Y YIRS, d, dHIEg, [deiFoacart=qdred| = 9
SThcaH=aRUT fawTe} Iuers |

atha wvastubhutasamanyavisayam; na, tadabhavad vijnanajanaka-

tvasambhavacca. na ca janakatvamantarena visayartha upalabhyate.
Translation: 1040

If you say that, the object of inferential knowledge is a real universal,
it will not be correct, because, there is nothing called universal
and therefore it cannot generate any knowledge. Unless, an entity
generates knowledge it cannot be said to be object of this knowledge.

Text: 1041

3Fe JARIIRIHATITI | TG - “depfeded AHI JeeguaiicRoT”;
UG = g, NI AT 9f gl Td ufcderd ? ] — [T,
AT dT, SHbcalsShRIUG a1? FaITTrd fogaerf o | afg
T SFBCATASY gET TRy T TeT BUTeRf SHdhed | Hedia
— U RIS, Tcge R I “geafdmeaeiidhiped TeedarRa
T g | G2 STel puTieRaeteur, faeet: (W) JRERIfUIDR: |
fh RN THIPRUF? fPH—3ve I<UTed, & aT e JEuRu
STTRIfE Age fopal?

atha avastubhutasamanyavisayam. taduktam - “vaikalpikam sama-

nyam buddhyupadarsitarupam”; etadapi na yuktam, avidyamanam
samanyam katham buddhervisayabhavam pratipadyate? kim -
sattamatrena, sahotpadena va, janakatva "kararpakatvena va? sarva-
syasambhave visayartho bhananwyah. yadi ca janakatvadyabhave pi
buddhau pratibhati samanyam; tada rupaderapi janakatvam na
kalpaniyam - rupam vijnanamakurvat pratyaksam syat. yadapi
“drsyavikalpyavarthavekikrtya  tadadhyavasayena  pravartate”
ityuktam.  drsyam  bahyam  rupadisvalaksanam, vikalpah(pyah)
buddhisamaropitakarah. kim punaranayoh ekikaranam? kim-abhe-
dena utpadanam, kim va abhedena avadharanam, ahosvit sangha-
tana kriyate?

Translation: 1041

If you say, the unreal universal is the content of the inferential
cognition, as expressed in your statement, “the imagined universal
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is presented by the mind,” that also is not proper, because, if
the universal does not exist, how can it become the content of
knowledge? Will it become content of knowledge, by mere existence
or being produced together or by offering a form which can cause
the knowledge? All of this is impossible and therefore you should
state, what will be the object of inferential knowledge. If you say,
even if it does not generate the knowledge, the universal can appear
in the knowledge, then, you should also not postulate that, color
etc. produce knowledge and in that case color will become object of
perception, even if it does not cause that knowledge. You had said,
“by uniting both, the visible as well as imagined objects, it works
with the help of a definite knowledge of that. Here, visible is external
particular viz. color etc. and imagined is the form super-imposed by
the mind. So, what will be the meaning of their unification? Does it
mean producing as identical, or, does it mean knowing as identical,
or, does it mean it is constructed?

Text: 1042

TS eMed I, AeHdRYed Ices SaaUgd Al agHsid |
JUSHIIE T ERITATs:, AMRRYT a1 aeged T, daeged
TIALOITIATAH | TSI Ce oI w e

tadyadi abhedena utpadanam; sadasatorabhedena utpadanam

hatatrampadrte nanyo vaktumarhati. abhedenotpadane ca bhavasya-
bhavaprasangah, samanyasya va vastutvam prapnoti, tadvastutve
svalaksanavisayamanumanam. pratyaksa numanayorbhedabijama-
nvestavyam.

Translation: 1042

If you say, it means producing as identical, then, no one other than
a shameless person is capable of saying that, there is a production
as identical of real and unreal entities and if there is a production as
identical, there will be an absence of a positive entity or universal
will become real and if universal becomes real, particular will
become the object of inferential knowledge and as such one will have
to find out the ground to distinguish perception from inference.
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Text: 1043

372 QEhIGHRUR, — Uahca e TiIcd Geafdarewl: ; I (degwH), [ v
T SMHR: TR, SMRIRAG JMHRGTH?

atha ekikaranam - ekatvena pratiyamanatvam drsyavikalpyayoh;
taduktam(tadayuktam), kim eka eva akarah pratibhati, ahosvid
akaradvayam?

Translation: 1043

If you say, unification means knowing visible and imagined as one
that will be improper. In that case, does it mean only one form
appears in the knowledge or two forms?

Text: 1044

TS Teb Ua MHR: UATI; T eaTR:, JEIRg [IdheurdR:?
tadyadi eka eva akarah pratibhati; tatkim drsyakarah, ahosvid
vikalpakarah?

Translation: 1044

If you say, only one form appears in the knowledge, is that the
visible form or the imagined form?

Text: 1045

TS FTHR: TR, T FLUIATRIHG A TRAwd |

tadyadi drsyakarah pratibhati; tada svalaksanavisayameva anu-
manam prasajyate.

Translation: 1045

If it is the visible form, that appears in the knowledge, then, the
content of inferential knowledge becomes nothing but a particular.
Text: 1046

Y fapeurdr: Ui, T AafuReRiEd™ T rITfIScargTiag,
IhegH— FITEUMEY ............... PRIAIRBIATR! a1?
atha vikalpakarah pratibhati; tasya sarvopakhyarahitatvena prati-

bhasavisayatvadvapyetad vaktavyam- svalaksanamesa ..................
karavyatiriktavyatirikto va?

Translation: 1046

If you say, imagined form appears in knowledge, then, since it is
not possible for the object to appear in the inferential knowledge
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devoid of all attributes, you should say this particular (..the text is
broken) whether different from the form or identical with the form?
Text: 1047

TETfIR:; TaT FITEOTASRFIA W SR A Teftee gy
1 qehedr | dTfee ° AEM TS| ........ [gean|afeecasag
yadyavyatiriktah; tada svalaksanavisayamanumanam  praptam.
samaropitam ca samanyam pratiyate iti na vaktavyam. tattvikam
ca samanyam prasajyate. ......... [drsyajtattvikatvaprasarigo va.
Translation: 1047

If it is identical, then, the object of an inferential knowledge becomes
the particular and then, you should not say that in that knowledge,
a super-imposed universal appears. In that case the universal will
become real..... (the text is broken or there will be contingency of
its becoming visible)

Text: 1048

31 IR fadhedtdR:; € 7 ahed — dERIUGRUT WA Faeteior—
EEIRICANESING RIS

atha vyatirikto vikalpakarah; tarhi na vaktavyam - tadaropadvarena

pratiyate svalaksanavikalpakarantaritatvat.

Translation: 1048

If you say that, the form of imagined content is different, then, you
should not say that, it appears in the knowledge as super-imposed,
because, it will be either of the form of particular, or, of the form
of imagined content.

Text: 1049

31 AT fohId TacteoF AR ; A9, ASAarteHISINT| SAareeT
ST JAT T : |

atha ghatana kriyate svalaksanena samanyasya; tadasat, sadasator-
ghatana’yogat. satorghatana drsta yatha caksurghatayoh.
Translation: 1049

If you say that, universal is constructed by the particular, that is not
true. No construction is possible with real and unreal. A structure
of two reals is seen as in the case of eyes and pot.
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Text: 1050

Y AHIRIALUDRGT TlId; UG dfe ANt M-
TILUMDBR! TR | TALT T Ihed, - “GeafdeedT (T )gerfadi- ot
JeeIaIRA Jaaq” sfal afe o fafdmered ufawrf; der waeemr-
TR TRTR) eI AFRNCEHR awhed | A aReET AR 9
AR YR A9erd |

atha samanyasvalaksanakaradvayam pratiyate; evam tarhi anyo-

nyavilaksanau  samanyasvalaksanakarau pratiyete. tatasSca na
vaktavyam - “drsyavikalpa(lpya)varthavekikrtya tadadhyavasayena
pravartate” iti. yadi ca viviktamakaradvayam pratibhati; tada
svalaksanavisayamanumanam prasaktam. tadvisayatve manayor-
bhedakaranam vaktavyam. sarvopakhyavinirmuktasya ca samanya-
sya pratiyamanatvam nopapadyate.

Translation: 1050

If you say, two forms viz. the form of universal and form of particular
appear in knowledge, then, the two forms of universal and particular
will appear as mutually distinct and then, you should not say
“it operates by uniting visible and imagined entities through a
definite knowledge.” If two forms appear in the knowledge distinctly,
then again, there arises the contingency of accepting inferential
knowledge as having particular as its content and if that becomes
the content, you should state the reason to distinguish perception
from inference. It is impossible to explain that universal which is
devoid of all attributes appears in the knowledge.

Text: 1051

3T, AT ST M ficuaesemd A wierreifr @afeedd,
FTetegeeder Uil fb gwrId? Alssieledeeser S=d, MY
SMfiTTeeH, degead! UfcraH - RFgafT: |

anyacca, dhumotpadite agnivijnane  anagnivyavacchedarupam

samanyam pratibhatiti vyapadisyate, ajalavyavacchedena prati-
bhatiti  kim nabhyupagamyate? na’jalavyavacchedena  janyate,
napi anagnivyavacchedena, tadanutpattau pratikarmaniyamanupa-
pattih.
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Translation: 1051

Moreover, in the knowledge of fire, produced by the smoke, it is said
that, universal in the form of difference from that which is not fire
appears. If you accept this, why don’t you accept that the universal
appears in the form of being different from that which is not water?
So, you will have to accept that, such knowledge is not produced
either in the form of being different from non-water, nor in the form
of being different from non-fire and when such knowledge cannot
be recognized, it is difficult to explain to one is to one relationship
between knowledge and its content.

Text: 1052

arer Fifdwas, ongies S, deged, WiUfdsIcEnl Afg vadr ua
FRIer i fAeHRRT, ScHTeRTE eI | I T FRTer=- ST
Fq Facid fachd a1 gow: ? 3fr: R

atha nirvisayam anumanikam jnanam; tadayuktam, svamsa-

visayatvat. nahi bhavatam pakse niralambanam kincid vijnana-
masti, atmavagahakatvenotpatteh. yadi ca niralambanam jrianam,
kva pravarteta nivarteta va purusah? agatih syat.

Translation: 1052

If you say that, inferential knowledge is without content, it is not
proper, because, it accepts its own form as its content. According
to your doctrine, there is no knowledge which is without a content,
because contentfulness of the knowledge can be explained by
accepting the knowledge itself as its content and if you accept
knowledge without a content, then, where will the person who has
such knowledge will be induced and from where will he withdraw?
The person will become motionless.

Text: 1053

3191 T8 AgeUTIeH 3fcl edl SIIpHUAULT; Ud GHETHICUTRSIT AT
atha dohanena tadutpaditam iti krtva dahanantikamupasarpati;
evam dhumajnanotpade’pi yayat.
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Translation: 1053

If you say, since the knowledge is produced by fire, the person will
go to collect fire, then, the person should also go to collect smoke,
because smoke has also produced the knowledge of fire.

Text: 1054

37 ARG, I FIETgAI AU, SR
NI T&UITcHD T |
atha svamsSavisayamanumanam,; tada pratyaksanumanayorbhe-

danupapattih, pratiyamanajnianasya svalaksanatmakatvat.
Translation: 1054

If you say, its own part can be the content of inferential
knowledge, then, one cannot explain difference between perception
and inference, because, the knowledge is the content, is nothing
more than a particular.

[4. STFAT: EgheTHTaTa e RURRISTeRICa s foTTe T

[5. jnanayoh hetuphalabhavavadharanasyasakyatvapratipadanam./
Text: 1055

379 §|‘|T-|'£|>r: %@WWQ’I@T ]%W?f;

atha jnanayoh hetuphalabhavavadharanam kriyate;

Translation: 1055

Clarification:

Well, we come to know the cause and effect relationship between
two knowledges.

Text: 1056

TERRIHH, TR STHAATATERY 7 QTRIT P, — PRI 18 T —
R 9 STFFORATENaRIT | dedxl ‘e Fa(d)[id 59 o
3Aaq $2f AT, AfgHee femagedcard ? 3 (F) S SRS Rerd |
qeNe B ShANIa:, ST AR

tadapyayuktam, jnanayorapi hetuphalabhavavadharanam na sakyate

kartum - karyajnanam hi svasamvitparyavasitam na jnanantara-
matmasatkaroti. tadakarane kena niva(rva)rtitam mama svarupam’
ityetat katham vetti, tadbhinnajnanasya pisacatulyatvat? tatra(nna)



Tattvopaplavasimha 357

jranam jnanantarad bhidyate. tadabhede katham hetuphalabhavah,
svatmani kriyavirodhat?

Translation: 1056

Reply:

That is also not correct. It is not possible to know the cause and
effect relationship between two knowledges, because, knowledge in
the form of an effect amounts to self-illumination and hence cannot
make another knowledge of its own type and once that does not
happen, how will he know who has created this form? Because, that
so called another knowledge, will be similar to a ghost. Therefore,
one knowledge does not differ from another knowledge and if they
are not different, how can they be treated as cause and effect” The
same cannot be the cause and the same cannot be the effect and
therefore, there will be contradiction in the causal function.

EESEIFEEEINRRICERNICRICIENCaYES BIREISH]
[6. prasangad vijnananayadikrtavayavinirakaranasya prativadah./
Text: 1057

Y FfhRUfSET — (IR FRIARUORT FrguueanieRadl - “F
et agdt @edd add, AU |aieHTl g =a™ & s@afadr
YeoRIE: | A AT dod; dfe SRS ST, Ay F
GIRHT | H? b Upaereres e ifyeliad, sradl ar?

yapt yuktirapadista - wvijnanamatrasthitavavayavinirakaranapara

vrttyanupapatyadirupa - “na kila avayavi ekadesena vartate, napt
sarvatmana. ekadeSavrtyabhyupagame hi avayavino bhedaprasa-
ngah. atha sarvatmana vartate; tarhi anyatravrttiprasangah” itya-
dika; sapi na yuktiyukta. katham? kim ekadesasabdena avayavi abhi-
dhwyate, avayavo va?

Translation: 1057

You had floated the following argument to deny the concept of
“whole”: Since, knowledge is the only reality, there is nothing called
“whole”, because its existence cannot be justified. Your statement
goes like this: “the whole cannot exist partially, nor in full, because,
if one accepts that it exists partially, there will be difference in the
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whole. And if it is accepted as existing totally, then, it cannot exist
elsewhere.” But such an argument is not proper. Because, we would
like to know what do you mean by partially? Do you mean the
whole by the word ekadesa or part?

Text: 1058

Ife ey, dar t@edma [a9 aad ST §:, TapRUMRITTRT
AT |

yadi avayavyabhidhiyate; tada ekadesenaiva sarvatra vartata iti
brumah, svakarananniyamitasya tathabhutasyotpatteh.

Translation: 1058

If you say, whole is expressed by that word, then, we can say a whole
exists only in a part of a place everywhere, because, it is produced
like that determined by its own cause.

Text: 1059

3191 ISR deeeereed; AT 7 @edd J/@ddt aud, 3ad[ak>
IS JIINI| Herg aT, Iy JTRHTAISTI(:, T 3ed 7 fAgeafd,
TeBIUcF Y TERICIgURCdT| AT '3fah: PHUSY: Fog<h Afd
ISPHHATSIIE-GTHIE: THId, T g USRI, Tgeded Tl

atha avayavo’bhidhiyate tadekadesasabdena; tada na ekadeSena

avayavi vartate, avayafvajsya avayave vrttyayogat. bhavatu va, ava-
yavesu vrtterabhavo vayavinah, tathapi asatvam na siddhyati, tadde-
hopalambhasya tadastitvavidhanaparatvat. yatha ‘anudakah kama-
ndaluh’ ityukte sati udakakamandalusambandhabhavah pratiyate, na
tu kamandalorabhavah, tadudakasya va.

Translation: 1059

If you say that, part is meant by the word ekadesa, then, in one
part, the whole does not exist, because a part cannot exist in a part
or let there be absence of the whole in the parts still, it is not proved
that, the whole does not exist. Because, when we say that the body
is found, it means, it exists. As when someone says, this jar does not
have water, what is understood is, the absence of relation between
water and the jar. But, not absence of either jar or of water.
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[9. TSI ORI faR: 1]

[7. prasangadanupalabdhipadarthasya vicarah.]

Text: 1060
3797 3TafaT IuoifetRg IR,

atha avayavinag upalabdhireva nasti;

Translation: 1060
Clarification:
But there is no knowledge of the whole.

Text: 1061

1 fdh SATIUCed:, MBS IGITIIcTed:?

sa kim drsyanupalabdhih, ahosvid adrsyanupalabdhih?

Translation: 1061

Reply:

When you say there is no knowledge, does it mean there is no
knowledge of something which is fit to be perceived or there is no
knowledge of something which is not fit to be perceived?

Text: 1062

IS ATUAfed:; AT ANURR| e fhAUfTd? Sucfediatai-
yrarseifsfiefiaa | Suafedaeumig  TFaRTaed  aYafIayed|
TaTag, fIerd; Heuet™™: ? SUeahRBATGe Af Iueteed Jidded,
AIUCTeEA, THTG (e ercdTRigUeisdl: | SUTETeITHR Afd 34—
FY:, SFUATSASIUTITERY Afe SUer: F1q, AT e

yadi drsyanupalabdhih; sa mnopapadyate. drsyaSabdena kima-

padisyate? upalabdhilaksanaprapto rtho bhidhiyate. upalabdhilaksa-
napraptisSca  pratyayantarasakalyam  svabhavavisesasca. etacced
vidyate; kathamanupalambhah? upalabdhikarakasakalye sati upala-
bdhya bhavitavyam, nanupalabdhya, tatsvabhavanibandhanatvatta-
dupalabdheh. upalabdhilaksanapraptasya yadi anupalambhah, anu-
palabdhilaksanapraptasya tarhi upalambhah syat, anistam caitat.

Translation: 1062
If you say, there is no knowledge of something which is fit to be
perceived, then, it is not correct, because by the word that which
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is fit to be perceived, what do you mean? You will have to accept
that, “a thing, had it been there, it would have been perceived.”
Had the knowledge of the thing, had it been there, it would have
been known, refers to collection of factors such as other knowledge,
etc. and a particular nature of a thing. If you say, this is there,
how can it be said that it is not known? If there is collection of
factors which contribute to knowledge of the thing, there has to be
knowledge of that thing and there cannot be absence of knowledge
of that thing, because the knowledge of the thing depends upon
that nature. If it is accepted that, there is absence of knowledge of
that which possesses the property of its being known, then, there
should be knowledge of that which possesses the factors which will
cause the absence of knowledge and this is of course, not desirable.

Text: 1063

IS T FefIfmaIde™ (@ SeRITgue™:; a1 YAeRaTae I 7 9,
BRI REICCRE MBI

yadi ca ghataviviktabhutalopalambha eva ghatasyanupalambhah;
tada bhutalasyapyupalambho na bhavet, tasyapyupalabdhilaksana-
praptatvat.

Translation: 1063

If by the absence of knowledge of a pot, you mean knowledge of
the ground without pot, then, there cannot be knowledge of ground
also, because, that also is something in the presence of which it is

known.
Text: 1064

31T IUATEAGTITITEIICTRIT I,

atha upalabdhilaksanapraptamupalabhyate bhutalam;

Translation: 1064

Clarification:

Well, the ground is known because, it is something which is
confirmed by perception.

Text: 1065

T IUATHTRIS: |

ghatasyapi upalabdhiprasangah.
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Translation: 1065
Reply:
Then, the pot (in the absence of pot) also should be known.

Text: 1066

31 YdeTelM TC¥IRey AU, OF aRATgUer:, HeIaedasR: fhad;
JeghH; TCETedsiy el Yelel™ ©Sl AN, AU HeTE-
IERYNIfh: | JAT STANY IUATCHAUITHRYT Fdes 9 Joel qded
AARIRIAE ATuei(ed:, SUefeeRd Telsgueted: |

atha bhutalajnane ghatasvarupam navabhati, tena tasyanupa-

lambhah, ghatabhavavyavaharah kriyate; tadayuktam; ghatavasta-
bdhe’pi bhutale bhutalajnane ghato navabhati, tatrapi ghatabha-
vavyavaharaprasaktih. tatha jnanasyapi upalabdhilaksanapraptasya
samvedanam na bhavet. tatadca sarvasyasamvedane nanupa-
labdhih, upalabdhereva yato nupalabdhih.

Translation: 1066

If you say, in the knowledge of ground the nature of pot does not
appear, therefore, that is not known, but only reference to pot is
made. Even then, it will not be proper, because, even when the pot
is associated with the ground, in the knowledge of ground, the pot
does not appear. But there also, there will arise the contingency of
referring to absence of pot. Similarly, there will be no awareness of
knowledge which satisfies the character of something in the presence
of which it is fit to be known. Thereby, since everything will
become unknown there will be only absence of knowledge, because,
knowledge itself will become non-knowledge.

Text: 1067

IS T JTATeUeeeng gerguaied:; Uemameiy Harsguaieawy]|

yadi ca bhutaladyupalabdhireva ghatanupalabdhih; pisacaderapi sai-
va nupalabdhirastu.

Translation: 1067

If you say, the knowledge of ground itself is the absence of knowledge

of pot, then, let the same absence of knowledge of pot be of the ghost
also.
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Text: 1068

g, Pl S:?
bhavatu, ko dosah?
Translation: 1068

Clarification:
Let it be so, what is the harm?

Text: 1069

ERICIGICIEIREERARI(

pisacabhavaviniscayah syat.

Translation: 1069

Reply:

In that case, there will be definite knowledge of absence of ghost
(which is not desirable, since there is nothing called ghost.)

Text: 1070

3T F Hafd fererdrafaFeay:; Prorarafdi-eeRIEaus: |

atha na bhavati pisacabhavaviniscayah; kumbhabhavaviniscayabha-
vaprasangah syat.

Translation: 1070

If you say, there will be no definite knowledge called absence of
ghost, then, there will be absence of definite knowledge of absence
of pot.

Text: 1071

3 FRIeFee SERIIsuafed:; AR oadl 48 PRI
EEINEREIRRRCIS]

atha niralambanajnanam drsyasya’nupalabdhih; nahi bhavatam

pakse niralambanajnanamasti svamsaparyavasitatvat.

Translation: 1071

If you say, knowledge without content, is the absence of knowledge
of something which is visible, it cannot be so because according to
your doctrine, there is no knowledge without a content, since, every
knowledge accepts its own part as its content.
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Text: 1072
Y ANGTIUCT:  IRIATITH:; WS T 7 gy, JA
QU IRGEIRATH, AT ST IHAHEH Y IRREaTHa | TAT BRI

FAHRUMGDGE  JGEaeyd T I TG IRgeaReuHd |
IBROTSI IRIEaOUAaTicd | T STy HRIfeHadsy - FaRey

IRy (h‘l, FTedNT DIRISTIDIHIIICIT: |

atha adrsyanupalambhah avayavyanupalambhah; so’pi tatsattam

na vyavarttayati, yatha upalabhyamanatvam vastusvarupam, tatha
anupalabhyamanatvamapi vastusvarupameva. yatha karyasya sva-
karanajanakatvam vastusvarupam tatha anupalabhyamanatvamapi
vastusvarupameva. nahi svakaranajanakatve vastusvarupamati-
varttate. tatha avayavyapi karyajanakatve’pi na svarupam hasyati,
svahetoreva karyajanakatmakasyotpatteh.

Translation: 1072

If you say, non-knowledge of something which is invisible means,
absence of knowledge of the whole that too does not exclude its
existence, as the state of being known, is the nature of the thing,
similarly, the state of not being known, is also the nature of the
thing. As the state of not being the producer of its own cause, is the
nature of an effect, in the same way, the state of not being known,
also is the nature of a thing. It is not the case that, if something
is not the producer of its own cause, it loses its being nature of
a thing. In the same way, even if the whole does not produce the
effect, it does not lose its form, because, it comes into being from
its own cause which is of the nature of producing the effect.

[¢. SaTTITRIERT TIHRT THRBAIRIATOIR AR PRI 1]

[8. avayavinirakarane prayuktasya raktaraktatvaprasanjanarupasya

sadhanasya nirasah.|
Text: 1073

Jefy AreFHIQURT, - IhROUAFOU; e, Shal A Bl

raafae:? {6 Henunctacay, smaRaq Heronfaarucay, Hremonfa-
IRV g1, defoReTceNearer ar?

yadapi sadhanamanyadupadistam - raktaraktaprasangarupam; tada-

pyasat, raktata nama ka avayavinah? kim nilagunatmakatvam,
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ahosvit nilagunadhikaranatvam, nilagunadhikaranadravyasamyo-
gitvam va, tadaviraladesotpado va?

Translation: 1073

You narrated some other causal factor viz. the contingency of a
whole becoming red and non-red simultaneously. That is not proper.
We would like to know, what do you mean by redness of a whole?
Does it mean the state of being of the nature of a blue or the state
of being the locus of the blue color or the state of being connected
with the substance which is the locus of the quality called blue or
the production in the particular space without any gap?

Text: 1074

e drerlieTuITcdehed Jhdll; Tegth, ThichUciaiictcedrd|
yadi tavannilagunatmakatvam raktata; tadayuktam, sphatikapata-

deranilatmakatvat.

Translation: 1074

If you say that, redness means being of the nature of the quality of
blue, that will not be proper, because, crystal, cloth etc. are not of
the nature of blue quality.

Text: 1075

1Y AITYUITGRRUTCE IhdT; ATIUY=], FhiChUCIeRIGIamuIIIcard

atha nilagunadhikaranatvam raktata; sapyanupapanna, sphatika-

pataderavadatarupayogitvat.

Translation: 1075

If you say, that redness means being the locus of the quality
called blue, that also is not proper, because, crystal, cloth etc. are
associated with spotless color.

Text: 1076

37 AU RUGeIRAATIE I, AT FIHTRI D erd—
<fafer?

atha nilagunadhikaranadravyasamyogitvam raktata; sa svayamana-
bhyupagata kathamavayavinam vyavarttayati?

Translation: 1076

If you say that, redness means being connected with the substance
which is the locus of blue color, how can that be accepted, because,
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when you yourself have not accepted it, how will exclude the
whole?

Text: 1077

3721 UNUT SET,

atha parena ista;

Translation: 1077
Clarification:
Well, it is desired by others.

Text: 1078

AT TSRS, (S FANTIAARIGIS IR IRuT
Jpadhls R, Aisfiegl Femaafed  fuaimfi?  eharfeg-
PRI, FAIRT T GeaRTga | JAT—ATRRT 216G Pefebealc]— g

yathesta tatha virodhitvena ’bhyupagata, nahi samyogavayavinorvi-

rodho’bhyupagamyate parena yathakrtakatva nityatvayoh, sa viru-
ddha kathamavayavinam viparyasayati? ‘raktatadhikaranasca, nasti
ca’ ityasangatam. yatha-nasti sabdah krtakatvat-tadrgetat.

Translation: 1078

Reply:

Yes, it is desired by others, but it is accepted as not being
contradicted. It is not the case that, others accept contradiction,
between contact and the whole, as between the state of not being
produced and the state of not being eternal. And thus, without
being contradicted how can it exclude the whole? To say that,
something is locus of red color, and at the same time saying that it
does not exist, are not compatible. Like the statement “there is no
sound, because it is produced.”

Text: 1079
1Y Thell AT TSR, AT 3Acd 7 RIGEIT | Ih™d g T9E: el

T ? dS fsmHM™ayTs: |

atha raktata nasti ghatasya; tathapi asatvam na siddhyati. rakta-

sangah.
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Translation: 1079

If you say that, there is no red color in the pot, still, it does not
prove that, the pot does not exist. If there is red color, how can
there be absence of pot? And in spite of that, if you say there is
absence, it will lead to the contingency of absence of knowledge.
Text: 1080

1Y TP fograd! ThaTsThdTdRT;

atha ekasya viruddhavetau raktata’raktatakarau;

Translation: 1080

Clarification:

Well, it is contradictory to say that, one thing is red and at the
same time not red.

Text: 1081

IE! fogaan? Seseaan f& Thal, dedmalshal, af @ sreff=aeydr] 7
T FANS NI W SUYEI, AT TR RIIcaTe]| 1 7 3R WS 3R
NG IUTerd, faeTm RIS

kenestau wviruddhataya? niladravyasamyogo hi raktata, tadabha-
vo raktata, tau ca arthantarabhutau. na ca tayorbhede avayavino
bheda upapadyate, tabhyam tasya bhinnatvat. na ca anyasya bhede
anyasya bheda upapadyate, vijnanabhedaprasangat.

Translation: 1081

Reply:

Who wants them to be contradictory? Being red means contact with
the blue substance and absence of that is not being red. These two
are two different things. Simply because these two are different, you
cannot say that the whole is different, because the whole is different
from both. It is not true that, if X is different from Y, X is different
from Z. If it is accepted, then, there will be difference in knowledge.

Text: 1082

I T THRGBICH 19gd} Rrera aar saafigd g, s, fasmrsar—-
forfeped arl

yadi ca raktaraktabhedena avayavi bhidyate tada avayavidvayam
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Translation: 1082

If you say that, a whole is differentiated on the basis of its being
red and non-red, then, you should accept there are two wholes, you
should not say there is no whole or it is not different from knowledge
itself.

Text: 1083

37 SRR Thll Aleteaded:; Ty arfcd 7 Rigeaf, TR
SR

atha aviraladesotpado raktata niladravyapatayoh; tathapi asatvam
na siddhyati, samskrtanam sattvabhyupagamat.

Translation: 1083

If you say, the redness of a blue substance and a cloth means
production in a place without any gap, even then, it does not prove
that it does not exist, because you accept existence of things which
undergo some change.

[R. SETfITRIRU TIHRIGAMI RIS FUe | |

[9. avayavinirakarane prayuktasyavrtanavrtatvaprasangasya kha-

ndanam./

Text: 1084

JTaTId AEITIHH — MIASAIATTFOU_ - “UbRH=aad T 37qd:,
SRIE NI | P CRED o (I I SR EREI CRY BCE U GG CRINS IR
TSI W:, TEIIIATIAN oS & SUT-HTRIHR]| 7 9 3fad—
Mg a1 SETAgalsAddl arl A g I JeIemeRos
SefFRTaCfIETd: fhad der 'egd:| SUfdd| I g e -
1S SERUF SaG o — g eTdl = fohait, TEUERIT SFIgaeause: | T2
HIcEl FAHRUMIAIGEHI STABEH LRI, T T FeRpuHeHRI |

yaccanyat sadhanamuktam - avrta’navrtaprasangarupam - “ekasmi-

nnavayave avrte avrtah, anavrte anavrtah”; tadetadayuktam.
tadyadi avayavavarane avayavi avrto’navrto wva’bhyupagamyate
parath, tadavayavanamatindriyatve’pi hi upalambhabhyupagamat.
na ca avayavanamavrtatve navrtatve va  avayavyavrto navrto
va. api tu yada vastradyavaranena devadattendriyaghatasamba-
ndhavighatah kriyate tada ‘avrtah’ ityapadisyate. yasya tu vastra-
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dina"varanena devadattendriya-ghatasambandhavighato na kriyate,
tadapeksaya anavrtavyapadesah. yatha bhavatpakse svakarananu-
tpadakatvena ajanakatvamabhidhiyate, na ca svarupabhedamasa-
dayati.

Translation: 1084

You had also mentioned another factor viz. the contingency of being
covered and not covered. Your statement was, “When one part is
covered, the whole is covered and when it is not covered, the whole
is not covered.” This statement is illogical, because, if a whole is
covered when a part is covered, and a whole is not covered, when
the part is not covered. If this thesis is accepted by the opponents,
then, even if their parts are beyond the range of sense organs, you
will have to accept the knowledge of that whole. It is not the case
that the whole is covered, when parts are covered and whole is
not covered, when the parts are not covered. Rather, when by a
cover viz. cloth, the relationship of pot and the sense organ viz.
the eyes of Devadatta is obstructed at that time we say that, the
whole is covered. But, for someone whose connection of the eyes
of the Devadatta with the pot, is not obstructed by a cover viz. a
cloth, with reference to such person, it is said that, the whole is not
covered. As according to your doctrine, you consider something as
non-cause, if it does not produce something which is a cause. This
does not lead to difference in the form.

[90. SFAARIFRIBRUTIHR TAAIeTcageiid AadTHEIRTFR YeATed: ]
[10.  avayavinirakaranaprayuktasya  calacalatvakrtasya — avayavi-
bhedaprasangasya pratyadesah.]

Text: 1085

IS RAMYRTH — TATIATATYTH - 3T Al Tetedadd], aTaT—
FISTALT T T — TILATICIT I HIIRI:”; TSTSIDHH, T
CRIATRIITANR | TS B T el fBer?

yadapi aparamabhihitam - calacalatvasadhanam - “avayave calati

calatyavayavi, avayavantare ca’calati na calati - tataScalacalatve
avayavino bhedaprasangah”; tadetadayuktam, calanasya svayama-
nabhyupagamat. tadabhave katham tena avayavi bhidyate?
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Translation: 1085

You had also made a reference to another factor viz. moving and
non-moving. You had said, “When the parts move, the whole moves
and if another part does not move, the whole does not move. And
therefore, if a whole is accepted as non-moving, then, there will
be difference in the whole.” This is also not proper, because, you
yourself have not accepted movement. And in the absence of the
movement, how can the whole be different?

Text: 1086

31 T fderd; g 3¢ ached] — YA NIeieuny, Tl TouTeRy S |

atha calanam vidyate; tarhi idam vaktavyam-svavisayalaksanam,

calanaruparthasya utpatteh.

Translation: 1086

If you say, the movement is there, then, you should be able to define
the object of that movement, because the entity viz. the movement
is produced.

Text: 1087

3721 URUIE T, ST eal U,

atha parenestam calanam iti krtva vyapadisyate;

Translation: 1087

Clarification:

Well, in whatever movement is desired by the opponent, you may
call the same as movement.

Text: 1088

FGY, 3® WUl 7 g 3Ed AT IAITeHE, qal e
ARSI I AISTTARTSI, TRATIEN| MU J TR
T DI | TAIIhal s g geareiad |

satyam, istam parena. na tu avayave calati avayavina$calanami-

stam, tato bhinnatvat. napyaevayavantarasyacalane avayavino’ca-
nalamisyate, tasyanyatvat. api tu calanayuktah calatiti vyapadi-
syate. calanavikalo niskampa ityabhidhiyate.

Translation: 1088

Reply:

It is true, it is desirable to the opponent. But, it is not desirable to
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them that, if you say part moves, the whole will move. Therefore, it
is different from that. It is also not the case that, if the another part
does not move, the whole does not move, because, that is different.
Rather, that is said to move which is associated with the movement.
And that which is devoid of movement is called motionless.

Text: 1089

31 T GIINTAhY Aeifcl SFUSIafhd d = Faif;

atha tadeva dravyamupajatakriyam calati anupajatakriyam ca na
calati

Translation: 1089

Clarification:

Well, the same substance, when activity is produced in it, moves
and when activity is not produced in it, it does not move.

Text: 1090

T, A<d FeAft, d<d = gt |

satyam, tadeva calati, tadeva na calati.

Translation: 1090

Reply:

What you say is true. It is the same whole, that moves, and the
same whole that does not move.

Text: 1091

Tea (=) AT S IR

natva(nva)vayavino bhedah prasajyate;

Translation: 1091

Objection:

WEell, then, in that there will difference in the whole.

Text: 1092

T U, IR TASIAT (FIA) | T AT EH: | JoT
NIIE 3T PR RO I IURLI — IABRINUERIT HRUM, ITHRUMIET
BRI, 7 T T W_ISTRI, TAT FFfIerracicd 7 Nl eI |

na prasangah, calanasya tato’nyatha (nyatvat). calacalavyapade-

sa$ca anyopadhikrtah. yatha bhavatpakse jnanam karyam karanam
ca vyapadiSyate - svakaryapeksaya karanam, svakaranapeksaya
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karyam, na ca tasya bhedo’sti, tatha avayavicalacalatvena na bhedo

drsyate.

Translation: 1092

Reply:

No, there will no such contingency, because, action is different from

that. The reference to moving and non-moving is made on the basis

of another factor. As according to your doctrine, knowledge is said

to be an effect and also a cause- with reference to its own effect, it

is a cause, with reference to its own cause, it is called an effect and

still there is no difference. In the same way, due to the movement

and non-movement of the whole, there will be no difference of the

whole.

[99. SRR T Aalqaauste g fadedooRy FRRT: 1]

[11. avayavinirakarane prayuktasya ‘sarvavayavagrahanena’ ityadi

vikalpajalasya nirasah. ]

Text: 1093

JSHA - b Aalageamsus sfead! Tard, & a1 siuaaaausoe Tard ?

IS T FAGIaUEUA TEI; QT FLIIRTRHRTISTEY! TGS | 37

HIRIGATSTITIEY JATITGUHIGUTRIC; ST PRITeUEU AT AT, |

3721 SFAIITBUFH-CRYT JFSRAITBU; TaT AT T80T R acie], FaghH, 7

HalqTauEugde e auEur, AU SHiIATeRasUYdhaad e J8ur, 31
g Terfeaafayiaiaiamed it Suer: | 3Fger & srauaguds

WSW AT JHeTHH: 1|

yadapyuktam - kim sarvavayavagrahanena avayavi grhyate, kim va

katipayavayavagrahanena grhyate? yadi ca sarvavayavagrahanena
grhyate; tada madhyabhagaparabhaga’grahane avayavyagrahanapra-
sangah. atha katipaya vayavagrahane avayavigrahanamabhyupaga-
myate; tada karamhrigrahane avayavavigrahanam syat. atha avaya-
vagrahanamantarena avayavigrahanam; tada sarvada grahanam
syat. tadetat sarvamayuktam, na sarvavayavagrahanapurvakamava-
yavigrahanam, napi katipayavayavagrahanapurvakamavayavino gra-
hanam, api tu taddehendriyasannikarsalokadisakalye sati upala-
mbhah. anyatha hi avayavagrahanapurvake grahane’bhyupagamya-
mane avayavyaderanupalambhah syat.
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Translation: 1093

You had also said, “Is it the fact that when all the parts are drawn,
the whole is drawn? Or when some of the parts are drawn, the whole
is drawn? If you say, when all the parts are drawn, the whole is
drawn, then, when some one will draw the middle part, or the end
part, the whole will not be drawn. And if you say, when some parts
are drawn, then, the whole is drawn, then, if someone touches hand
and feet, it will mean that, he is touching the whole body. If you say
that, without drawing the whole, or touching the parts, there will
be touching of the whole, then, there should be always touching of
the whole.” All this is illogical. It is not the case that, to know the
whole, it is necessary to know all parts of the whole. It is also not
the case that, knowing of the whole, is preceded by knowing of some
of the parts of the whole. Rather, when the whole is connected with
the sense organ, body etc. and when there is sufficient light, there
will be knowledge of the whole. If this is not accepted, and if it is
accepted that, knowledge of the whole is preceded by knowledge of
whole. Otherwise, if it is accepted that, knowledge of the whole is
preceded by the knowledge of parts, there will be no knowledge of
the whole.

[93. SrEAfIFRIGRURRET: T fiel 7 dgfs:' g g Tve|]

[12. avayavinirakaranaparayah ‘yatra bhinne na tadbuddhih’ ityadi
yukteh khandanam.]

Text: 1094

JSIIGTH — FATARIBRUMR Arg- “a el 7 Tgfafdar = 7 w1
g O g Hghriq NG OF AR 3fae B Hegfed vafd
FCHITSURAIRTEY; et Ueaafia Aagfes Jafr Seranseafrderd
T AU SToRHATRAT ATe |

yadapyanyaduktam - avayavinirakaranaparam sadhanam - “yatra
bhinne na tadbuddhirdhiya ca na sa. tad ghatam tu samur-
tisat paramarthasadanyatha” tatra yadi avarugne ghate ghata-
buddhirna bhavati ghatasya’paramarthasattvam; nile’pi pratya-
stamite nilabuddhirna bhavati nilasya’stamitatvat tada nilamapi

aparamarthasat praptam.



Tattvopaplavasimha 373

Translation: 1094

You had also given another ground, to refute the existence of the
whole viz. “When, there is difference in the whole, there cannot
be knowledge of the whole. Nor can that knowledge be decided.
The knowledge of pot that arises is not true, because, the ultimate
reality is otherwise.” There, if the pot is covered, the knowledge
of the pot does not arise and the pot is not considered to be the
ultimate reality. If you say this, then, when the blue color is erased,
there does not arise the knowledge of blue color and so, because the
blue is not there, you should accept that the blue color is unreal.

Text: 1095

qoIT, ISR wId = Jerd JeRIuRHTRAq AT |

tatha, vignanamastamupagatam na vedyate tadapyaparamarthasat
prapnoti.

Translation: 1095

Clarification:

Similarly, when knowledge vanishes, it is not known and therefore
on the same logic, you should say that knowledge also is unreal.
Text: 1096

31eT U fIET et TR SR derd SR @, 7  gcsaom
TTR Jerd; aq i - S 7 derd, SMeIfReegca=?

atha praktane vijnane nilantare pratyastamite jnanantaram vedyate

nilantaram ca, na tu ghate varugne ghatantaram vedyate; tat kim -
utpannam na vedyate, ahosvidanutpannam?

Translation: 1096

Reply:

Well, in the earlier knowledge, another blue color is destroyed and
so in the subsequent knowledge, there is awareness of knowledge
as well as another blue color. But when the pot is broken, another
pot is not known. Do you want to say that, it is produced and not
known, or, it is not produced at all?

Text: 1097
TS ST 7 ar; T & emcaeraqeies 7 Tad, afgusid ar?
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tadyadi utpannam na grhyate; tatrapi hi vijnanotpadanasamartha-
mutpannam na grhyete, tadviparitam va?

Translation: 1097

If you say that, it is produced, but not known, there also the question
arises, that something which is capable of producing the knowledge,
is produced, but not known, or, does it mean opposite of that?
Text: 1098

Jaft Remicaerameias 7 e, degwd, I femmcaeTamees
T, TedLd eI T HeRITIIEy T

tadyadi vijnanotpadanasamarthamutpannam na grhyate; tadayu-
ktam, yadi vijnanotpadanasamarthamutpannam ghatajatam, tada-
vasyam grhyate anyatha nilasyapyagrahanam syat.

Translation: 1098

If you say that, something which is capable of producing knowledge,
is produced, but not known, that will not be proper, because, if pots
are produced and are capable of producing the knowledge of the pot,
then, it must be known. Otherwise, even that cannot be knowledge
of blue color.

Text: 1099

319 ST CUsR-ATIEUM;; TaT A eTT JeTSTE0 aRATURATeRTE
1)

atha vijnanajanakotpannasyagrahanam; tada nilasyapyanaya vrtya-

‘grahane tasyapyaparamarthasattvam syat.

Translation: 1099

If you say that, something is produced and it causes the knowledge,
and still it is not known, then, by the same process, when blue color
is also not known, the blue color should also be accepted as unreal.
Text: 1100

31eT SFCITECHId F derd oF O STIRATRTEH; Hel-3 31fY rgeu= 7
J()T TIRMA SToRATRAEHET=T |

atha anutpannaghatajatam na vedyate tena tasya aparamartha-

sattvam; nila-jrnane api anutpanne na vedya(dye)te tayorapi
aparamarthasattvamapadyate.
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Translation: 1100

If you say that, pots which are not produced are not known, and
therefore, a pot is unreal, then, when the knowledge of blue color
arises, it is not known, the knowledge of blue color should be
declared as unreal.

Text: 1101

37 3T TS TSR A TIGHaTcT e PuTcTavTIT;

atha avarugne ghate ghatantaram na pradurbhavati vijnanajanakam

kapalavasthayam;

Translation: 1101

Clarification:

Well, when a pot is broken, another pot does not emerge which
can generate the knowledge of pot and what continues there, is the
parts of the pot.

Text: 1102

Jed Tfdeead wuem T Afideedd Hus Sad Afddheadra—
TR AT, T el X AT T Aer<iR ol G- alcaraddret |

yadyevam nirvikalpake rupajniane naste nanyannirvikalpakam rupa-

Jnanam jayate savikalpakavasthayam. tatha, sthule nile naste nanyat
sthalam nilantaram bhavati suksmanilotpadakale.

Translation: 1102

Reply:

If it is so, when an indeterminate knowledge of color, is destroyed,
no other indeterminate knowledge of color emerges during the state
of determinate knowledge. In the same way, when a gross blue color
is destroyed, no other gross blue color emerges during the time of
production of minute blue color.

Text: 1103

Y dA "I{\ION‘)LICIISj‘ICII SIRECERIRCINGUIE

atha tatra nilarupata nugata jnanarupata va nugata;

Translation: 1103

Clarification:

WEell, there the blue color continues in the subsequent moments and
also the form of the knowledge in the subsequent knowledges.
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Text: 1104
TR SETY HUTTECT: TaLURBUATSIT|

yadyevam ihapi kapalaghatayoh svalaksanarupata nugata.

Translation: 1104

Reply:

If it is so, here also, the parts of the pot and the pot continue in
the form of particulars.

Text: 1105

IS “faaT 7 71 A1 - faaT gea oM™ = 91 gegfevaf fagfasg
qafi”; deaegd, fhyaar geea fdaw - 6 R, e
ATARAT?

yadapyuktam- “dhiya ca na sa - dhiya buddhya vivecyamane na sa
ghatabuddhirbhavati nilabuddhistu bhavati”; tadetadayuktam, kim-
bhutaya buddhya vivecyate - kim niralambanaya, ahosvit salam-
banaya?

Translation: 1105

You have said the following, “The knowledge of the pot, is also not
established i.e. when one examines critically, that knowledge is not
of pot, but it is knowledge of blue color.” This is also not proper,
because, there the question arises, by which thought do you examine
this? Is it thought without content, or, thought with content?

Text: 1106
Tafe R fad=ad; der faaeeinet ader:| afe g FRrers==n

[Aoegm Ry 3w, dalsTl Al AR Ied| 9 9
PRI R |
tadyadi niralambanaya vivecyate; tada vivecaniyartho vaktavyah.

yadi ca niralambanaya vivecyamanasya asatvam; tada’naya ritya
niladerapyasattvamapanipadyate. na ca niralambanamatirasti.
Translation: 1106

If you say, it is examined by a thought without content, then, you
should spell out what is the object of critical examination? If you
examine it by a thought without a content, then, content does not
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exist and by this logic, there will be absence of blue color also. As
a matter of fact, there cannot be a thought without a content.

Text: 1107

372l AT Hel fadad; |1 fhHTHTera, SR FadrediN -
ThIeTHIAT?

atha salambanaya ghato vivecyate; sa kimatmalambana, ahosvit

svakayavyatiriktalambana?

Translation: 1107

If you say that, pot is examined by the knowledge of thought, having
a content, there also the question arises, what is the content there?
Is it the thought itself, or, something other than its own form?

Text: 1108

JaIfs TaerTer=-T A gewd fadfyeT; aer fdaHiaret ame: | af 9/
FIBIHHATTHRIT T, GRS fhHITe?
tadyadi svakayalambana sati ghatasya vivecika; tada vivecaniyartho

vaktavyah. yadi nama svakayamatravabhasa samutpanna; ghata-
sya’satve kimayatam?

Translation: 1108

If you say, the thought having thought itself as its content, examines
pot, then, you should know, what is that which is being examined?
If the thought is produced, which reveals its own form i.e. mere
thought, then, what happened that the pot does not appear in that
thought?

Text: 1109

3 AT g@ Tl [AT]aIiy 99 TR, 3T AT ARy
SR |

atha tasyam buddhau ghato [najvabhati tena tasya’satvam; anaya

bhangya miladerapi asattvamapadyate.

Translation: 1109

If you say that, because, in that knowledge or thought the pot does
not appear, and therefore, there is no existence of pot, then, by this
argument, there will arise the contingency of denying the existence
of blue color etc.
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Text: 1110
31 FerfaRwIieaar gel fdaeaq; & [aerere=ar] e fddead,
iR ers=T g1?

atha svakayavyatiriktarthalambanaya ghato vivecyate; kim [ghata-

lambanaya] ghato vivecyate, ghatavyatiriktarthalambanaya va?

Translation: 1110

If you say that, the pot is being examined by the thought in which
the content is different from the thought then, we would like to
know whether the pot is the content of the thought, and therefore,
it is being examined, or, (the pot is being examined) by the thought
in which the content is different from the pot?

Text: 1111

Jafe Tcers==r fadead, Ty fademrelt awer:| qar & fraa-fb
HeRTSId T, JITRIReId iad, S ar, 7 fdhfegr?

tadyadi ghatalambanaya vivecyate, tatrapi vivecanartho vaktavyah.

taya kim  kriyate-kim  ghatasya’sattvam  pradyotyate, ahosvit
sattvam, ubhayam va, na kimcidva?

Translation: 1111

If you say that, by the thought, the pot having its content, the pot
is being examined, there, we would like to know, what could be the
meaning of “the act of examining”, i.e. what is going to be done by
that act of examining i.e. the act of thinking? Is the non-existence
of the pot going to be indicated, or, existence, or, both, or, neither?

Text: 1112
TR i, JegdH, Afe IR Al T Heifear wfagwst
STIRTFT, 7 ST BHUISATIST () AT 37er |

tadyadi asatvam; tadayuktam, nahi anyavisaya sati etasya

prabodhika bhavitumarhati atiprasangat, na jatu rupavisayavijna-
na(nam) rasasthapanaya alam.

Translation: 1112

If you say, non-existence is going to be indicated, that will not be
proper, because, if the content of the thought is something else,
it cannot reveal that, because, otherwise it will lead to unwanted
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contingency. It is not the case that, the knowledge of color is capable
of establishing the existence of taste.

Text: 1113

31 A elledd; e e A (H) i a1 Hrame:ft Aoy |

atha sattvam pradyotyate; tathapi sattvam. sa(sam)vrtisattve va

niladerapi samurtisattvaprasangah.

Translation: 1113

If you say, then, existence is being revealed or indicated, still there
will be existence and if that is treated as unreal, there will arise
the contingency of blue color becoming unreal i.e. not having real

existence.

Text: 1114

1ol I ferifay; 9, deTay IifdvTcard| T e fasgar 7 arfa
T UMg Yufre) fivar, SWF veidaear Jrarst venforaRaan| deveias o
DY T FICRTE?

atha ubhayam pratibhati; na, tadabhavasya avisayatvat. yatha

vijnanasya visayatam na yati tatha prageva prapancitam. kimca,
ubhayam pradyotayantya bhavo’pi pradyotitastaya. tatpradyotane ca
katham ghatasya samurtisattvam?

Translation: 1114

If you say that, both appear, that is also not correct, because the
absence of the pot is not the content in the thought, as this absence
cannot be the object of the knowledge, has already been discussed
before. Moreover, by thought revealing both, the positive entity is
also revealed and if that is revealed, how can pot be called unreal?
Text: 1115

a1er 71 e meiead o, ef afs acfawar a1 sufeea?

atha na kincidapi pradyotyate taya; katham tarhi ghatavisaya sa
apadisyate?

Translation: 1115

If you say that, neither of the two is revealed by that knowledge
of thought, then, how do you call that knowledge as knowledge of
pot?
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Text: 1116

3121 gy A1; TF a9 I STRicafa e, 7 erdf<ien|
atha ghatabhinnarthavisaya sa; tatra vartamana na kumbhasya
astitvavidhayika, na vyavarttika.

Translation: 1116

If you say that, something other than the pot is the content of that
knowledge, then, that thought at that time can neither enjoin the
existence of pot nor can it exclude pot.

Text: 1117

372 AT &1 PPT A TR A9 TR AT

atha tasyam buddhau kumbho na pratibhati tena tasya samuvrti-
sattvam;

Translation: 1117

Clarification:

Well, in that knowledge, since pot does not appear, therefore, that

pot is called unreal.
Text: 1118

TR - el g =1 uferifer, TR Hgfoae | AT
T GERARET 7 T — T iRt I | 7 Hecsgaeid |
yadyevam-buddhivisayo’pi buddhyantare na pratibhati, tasyapya-
yatam samurtisattvam. sarvajnanani ca itaretarajnane na pratibha-
nti - sarvesam samurtisattvam praptam. na caitadabhyupagamyate.
Translation: 1118

Reply:

If it is so, then, since that which appears in one knowledge does not
appear in another knowledge and so that also should be declared as
unreal. Similarly, all knowledges do not appear in other knowledges
and therefore, all knowledges should be declared as unreal. But, as
a matter of fact, this is not acceptable to you.

[93. fsTanfeaT AfaaRy sraneifdeasy fFRRT: 1]

[13. vijnanavadina sadhitasya bahyarthavilopasya nirasah.|

Text: 1119

JSIIATETURE dTeefuad - “F fobet fsmmRifafedd sref e
Jefifedaeides qarsoasiy sTHisel der: |, AraMFaRe™ ° ST
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SaeTae: QAlsel: WK, T YdgUUER| JOT TR WRI&TE
SISt 1 Jer: W) 31 STHFRIAfTHeRY dewH; e sTHaRfafea
SITITHRET SFIG: | 31 FaNifdfed Ao dowi; qaed AeIvcTg,
Tep gl aT STameifdat: OTH: |7 qedegdd,

yadapyanyatsadhanamapadistam  bahyarthapahnave - “na  kila

vijnanamasamuiditam arthasya vedanam. yadyaviditamarthaveda-
nam tada’jate’pi jnane’rtho vedyah syat, santanantarajnane ca
jate devadattavedyah so’rthah syat, na caitadupapadyate. tatha
svasantatipatite paroksajnane jate’rtho na vedyah syat. atha
jnanantaraviditamarthasya wvedanam; tadapi jnanantaraviditam
ityayatamandhyam  jagatah. atha svasamuviditam tadarthasya
vedanam; tatasca sahopalambhad ekopalambhato wva bahyartha-
vilopah praptah” tadetadayuktam.

Translation: 1119

You had also stated another ground to deny the existence of external
object viz. “knowledge does not mean sensation of a thing which
is not known. Had it been the case that there is sensation of
even a thing which is not known, a thing would have been known
in a knowledge, even if that knowledge has not yet come into
being. When another knowledge series has arisen, that object can
be known by Devadatta. But this is not proper. Similarly, when
non-perceptual knowledge has arisen in its own knowledge series,
the object will remain unknown.

If someone says that, sensation of a thing means the perception of
something known by another knowledge, then, that knowledge also
is known by another knowledge and in this way the entire universe
will become blind. If you say that, sensation of a thing means being
known by itself, then, either because of the simultaneous knowledge
or because of knowledge, the external world will vanish.” But this
is not proper.

Text: 1120
JaGHA - FTFRIAfAd i oM, 3R dad daT ST WA |
TR TR | 31 g Siffeasa s ey ag|
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yattavaduktam- ‘ranantaraviditam yadi jnanam arthasya vedanam
tada anistha prapnoti’. etadanabhyupagamenaiva paryudastam. apt
tu aviditameva jnanam arthasya vedanam.

Translation: 1120

You had also said “if the knowledge of a thing is that, which is
known by another knowledge, then, it will lead to unsteadiness.”
But since such a theory is not acceptable, it is automatically refuted.
Rather, a knowledge which is not known, is the knowledge of a thing.

Text: 1121

ERECNIGN P IR ECRICE ARSI GR

nanu ajate’pi jnane artho vedyah syat;

Translation: 1121

Clarification:

Well, if when knowledge has not come into being, an object will be
known.

Text: 1122

T 9eI:, ISTRATIEIG, 312l 7 Jrd, 7 g deAdeTearIaref 7 Jerd |

na vedyah, vedanasyabhavad artho na vedyate, na tu vedanaveda-

nasyabhavadartho na vedyate.

Translation: 1122

Reply:

It cannot be known, since there will be no knowledge, the object
cannot be known. It is not the case that in the absence of knowledge
of knowledge, an object is not known.

Text: 1123

ISIIGHA - AR 7 S A1self de: VI ; TeIghH, Saa<i—
FrfrafcRt STt Saae AISATSIRIET:, T G ARy s+, 3ger &
TRyt st Feifafeasd ST | TR ST Aisif SaaRarsuRye:
SIS

yadapyanyaduktam- ‘santanantarajate na jnane so’rtho vedyah
syat’; tadapyayuktam, devadattasantatipatite jate devadattasya

so’rtho’paroksah, na tu santanantarapatite jnane, anyatha hi santa-
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nantarapatitam vijnanam svasamuviditarupam jatam. tasmin jate
so’rtho devadattasya’paroksah syat.

Translation: 1123

You had also said, “when knowledge is produced in another
knowledge series, that object is known.” But, this is also not
proper, because, if the knowledge comes into being in the series
of Devadatta, that object becomes invisible to Devadatta. But not
in the knowledge which is included in another knowledge series,
otherwise, a knowledge falling in another knowledge series, will
become of the form of being known by itself and when in such
a form it is born, that object will become invisible to Devadatta.

Text: 1124

31fY 7, wUeTH fh RIS, RIS RSB

api ca, rupajnanam kim rupagrhityatmakam, ahosvid agrhityat-
makam?

Translation: 1124

Moreover, is it the case that knowledge of color is of the nature of
sensation of color, or, of the nature of non-sensation.

Text: 1125
T FHREIATHGH; a1 TEaHd ®U S sTFaRae ag Ta-de aT, =
STURUYREARA LR T80 |

tadyadi rupagrhityatmakam, tada grhitameva rupam jnanam jnana-

ntaravedyam bhavatu svasamvedyam va, na jranagrahanapurassa-
ramarthasya grahanam.

Translation: 1125

If you say, it is of the nature of sensation of color, then, let the
color which is known to be the knowledge, to be known by another
knowledge, or, to be known by itself? It is not the case that, before
the object is known, the knowledge of the object is known.

Text: 1126

3 HEEIRRETES 9 Hakd wUeH; U dfe wadde Hag Q-
Hag@mddel a1 vag e a1, 7 BU TSI, JUT IASHEIRIaercdsiy
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T HUR Y& dad, PUSTASASY 7 HURT Fegard] DYl faeayIaddr
SFUIR: |

atha rupagrhitisvabhavakam na bhavati rupajnanam; evam tarhi
svasamvedyam bhavatu vyatiriktasamvedakasamvedyam va bhavatu
avedyam wva, mna rupasya pratyaksata, yatha rasajnanasva-
samuvedyatve’pi na rupasya pratyaksata tadvat rupajnanasadbhave ’pi
na rupasya pratyaksata rupagrhitisvabhavataya anupapatteh.
Translation: 1126

If you say that, knowledge of color cannot be of the nature of
sensation of color, then, let that be known by itself, or, let that
be revealed by another revealer, or, let that not be known at all.
The color cannot be perceived. As even if the knowledge of taste is
revealed by itself, color is not revealed by that knowledge, in the
same way, it is knowledge of color, there cannot be perception of
color because, it cannot be said to be of the nature of sensation of
color.

[9%. TRMSRIAIRAITIERT Fe e g [dhew UM |

[14. bahyarthavilopayopayuktasya sahopalambhasadhanasya vikalpya
dusanam. |

Text: 1127

aa@{-ﬁﬂ—'?ﬂ@iaaca FRITAT < e eRNgH - TaeRuHd SEe;
TRIIIATISHIART | 7 I T8I TArHERATS T fAgeafy sraafera! aTl

yadapyuktam- ‘svasamvedyatve  sahopalambhad  vijrianarthayorai-
kyam’ - etadapyapanitam drastavyam; svasamvedyatva’sambhava-
deva. na ca sahopalambhadarthasya’bhavah siddhyati avyatireko va.

Translation: 1127

You had also said, “if it is movable by itself, because they will appear
together, there will be identity with knowledge and its content.”
This is also as good as refuted, because, it is impossible to justify
that, it is revealed by itself. It is not the case that because, they
appear together there will be absence of content or there will be
identity between the two.
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Text: 1128

TR f& FHwer:, ardfdme:, weH! ar?

sahopalambho hi jnanaikadharmah, arthaikadharmah, ubhayadha-
rmo va?

Translation: 1128

We would like to ask, whether, knowing together is the property of
knowledge alone, or, of the object of the knowledge alone, or of the
property of the both?

Text: 1129

TS SHDYH: ; TT AT AN | FHPHEF T ST RIS
1R AfRBIITATIGS AE T HRATEH, TdGHcaT

tadyadi jnanaikadharmah; tada sahasabdartho nopapadyate. jnanai-

kadharmatve ca jnanasyaivastitvasthapakam narthasya vyatireka-

bhavavedakam sahopalambhasadhanam ataddharmatvat.

Translation: 1129

If you say that, it is the property of knowledge alone, then, you
cannot justify the meaning of the word “together”. If it is the
property of knowledge alone, then, it will not be the revealer of the
absence of difference of the object, because, the factor of causing
the perception together cannot be the property of that.

Text: 1130

31 rfeper: TR ; Y eerearell awhed: | ridercd a1 3reRalq
T aeATHI T, Jaed fooRiasareg foog: |

atha arthaikadharmah  sahopalambhah; atrapi sahasabdartho

vaktavyah. arthaikadharmatve va arthasyaiva sattam vyavastha-
payati, tatasca viparitasadhanad viruddhah.

Translation: 1130

If you say, it is the property of object alone and that is the
meaning of knowing together, then, here also you should also spell
the meaning of the word “together”, or, else if it is the property
of knowledge alone, then, it establish the existence of object only
and consequently it will establish contrary to what you intend to
establish.
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Text: 1131

Y INYYH:; FYIIIYHT  SITRAN:?  SITRAYLA;  ATTILHAT
SR | SHIGH T SIARANed 3 SEaUedd | SWIgH T
‘JeRg faear 9 I SR FRId ahed| ded AR T 9
SUATHISIRAFTE AR, AFIISTT FECAT AT ST |

atha ubhayadharmah; kathamubhayadharmatve —anyataralopah?
anyataralopascet; nobhayadharmata upapadyate. ‘ubhayadharmata
ca anyataralopasca’ iti vyahatamapadisyate. ubhayadharmatve ca
‘arthasyaiva vilopo na jnanasya’ ityatra niyamakam vaktavyam.
tacca nasti. na ca upalambho nyatarasadbhavam vyavartayati,
sadbhave’pi drstatvat yatha jnane.

Translation: 1131

If you say that, it is the property of both, then, if it is the property
of both, then, how one of the two has disappeared? If one of the
two has disappeared, then, it cannot be maintained that, it is the
property of both. It is indeed a contrary statement, if you say, “it
exists in both and there is absence of one.” If it is a property of both,
in spite of that, there is absence of the object and not of knowledge.
For such a statement, you should give explanatory ground and there
is no such controlling factor. Knowledge of a thing does not exclude
the existence of one of the two, because, even if it is there, it is
experienced by us as in the case of knowledge.

Text: 1132

31 7 T yefiaor - {6 fosm =, 3a srefwr?

api ca kasyatra paksikaranam - kim vijnanasya, uta arthasya?
Translation: 1132

Moreover, what is the subject of this inference? Is it the knowledge,

or, the content of the knowledge?
Text: 1133

qEfe o9 yerifsy; R fh Aread - 3rTa: sreafora! ar?

tadyadi jrianam paksayasi; tasya kim sadhyate-abhavah avyatireko va?
Translation: 1133

If you are making knowledge of content as the subject, then, what

is being inferred in that? Is it the absence, or, absence of difference?
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Text: 1134

Tt emmaE:; 9 16 7R, I ereif?

tadyadi abhavah; sa kim jnanasya, uta arthasyeti?
Translation: 1134

If absence is being inferred, there also we would like to know, is the
absence of knowledge, or, the absence of content of knowledge?

Text: 1135
IS T T YU, SAIT Y&TEHT = o= |

yadi jnanasya tada abhyupetahanam, hetosca paksadharmata na
labhyate.

Translation: 1135

If you say, it is the absence of knowledge, then, you are giving up
something which you have already accepted. Moreover, you cannot
demonstrate that, the ground for the inference exists in the subject.

Text: 1136

31 3N, ST SRTEIGAH — ST Ueraf areif ARl g ufiead,
HEUT Y T A RUTca |

atha arthasya; tada asambaddhatvam - jnanam paksayasi artho
nastiti vyahatamapadisyate, sahopalambhasya ca vyadhikaranatvam.
Translation: 1136

If you say, it is the absence of content of knowledge which is being
inferred, then, it is a very irrelevant statement. On one hand, you
are making knowledge as the subject, and on the other, you say
there is no content of knowledge and so it is self-contradictory. It
will mean that, the knowledge of the two exists in two different loci.
Text: 1137

312y 3reafoRd: ATd; 3 b ST, SMEIReg 37ei=y?

atha avyatirekah sadhyate; sa kim jnanasya, ahosvid arthasya?
Translation: 1137

If you say that, the absence of difference is being established by

inference, there also question arises, is it of the knowledge, or, of
the object of knowledge?
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Text: 1138

TS 37eR; ARTSTTIGI I, — ST UerifR, 37y anseafeRamfidTest
FRIN 3T ABTHURLI, srerfeafcRa f arefe: |

tadyadi arthasya; tada’sambaddhabhidhatrtvam - jranam paksayast,
arthasya ca’vyatirekapratipadanam karosi iti vyahatamapadisyate,
arthavyatireko hi arthadharmah.

Translation: 1138

If you say, it is the object of knowledge, then, again it is irrelevant
statement, because, on one hand you are making knowledge as
the subject, and on the other hand you are attempting to explain
the identity of the object of knowledge. This is self-contradictory,
because, the property of object cannot be different from the object.
Text: 1139

Y TG FAfRFufueH fhad; dfcdh e ToaaUReiaRg,
MBI RBUe [ IREH?

atha jnanasyatvae avyatirekapratipadanam kriyate; tatkim svasmat

svarupadavyatiriktam, ahosvit pararupadavyatiriktam?
Translation: 1139

If you say that, you are explaining the non-difference of the
knowledge itself, there also the question arises, is it the case that,
it is not different from its own nature? Or, it is not different from
other’s nature?

Text: 1140

TS FRHT FaOUTE IR ST, daT SffaaTe FaIeideT: |

tadyadi svasmat svarupadavyatiriktam jnanam; tada avivadena
sambodhayitavyah.

Translation: 1140

If you say, the knowledge is not different from its own nature, then,
there is no difference of opinion whatsoever.

Text: 1141
37 TRHIEHfeRBYfIIIE fShad; T WRIcAT dlfad:, JTdTde! a1?

atha parasmadavyatirekapratipadanam kriyate; sa paratma tattvi-
kah, atattviko va?
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Translation: 1141
If you say that, it is being explained as not different from other’s
nature, there also question arises whether the others nature is real

or unreal?

Text: 1142

qafe ararf@ad: ; dalsefiRed STHN rdTfdd Jad|

tadyadi atattvikah; tato vyatiriktam jrianamapi atattvikam bhavet.
Translation: 1142

If you say, it is unreal, then, the knowledge also will be unreal
because, it is identical with that.

Text: 1143

1Y difde: ; AgaTRaesr a1, FdeTRdeal a1?

atha tattvikah; sopyavadharitadeho va, anavadharitadeho va?

Translation: 1143

If you say, it is real, then, there also question arises, whether its
own form is determined, or, its form is not determined.

Text: 1144

T SaaTRacs:; 9 b RreTeRaaT 1ad:, JifrermraaT ar?

tadyadi avadharitadehah; sa kim bhinnakarataya avagatah, abhinna-
karataya va?

Translation: 1144

If you say, its form is determined, there also the question arises,
whether it is known as having different form, or, as having identical
form.

Text: 1145

I PR SFaeTR:; T&T RIATRIaEH IS G IdIaE Fader= -
FARNIGAT BIAIITIRET a7l

yadi bhinnakarataya avadharitah; tada bhinnakaravagahakavijnana-
dusitapaksatvena sahopalambhahetorasiddhata kalatyayapadistata va.
Translation: 1145

If you say, its form is determined having different form, then, the
subject of the inference becomes defective as knowledge in which
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different form is the object and as such the ground viz. “knowing
together” remains unestablished, or, suffering from the defect of
kalatyayapadista.

Text: 1146

3 IFEIHGTASIGING:; 7 AfE URCHT, WRIHT ° ARFRGIEad
sraenRa:’ sf @ crerd:| fhw, ftERevEdr e umarsamfRd:;
der & T FRUGERIERE TReE?  sfedfsy et e
A(? )T

atha abhinnasvabhavataya vadharitah; na tarhi paratma, ‘paratma
ca abhinnasvabhavataya vadharitah’ iti ca wvyaghatah. kimca,
abhinnasvabhavataya yadi prageva’vagahitah; tada kim tatra
sahopalambhasadhanena  prayojanam? nispaditakriye  karmani
sadhanam sa(dha? )nanyayamatipatati.

Translation: 1146

If you say, it is determined as having identical nature, then,
this cannot be said to be of the form of others nature. It is a
contradictory statement to say that it is of others nature and at
the same time it is determined as having nature having the nature
identical with the nature of its own. Moreover, if you say that it is
already known as having identical nature then, what is the need of
establishing “knowing together”? Because, when an act has already
terminated in generating an activity, the means of that activity is
left with no scope, for a cause and effect relationship.

Text: 1147
37 IFTYTRAE: ; T RICHTSET B2 SN ? = T SqeTRAgETRATR N

Uahcd Jgfaal aafwi| SFaeIRAIBNG I SRITIAde TRTh |
atha anavadharitadehah; sa paratma’stiti katham janise? na ca

avadharitanavadharitakarayoh ekatvam bahuvido vadanti alavadha-
ritakaraikatve ca jnanasyapyasamuvedanam prasaktam.

Translation: 1147

If you say, it is not determined, then, the question arises how do
you know that, it has other’s nature? Learned people do not say
that, there is identity between a known and unknown forms. If it is
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identified with the form which is not determined, then, it will lead
to lack of awareness of knowledge.

Text: 1148

I T TR b SR, S 3R, STeR: ar?

apt ca sahopalambhah kim jnanayoh, uta arthayoh, jrnanarthayoh
va?

Translation: 1148

Moreover, by knowing both what do you mean? Is it knowing two
knowledges? Or, knowing two objects, or, knowing knowledge and
object?

Text: 1149

TaIfe STHAT: AEI™: ; TaT 7 facdiaamyraisaafora! a1 fRigeafd, ifigea
BG:, QRO ATEFded: — fearsem[[] S FEder IR |

tadyadi jnanayoh sahopalambhah; tada na dvitiyasyabhavo vyatireko

va siddhyati, asiddha$ca hetuh, drstantasca sadhanavikalah - dvica-
ndrajnane[na jnanayoh sahopalambhosti.

Translation: 1149

If you say, knowing together two knowledges, then, it does not
establish as the absence of the second, or, the non-difference. Thus
the ground for the inference is not established and the example
is devoid of the ground. It is not the case that in the erroneous
knowledge of two moons there is awareness of two knowledges.

Text: 1150

31 ;TSRS Bz, T IFICRIANT: | A a1 SRS aTanei-
EEIIRH

atha arthayoh; tada’siddho hetuh, na canyatararthalopah. lope va
anyatarasiddhau bahyarthavyavasthitih.

Translation: 1150

If you say, it is knowing two objects, then, also the ground is not
established. Neither of the two objects can be elided and if it is
elided, then, one of the two will be established and in that case, it

will prove that there are objects outside.
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Text: 1151

3721 STTRRIN: HEUe:; Ty SaRMIEal, SEFALT ATeHfIDheT: |

atha jnanarthayoh sahopalambhah; tathapi hetorasiddhata, drsta-
ntasca sadhanavikalah.

Translation: 1151
If you say, it is knowing together knowledge and object, even then,

the ground is not established and there is no example to establish it.
Text: 1152

31 FRITATHTEIRATIAL: — THIGATT | UhTIeT= o SRR Y-
U |

atha sahopalambhadityasyayamarthah - ekopalambhat. ekopalambhena
jnanarthayorekata upapadyate.

Translation: 1152

Clarification:

Well, by the term “knowing together” we mean the following: It
means because, there is one knowledge, we can justify the identity
between knowledge and its object.

Text: 1153

T3 U disel: - & S U waue:, 34 hl-
AqYe:, TTRIRIada Suer i

nanu ekopalambhadityasya ko’ rthah - kim jnanarthayoh eka eva upa-
lambhah, uta ekasyaivopalambhah, ahosvidekenaiva upalambha vti.

Translation: 1153

Reply

Well, we would like to know, what do you mean by, “Because it
is one knowledge”? Does it mean that there is one knowledge of
knowledge and its object?, or, does it mean knowledge of only one,
or, does it mean knowledge by only one?

Text: 1154

Jafe SRR e Ug S99y 3fa; | dfe srufuafifs: | Saemme
eraaTag, TSt G| SRGRd 8q: AR e = ard|
IFBIIDIRR B FCADA AR AT TBRIITHBIFHST A= -
RICISHCR I ]




Tattvopaplavasimha 393

tadyadi jnanarthayoh eka eva upalambha iti; na tarhi artha-
bhavasiddhih. samvedyamanatvena vijnanasattavad arthasatta’pi
susthita. astddhopyayam hetuh niladavanekopalambhasambhavat.
anatkantikopyayam hetuh yasmadanekanilalohitadyakaranamekopa-
lambhe’pi nanyatamavyavrttih abhedo va drstah.

Translation: 1154

If you say, only one knowledge of knowledge and the subject,
then, it will not establish that, there is no object. As, because of
awareness, the existence of knowledge is established, in the same
way, knowledge of object will be established. Moreover, this ground
of inference is unknown because, it is possible to have knowledges
of a blue color. This ground is also suffering from another defect
called “inconsistency” because, in spite of a single knowledge of
many forms such as blue, red etc., there is neither exclusion of any
of them, or, identity.

Text: 1155

31 THT ST TPITe™:; Tdh fdh feTHTcta, SeIfag SHcHa?
atha ekasyaitva upalambhah ekopalambhah; tadekam kim wvijna-
natmakam, ahosvid jnanatmakam?

Translation: 1155

If you say, knowledge of only one is what is meant by one knowledge,
there we would like to know, whether that knowledge is of the nature
of vijiiana, or, of the nature of knowledge?

Text: 1156

Jerfe faemreae; dedd, ie-Af-priRfdsiHicaadd FRauHaeRid
eI A 7 g '$5Hd ST, 349 ahRI aft | JT g avgeae Ui
AT —STeATShH TpIUTHIRIS AATeRcd Ufciuerd qT JAfdsTHrcHehcn
NI T fAeTHIHaaT Sgavemufig URid, 3Fgel aegeda -ud,

‘anena  utpaditam vignanam’ ‘atra  mamotpannam’ ityevam
pravadanti santah na tu ‘iddameva jnanam’ ityevam vaktaro
bhavanti. yatha hi vastutvena pratiyamanam nilajaladikam ekopa-
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paryate, anyatha vastutvahaniprasangat,

Translation: 1156

If you say, it is of the nature of vijiana, then, it is not true, because,
its nature is decided on the basis of blue color, gem, pot etc., being
its producer and not as vijnana. Since, this vijnana is produced
by this, this is produced here for me. This is how people describe.
They do not say, this is the knowledge as blue color, water etc., is
known as an entity and in terms of a single knowledge, they are not
considered to be a non-entity, similarly, when something is decided
as non-knowledge it is not possible to establish it as the nature of
knowledge, otherwise, it will lead to absence of all entities.

Text: 1157

371 ( o) eI Tsaarid desRieriNifs:, Rgamer 9 |l
atha(tha)vijnianatmataya  tadekamavadharyate — tadestasiddhera-
siddhih, siddhasadhyata ca syat.

Translation: 1157

If you say that, something is decided as of the nature of other than
vijinana, then, there will be non-establishment of what is intended
to be established and also establishing something which is already
established.

Text: 1158

3721 UhraIueT™: ; ARFIYS Ud, STeTasloia: SfeRreue g = edrd

atha ekenaivopalambhah; sopyanupapanna eva, jalacandrarkadeh
bahibhirupalabhyamanatvat.

Translation: 1158

If you say that, knowledge by only one, that is also not proper,
because, water, moon, sun, etc., are seen by many.

[9Y. STAfARIARUGRT TR aftheaaca=| |

[15. avayavinirakaranpadvara sthapitasya ksanikatvasyotthapanam]
Text: 1159

JSIHA - “ITaIfIfRIax0l &fidcad, - afs & fova srarfiret wafcr wa:
TSI 9T JGIATSTATITTG:, TSHTS Toxea (TRITS ) HIGTe]| 31 D TRATHIE: ?
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TTRMYSATFATSIRON | Td HA? B — b A9 TN Irermedferai
FRIR 3 TG T STRITRIVITY FHrIffor wRIfey, arer FHrATfeaaTar—oR:
FRIT? IS AT FRIRT; T THHTAANIE AIBN TRISI, THHDBRU]
T TG T AT R Preradpedr A fAdmed ar
U HTATIRICTA TsPTH T | 372 FTATeRII T Safd; FHIaaRa e
QAT RURERATRITHGUT | TEARTN 7 SBRFRIIILNSRT, bR
THIRINTIC) 37T JaehRURER: ; TaT Taed &ifdidred I Yo oRpEIBRUF|”
dedeghi| Ife U BRI T PRI U B2 FRINT? T el —
UG fasHHIeed df eRifa 3fr @ fAgra:| dede arf fad-
(fhHeh)ATBIRUT BRI, TR d1?
yadapyuktam - “avayavinirakarane ksanikatvam - yadi hi kila

aksaniko bhavati bhavah tada bhavati avayava vayavibhavah,
tadabhave  tatsva(tasya’)bhavat.  atha  katham  tasyabhavah?
sthayino rthakriya’karanat. tadeva katham? kathyate - kim yena
svabhavena adyamarthakriyam karoti kim tenaiva svabhavena
uttarottaranyapt karyani karoti, atha samasaditasvabhavantarah
karoti? wyadi tenaiva karoti; tada ekakalayogitvam sarvakarya-
nam prasajyate, kramakaranam hiyate tasya. na hyekasvabha-
vayatto wvastunam kalavikalpo nama. vikalpe va ekasvabhavaya-
ttatamatikramanti. atha svabhavantarapattau janayati; svabhava-
ntarapattiSca purvakarapariharanantariyakarupa. tadaparityage na
akarantaranupreveso’sti, akarayoh ekatvayogat. atha purvakara-
pariharah; tada etadeva ksanikatvam yat purvaparakaryakaranam.”
tadetadayuktam. yadi kramena karyam na karoti yugapadapi
katham karoti? ekam mnilasvalaksanamanekam vijnananiladikam
karyam karoti iti vah siddhantah. tadanekam karyam kima(kime-
ke)nakarena karoti, akarabhedena va?
Translation: 1159
You have also said the following: In the context of refuting the
concept of whole, you had raised the matter of momentariness.- If
a positive entity is taken as momentary, then, the part and whole
relationship will become possible, because, in the absence of that,
there will be absence of that. If you ask how will there be absence of
that? The answer will be “because that which is durable will not be
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involved in bringing about the result. If you ask how is that? Here
is the answer: Is it the case that, a thing performs its first result
having a particular nature by the same nature, does it also produce
the subsequent effects also? If you say that, by acquiring another
nature, it produces the effect, then, let it do so by that nature, in
that case, all effects will start occurring at one and the same time
and it will lose its nature of producing an effect in a sequence. It is
not the case that, things entertain sequence of time being controlled
by one nature. Considering that, it does, it will cross the limit of its
own nature. If you say, it is involved in the production of another
nature, and assuming another nature will be of the form of being
so, without giving up its earlier form and if does not give up its
earlier form, there is no question of another form entering into it,
because, two forms cannot be said to be one. If you say that, it will
give up its earlier form, then, that itself is momentariness, which is
the cause of earlier and later effect.”

But, this is not proper. If something does not produce effect in
a sequence, how will it do so simultaneously? According to your
doctrine, one blue particular produces many cognitions of blue.
There the question can be asked, whether that produces the effect,
by the same form, or, by different form?

Text: 1160
G TP TR, TSISSATARIABIIOTHBTBRRBTT Tehea], Tl ATdhed —
TR |

tad yadyekena karoti; tada’yatasarvakaryanamekakararupata eka-

tvam, ekasya canekatvamapadyate.

Translation: 1160
If you say that, it produces by one form, then, oneness will mean,
all effects have been only one form and this will mean, as if, one
has become many.

Text: 1161

Y FBRASTMGHR SHIRT; SHRUSI doded AT, Igeargar
PTG BRI PRI
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atha akarabhedenanekakaryam janayati; akarabhedat tadekatvam
vyavarttate, yadvyavrttau natkamanekam karyam karoti.
Translation: 1161

If you say that, it produces effect, by different forms, then, since
there will be difference in forms, oneness will be excluded. Once
that is excluded, it means that, one cannot produce many effects.
Text: 1162

37 Fe TASTRIRIGRIC ISP RIBRUIHDH;

atha itthambhutam svahetubhyastadudgatam yadanekayugapatka-

ryakaranatmakam;

Translation: 1162

Clarification:

Well, what we consider to be of the nature of producing many effects
simultaneously, is that which emerges from its own cause, in this
form.

Text: 1163

TeId FHIY ST RIa_UNTcHe Fgg Taegsd: |
yadyevam mamapi kramabhavyanekakaryaokaranatmakam samud-
bhutam svahetubhyah.

Translation: 1163

Reply:

If it is so, then, according to me also, something can emerge from its
own cause, which may be of the nature of producing many effects
in a sequence.

[9¢. &frpcaRenT=r Hghe famerca ™y famel fddewr gyury) |

[16. ksanikatvasthapanaya prayuktasya vinasahetvabhavasya vinasam
vikalpya dusanam.]

Text: 1164

JSRIGHH - “TmTerecaTad &fiurep! 79 ” Taquu=; HeH? d 38 YT
~famenfe ar, F ar?

yadapyanyaduktam- “vinasahetvabhavat ksinako bhavah” tadanupa-
pannam; katham? te idam prastavyah -vina$osti va, na va?
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Translation: 1164

You had also said the following: “Since, there is no cause of
destruction, a positive entity is momentary.” But it is not proper.
If they ask how?, they should be asked this: whether there is
something called destruction, or, not?

Text: 1165

T AT, PRI Aedded Fega<d a1 A=t J+Ifor: | 778 grearga-
TS Aegacd (ggacd ar famaf= dwd: |

tadyadi nasti; kasya sahetukatvam nirhetukatvam va vicarayanti

manisinah. nahi vandhyasutasyabhave sahetukatvam nirhetukatvam
va vicarayanti santah.

Translation: 1165

If they say, there is no destruction, then, what is being discussed
as having cause and not having cause by the learned men? If there
is absence of son of a barren lady, wise men never discuss about its
having a cause, or, not having a cause.

Text: 1166

arer fer fommren:; | agRarTaTgeet a1, fafes=ica= ar

atha vidyate vinasah; sa vastusvabhavanubandhi va, vicchinnotpanno
va?

Translation: 1166

If you say, there is destruction, then, the question arises whether it
is associated with nature of reality, or, is it produced without any
association with reality?

Text: 1167

TR agRaTaTgerelt; 7 afg Fregacad, axgA! a1 FegdcaRiT:, Fea—-
AT eacfoRGyST Tl

tadyadi vastusvabhavanubandhi; na tarhi nirhetukatvam, vastuno va

nirhetukatvaprasamgah, satsvabhavanubandhitvavyatirekaprasango va.

Translation: 1167
If you say, it is associated with nature of reality, then, it cannot be
said to be without cause. Otherwise, all entities will become without

cause, or, all entities will be devoid of association with their own form.
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Text: 1168

31 fifh:; aR FRgdc HUUf:? Aegadd aaeeraerficd=r-
UeTfed: |

atha vyatiriktah; tasya nirhetukatve kopapattih? sahetukatve niyata-
desakalayogitvenopalabdhih.

Translation: 1168

If you say, it is different, then, what is the justification for calling
it without a cause? And if you say, it has cause, then, there will
be its knowledge as being associated with a particular place and
particular time.

Text: 1169

IS A1 fFEge! fammeT: o afdtecd fpmmaned], avgraserfraReaTd?
yadi nama nirhetuko wvinasah wvastunam ksanikatve kimayatam,
vastubhyo rthantaratvat?

Translation: 1169

If you say, destruction is without any cause, then, what is the harm,
if things are taken as momentary because, it will be a different entity
from the real entities?

[90. afdrmaaafie: e egacay fAaeaaazmea- ufiae)|]

[17. ksanikatvopayoginah vinasanirhetukatvasya vikalpapraparica-
kena prativadanam.]

Text: 1170

3rer FEghed IRRICIAARATH FRIEII fameT:;

atha mnirhetukatve wvastutpattyanantaramatmanam samasadayats

vinasah;

Translation: 1170

Clarification:

Well, if destruction is treated as having no cause, then, destruction
will come into being after the production of a thing.

Text: 1171

TG | 3 U U&T af=d — aRIeal: Yo, 8 dT, 3R aT, dieTa aT
YIH, T 97 HI-1H?
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tadayuktam. atra panca paksa bhavanti - vastutpatteh purvam, saha
va, anantaram va, kalantare va bhavanam, na va bhavanam?
Translation: 1171

Reply:

That is not proper. Here five alternatives are possible. Is it prior
to the production of a thing, or, together, or, after, or, coming into
being at another time, or, not coming into being?

Text: 1172

EIER ChiCE G ASE RS ICI OIS RIS H

tadyadi purvabhavanam; tada bhavodbhavanupapattih.
Translation: 1172

If you say, coming into being before, then, you cannot explain
production of any positive entity.
Text: 1173

Y {E; dal HIATFUTFTINAR: | KUl dT AddUet I s:, AHIT—
HTsffecaveard) TemsAaRydsit famTer Aqader-RTs |

atha saha; tada bhavanupalambhaprasangah. tatsadbhavopalambhe

va satatopalambhaprasangah, abhavasya’kimcitkaratvat. tatha’na-
ntarabhute pi vinase satatopalambhaprasanga eva.

Translation: 1173

If you say together, then, there will arise the contingency of not
knowing a positive entity and if its existence is known, then, there
will arise the contingency of knowing always, because, absence is an
insignificant entity. Similarly, even if the destruction occurs later,
it will keep on being known always.

Text: 1174

3721 FIATIR 99 7 A2 &ifrercd aet famer fegaca weafd|

atha kalantare bhavanam; na tarhi ksanikatvam vastunam vinasasya
nirhetukatve satyaps.

Translation: 1174

If you say, its coming into being at a different time, then, you cannot
hold that things are momentary, even if destruction is treated as
without a cause.
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Text: 1175

1Y A9 o IR ; a1 FaTaT AcicaH e, fomTeRaTsiard)
atha naiva bhavanam vinasasya; tada sarvabhavanam nityatva-
mapadyate, vinasasya’sambhavat.

Translation: 1175

If you say that, destruction does not occur at all, then, it will mean
that, all positive entities are eternal, because, destruction is not
possible.

Text: 1176

3721 gD faTeT AT fAT1eRRT, 3% I PRUIIRIRTE g ieard,
AU TEATHIG: B2 ad?

atha sahetuke wvinase navasyambhavo vinasasya, wvastre ragavat
karanavyaparaparadhinavrttitvat, tadabhave tasyabhavah katham
bhavet?

Translation: 1176

Clarification:

Well, if destruction is treated as having a cause, then, there can be
no definite occurrence of destruction. Like the color in the cloth, it
is dependent on the function of its cause and if that is not there,
how can there be absence of that?

Text: 1177

e, TIRARY GIHTARIATLTERRINCY: | Hag ATSHIARATIETH: T Bi%a -
foRrer: | 71 g FAeeRIgT TomET famTeTe:; SRS JroTd, AleR-

FJ TN |

tadayuktam, svahetoreva dhruvabhavivinasarhasyotpatteh. bhavatu

va bhavasyanudgamah na kascidvirodhah. na tu nirmoksaprasarngo
gunanam vinasanutpatteh; nedamasmadvirodhesu rajate, moksapa-
riklrptyakaranat.

Translation: 1177

Reply:

It is not correct. A thing which is sure to be destroyed is produced
from its own cause, or, let there be no emergence of absence. There
is no conflict in it. It will also not lead to absence of freedom from
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bondage, since there will be no destruction of the attributes. This
does not stand in opposition to our view, because we do not accept
the idea of salvation.

Text: 1178

3721 PPy e AT famTemaa afT,;

atha krtakasya nityatvam prapnoti vinasasambhave sati;
Translation: 1178

Objection:

Well, if there is no destruction, then, a thing which is produced will
become eternal.

Text: 1179

Arafeier T T, FRafeer g e, aoned Haew e faremaye
Hfcr? wag a1 Feead, T sk

savadhika satta anitya, niravadhika tu nitya, tatkatham krtakasya

nityatvam vinas$asambhave sati? bhavatu va nityatvam, na doso’sti.

Translation: 1179

Reply:

The existence which has a starting point is non-eternal and that
which has no beginning is eternal and therefore, how can there
be eternity of something which is produced in the absence of
destruction? Or, let that be eternal. It does not do harm to our
doctrine.

[9¢. TTemTEIa SUUTTRY &ftracRyg @us-H| |

[18. pratyaksagrahyatvena upapaditasya ksanikatvasya khandanam./
Text: 1180

JSRUIEH, - “Ucga e R fsiferad, SrcfiaMTTaamTatidamet
R FHMDTATIC sl TIAIT SCHATIEHA” - TcdagThi, STciaT—
TAaCHGTAT b TefmMIeefcRfdea, eaferfded ar?
yadapyapadistam - “pratyaksena ksanikatvam vastunam visayikri-

ksena atmasatkriyate” - tadetadayuktam, atitanagatavartamanaka-
lanam kim pratiyamanadavyatirekitvam, vyatirekitvam va?
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Translation: 1180

You had also said, “momentariness of things becomes object of
perception, the existence of a thing devoid of past and future time
and being associated with only present time, can be the object of
perception.” This is also not proper, we would like to know whether,
the times such as past, future and present are not different from
what is being known are different?

Text: 1181

TS sreafeRfdea; daT HIeRITIAd avqueee |

tadyadi avyatirekitvam, tada kalatrayanumatam vastupalabdham.
Translation: 1181

If you say, they are not different, then, we know a thing with

reference to all the three times.

Text: 1182

31T FfRfead; acaa™ T SFAAFRIIaHDBIATRTICR T | gAY —
STeERTIGred fAIgH, dSHaLd A SHHTUTD: |

atha vyatirekitvam; vastvavagame na atitanagatavartamanakalavagati-
rasti. vastumatropalabdhestadastitvam siddham, tadabhavasca nispra-
manakah.

Translation: 1182

If you say, they are different, then, for the knowledge of them, there
is no knowledge of past, future and the present. By knowing mere
thing, its existence is established and also its absence without any
proof.

Text: 1183

3 F UG AEAISHIE:; ARG Jehed:, TIERYT A aReT g
LIS

atha sa eva bhavo’bhavah; bhavo’nyastarhi vaktavyah, abhavasya
sarvopakhyavinivrttilaksanatvat.

Translation: 1183

If you say, the same is positive entity is absence, then, you should
spell out the positive entity as different, because an absence is of
the nature of that which is free from all attributes.
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Text: 1184

31 PR T AT ; TATIDBeeapRedlq ARITSH Ui |
atha kalantare tasya anyo’bhavah; tasyakimcitkaratvat sattakha-

ndanam prati.

Translation: 1184
If you say that, at other time, there will be absence, different from
that, then, it is insignificant in the context of refuting its existence.

Text: 1185
AR DIATCR TSH: ; TSI, HATRDBRIBTIcaHDRT TIEIT

TS ° qaifedrg9aafea | ScARTiopad dd A Fefisi-
SIS RIS

athaparakaryakarttrtvam kalantare tadabhavah; tadayuktam, sarva-

parakaryakarttrtvamekasya pratyaksat pratyabhijnanena ca purvo-
ditanubhavavedita satta atmasatkriyate saiva satta pratyabhi-
jnanena atmasatkriyate.

Translation: 1185

If you say, the state of not producing another effect, is the absence of
that at some other time, it will not be proper, because, it is known
by perception and also by recollection that, one thing produces all
other effects and so it takes existence which is revealed by earlier
experience as its object and the same existence becomes the object
of recollection.

Text: 1186
9} G A1
katham punarvetsiti cet;

Translation: 1186

Objection:

How do you know it?

Text: 1187

UARSFRT IHH: | Ha T AfIi | emengaft | | ik

PAISHA? W@ SAIRY STHAEEYRY 7 I DYH, T

BHRITTAFH|
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sa satta pratibhati. kuto’vagata? evam jnanayorapi hetuphalabha-
vavadharanam na Sakyate kartum, tadabhavanna karyanumanam.
Translation: 1187

Reply:

We know it because of recollection only. The same existence
appears in the first experience also, the first existence also appears.
Where-from can that existence be known? In the same way, it is
not possible to know the cause and effect relationship between two
knowledges and since it is not there, there cannot be inference of an
effect.

[9R. ST FHETGANR PRI 1]

[19. bauddhasammatasya svabhavanumanasya nirasah.|

Text: 1188

qAT TR - A I-eaeRUAUYer], devmard| e Frewg—-
(€)aT: Tl GF:, D ¢ SUUe |

tatha svabhavanumanasyapi na sambandhavadharanamupapadyate,
tadabhavat. bhinnayoh sambandha(ddha)yoh sambandho drstah,
nahyekasya sambandha upapadyete.

Translation: 1188

Similarly, it is not possible to know the relationship of invariable
concomitance in the case of inference of one’s nature, because, such
a relation does not exist. Relation can exist between two different
things, if the thing is only one, there can be no relation.

Text: 1189

fod, e Sffcacarg T fipad — fpHerTa, Sra=rra a1?

kimca, krtakatvena anityatvanumanam kriyate - kimavagatena, ava-
nagatena va?

Translation: 1189

Moreover, you are going to infer non-eternity on the basis of
something being produced. There the question arises whether that
state of being produced should be known, or, unknown.
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Text: 1190
T SHRH; T FITH(Fa)7Td ATe AfAgABT?

tadyadi anavagatena; tatkatham svayamanu(manava)gatam sadha-

nam bhavitumarhati?

Translation: 1190

If you say, it is unknown, then, how can that which is not known,
be called a ground to infer something on the basis of that.

Text: 1191

SRR, TRIT PcfebedTenTall Tfieared HfcrHfer ar, =1 ar?

athavagatena; tasyam krtakatvavagatau anityatvam pratibhati va,

na va?!

Translation: 1191

If you say that, by a known ground that can be known then, we
would like to know whether in the knowledge of the state of being
produced non-eternity appears, or, not?

Text: 1192

Ife 7 girIfr; e ARSI R RAR IR ?

yadi na pratibhati; katham pratibhasamana’pratibhasamanayostadat-

myam?

Translation: 1192

If you say, it does not appear then, how can there be identity
between that which appears and that which does not appear?
Text: 1193

arer gferfer; fogAme? fFeafeafhs @it AremmeieT) s &
CERCICRINERSIEIERCE Clats CICU RIS

atha pratibhati; kimanumanena? nispaditakriye karmani sadha-

nanarthakyam. anyatha hi krtakatvapratipattavapi anumanamupa-
deyam syat.

Translation: 1193

If you say, it appears, then, what is the need of inference? With
reference to an act which has already produced the effect, a means
is of no use. Otherwise, even after the knowledge of the state of
being produced one will have to say that the inference can operate.
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Text: 1194
372 Piehed HCTIRHIT el ATFHTTIUTERI;

atha krtakatvam pratipannamiti krtva nanumanamupadiyate;
Translation: 1194

Clarification:

Well, because the state of being produced becomes known,
therefore, inference does not operate.

Text: 1195

AT I T, fFgam=? e AT JAeTg—
TR depaleIdicaucge, dalted  MdRmRIvaTwared,
FeTioea (T ) FreadreragRTeT?

tatsvabhavanubandhyanityatvamapyavagatam, kimanumanena?

avagate canityatve yatsadhanamupadiyate tat kadacidanityata-
pratipatyartham, kadacicca nityatasamaropavyavacche- dartham,
kadacitva(ttva )nityatavyavaharartham?

Translation: 1195

Reply:

In that case, then, non-eternity which follows from that nature
is also known, so, what is the need of inference? Even after
the knowledge of non-eternity, if a means is employed, will
it be for the knowledge of non-eternity sometimes, or, for
excluding super-imposition of eternity sometimes, or, for referring
to non-eternity sometimes?

Text: 1196

qafe srfcaarmfadcged; 1 s, gef: TR |

tadyadi anityatapratipatyartham; sa jnataiva, vyarthah prayasah.
Translation: 1196

If you say, for the knowledge of non-eternity, then, it is already
known and hence taking effort in that direction is futile.

Text: 1197

31 FIRITIITBET; AARIIITHS: AfcaeaiNh:, fdRdl ar?

atha samaropavyavacchedartham; samaropavyavacchedah anitya-

tvadavyatiriktah, vyatirikto va?
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Translation: 1197

If you say, for the sake of excluding the super-imposition, there
the question arises, whether the exclusion of super-imposition, is
identical with the non-eternity, or, different?

Text: 1198
TJerErafaiT:; SRIEf S e Ta™-aTaTdcaTsl ATETaRTUeTd |

tadyadyavyatiriktah; asavapi anityatvavagamenaivavagatatvanna

sadhanantaramapeksate.

Translation: 1198

If you say, it is identical, then, that also is known by knowing the
non-eternity and then also, it does not require any other means to
know it.

Text: 1199

31 Afcieh:; A T aegyc:, gyl a1?

atha vyatiriktah; sa kim vastubhutah, avastubhuto va?

Translation: 1199

If you say, it is different, we would like to know, whether it is real,
or, unreal.

Text: 1200

Jofe QT I T ISIAPAeERd  dRRIgudRI: | deeRy ar
CIQCJ‘I"I'?ICHC{‘I“IICL"Hj"llﬂ“quﬂd|
tadyadi vastubhutah tena saha Sabdagatakrtakatvasya tadatmya-

nupapattih. tadatmye va tadavagamenaivavagamat nanumanama-
peksate.

Translation: 1200

If you say, it is real, then, with that there cannot be identity of the
state of being produced which exists in the sound, and if there is
identity, then, it is known that by itself and obviously, it does not
require inference again to know it.

Text: 1201
31eF I ; 9 6 by, s ar?

atha avastubhutah; sa kim kriyate, jnapyate va?
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Translation: 1201
If you say, it is unreal, then, what happens to it?

Text: 1201a

eIt fopart; Aegwh, IR Hthe SO, 01 a7 ageavas: |

tadyadi kriyate; tadayuktam, sarvopakhyavinirmuktasya karana-

yogat, karane va vastutvaprasangah.

Translation: 1201a

If you say, it does something, that will not be proper, because, if
something is devoid of all characterizations it cannot do anything
and if it does, it becomes real.

Text: 1202

3Fe] SIR; T 8 Peiched’yd ArI-geCRepI], RS a1 TR IRed
PADANI Tl

atha jnapyate; tena saha krtakatvasya sambandhavyatirekat,

avyatireke va tasya vastutvam krtakatvasattvam va.

Translation: 1202

If you say, it is known, then, it does not have relationship with
the state of being produced, or, if you say that the relationship
continues, then, the question arises whether it is real, or, a product,
or, non-existent.

Text: 1203

31 SffIATeIdER: fohat — AT f& Peieped ST ST TeddgR 7 BRIl
q f2 3 IIERiq;

atha anityatavyavaharah kriyate - yo hi krtakatvam janannapi

anityatavyavaharam na karoti sa hi atra vyavaharyate;
Translation: 1203

Clarification:

Well, we refer to it as non-eternal and one, even after knowing it is
non-eternal, it does not refer to it as non-eternal, and that is what
is referred to here.

Text: 1204
QIS FgeR: sifFcacareeafaid: , eafafany ar?

so’pt vyavaharah anityatvadavyatiriktah, vyatirikto va?
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Translation: 1204

Reply:

Even that reference we would like to know, whether not different
from that which is non-eternal, or, different from that?

Text: 1205

IereafciReh:; SATEY Ufciasl TaTgHTe: |

yadyavyatiriktah; asavapi pratipanna evanumanikah.

Translation: 1205

If you say, it is not different, then, that too is to be accepted as
inferential.

Text: 1206

3 fIReh:; I fdh Peiebed Icarerd, S ar?

atha vyatiriktah; sa kim krtakatvena utpadyate, jnapyate va?
Translation: 1206

If you say, it is different, then, the question arises whether it is

produced because it is non-eternal, or, is it made known?

Text: 1207

IS IUTNC; T 7 ARG

yadi utpadyate; tada na Sabdotpadakahetunamanumanatvam.
Translation: 1207

If you say, it is produced, then, the grounds which produce sound

need not be inferential.
Text: 1208

31 SR ; O AT ST STYSRT: | 7 dAIGTaRIeTaT:, SIS, fRrsfeard

atha jnapyate; tena sakam sambandho’bhidheyah. na tadatmya-

laksanah, jnapyad bhinnatvat.

Translation: 1208

And if you say, it is made known, then, you should state
the relationship with that. That relationship cannot be identity
because, it is different from that which makes it known.

Text: 1209

37 TEARIGIENT: AIGIUS W — fh FIeRuIcyTed e, T aarerd
YIER:?
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atha tadutpattilaksanah; sopyanupapanna eva - kim vyavaharenotpa-
dyate ghatah, ghatena votpadyate vyavaharah?

Translation: 1209

If you say, the relationship is of the nature of cause-and—effect, that
too is not proper because, there also the question arises, is it the
case that a pot is produced by mere linguistic reference to it, or,
the linguistic reference is produced by pot?

Text: 1210

o dldg YJaRUT 3cUTEldd HC:; 3 cl g dad JJgRk: |
na tavad vyavaharena utpadyate ghatah; adau ghatasatta tadanu

vyavaharah.
Translation: 1210

It cannot be the case that a pot is produced by mere linguistic
reference, because, the first the pot should have existence and
thereafter it can be referred to by language.

Text: 1211

37 FCAIUTEI SAgR:; T&T HROMGAFH, T FaEgA | Tod a8
EREE

atha ghatenotpadyate wvyavaharah; tada karananumanam, na

svabhavanumanam. tacca svayameva paryudastam.

Translation: 1211

If you say, the linguistic behavior is produced by pot, then, it should
infer its cause and one need not infer its nature and that has been
refuted by you, yourself.

0.11 YiIuuRumLIIR ARR:
[sadvidharthapattipramanyasya nirasah.]
(Refutation of the Authenticity of six types of Presumptions)

Text: 1212

AT i 4o: refoe: FawuH? $ef a1 UTHogH ?
T SeHTTURITE FReY SGCUTEN — HUSLHFIuT T —HferafT: |
qeAT, STAFYAPIIAIG AT T ATIIIcT ST fhyfcraft: | 37—
gfdent srefufar: — Safcr e g AR - AgTTarITgaYeT afgvfaufr-
qfT: | oI, SIFFYIeT 3TITf: — ST TIuuca TeaTeRT=g—
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camcrafts: | qem srerfufgfde srefuf: - e rraeamsiat: |
qefT, SUHFYIHT fuf: — TaafireEu=R TEERamiivs MR-
AGTafess Ufafeum Mg fvsafess a1 |ged, aw fivew asars-
TRAGRATHRIT 31T YAfT| TNT ¥ HpRIseTaf: |
evamarthapatyadinamapyapramanyam. kim punah arthapattyadeh
svarupam? katham va pramanyam? tatra darSanarthapattestavat
svarupam vyutpadyate - rupadarsananyathanupapatya caksuh- prati-
pattih. tatha, anumanapurvikaanumanadagnitvapratipattyanyatha-
nupapatya agnivyaktiprati- pattih. abhavapurvika arthapattih - jivati
devadattah gehe nasti - gehabhavanyathanupapatya bahirbhavaprati-
pattih. tatha, agamapurvika arthapattih - sabdarthapratipatyanya-
thanupapatya Sabdarthasambandhanityatapratipattih. tatha artha-
pattipurvika arthapattih - Sabdarthasambandhanityatapratipattih.
tatha, upamanapurvika arthapattih - gavayapindagrahanantaram
gehavasthitagopinde gogavayasadrsyavacchinne pratipattirupama-
nat pindavacchinne va sadrsye, tasya pindasya vahadohaprasava-
samarthyam arthapatya pratyeti. esa sat prakara’rthapattih.
Translation: 1212

In the same way, there is no authenticity of the processes of
knowing viz. presumption and the like. What is the nature of
presumption? How can it be called a valid means of knowing?
There the nature of presumption called darSanarthapatti — Since
without eyes perception of color is not possible, therefore, one has to
presume eyes. Similarly, some presumption is preceded by inference,
for instance, since without fire, it is not possible to know fire through
inference and therefore, one has to presume the fire in the visual.
There can be a presumption preceded by absence, for instance, if
it is a case that Devadatta is alive and he is not found at home.
Without his existence outside the house, since his absence in the
house cannot be justified and therefore, there is presumption of
his existence outside. Similarly, there will be presumption preceded
by a sentence. Unless it is presumed that the relationship between
word and meaning is eternal, the knowledge from the meaning from
the word cannot be explained and therefore, there is a presumption
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that the relation between the word and its meaning is eternal. In
the same way, there will be presumption preceded by presumption.
As in the case of presumption of eternity of relationship between
word and meaning, in the same way, there is presumption preceded
by analogy. For instance, after the knowledge of a goyal individual,
there arises the knowledge of similarity of the goyal in the cow
individual, existing at home and this happens because of analogy,
or, one comes to know by presumption the capacity of carrying, or,
milking, or, giving birth to calf in the similarity qualified by the
individual. These are, thus, six types of presumptions.

Text: 1213

I AU I - UL IR Teid’ | JegwHl
YR SATII I RPIIUTIRUHTRY  SYDRUMANERY  [HITRROT—
gicaf<:  JeTucATSIUI=T—FERICIPRIRY  fuemefegedeard 9 daerfd:,

CEURICIRCDIRRIGERISH

wam canupapanna. yaduktam- ‘rupadarsananyathanupapatya caksu-

rindriyam pratiyate’ tadayuktam. caksurindriyanvayavyatirekasa-
mbandhavadharanamantarena anyaekaranapariharena niyatakarana-
pratipattih arthapatya’nupapannacaksuradikaranasya pisacaditulya-
tvat na tadavagatih, avagatau va arthapatyanupapattih.
Translation: 1213

This is not proper. You said eyes are known because without eyes
the perception of color cannot be explained. This is not proper,
because, instead of ascertaining the relationship by the method
of positive and negative concomitance with the sense organ viz.
the eyes, it is not proper to ascertain the invariable cause through
presumption by excluding other causes. The instrument viz. the
sense organs of eyes is similar to ghost and hence, that cannot be
known and if it is known, the presumption becomes futile.

Text: 1214
JSRIHH, — SFAAUE SRT| 37 PISTAT? AT wuTeeRIad affed

FRUGGDR AT AL T BRIcATd IeMead | T Faterfufifiyaa mameg-
e BRI U egadhedred Jfeifu: TedTd qevTard)
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yadapyuktam - ‘anyathopapadyate’ iti. atra ka’numa? athava rupadi-
jnanasyaiva dharmitvam karanapurvakamiti sadhyo dharmah karya-
tvat rathadivat. evam sarvarthapattivisayatvena prayogavyutpada-
nam karyam. pratyeksapurvakatvacca arthapatteh tadabhave tada-
bhavat.

Translation: 1214

You have said, “without that something cannot be explained.” What
is the inference here? Or, the knowledge of color etc. itself is treated
as the locus; what is to be inferred is the property “which is preceded
by an instrument”; because, it is an effect; like a chariot etc. In this
way, you should explain the form of inference in the case of all
presumptions. Since a presumption is preceded by perception and
since there is no perception accepted as a valid means of knowing
there is nothing called presumption.

0.12 IYHHUHIIIRT fFRI4: |

[upamanapramanyasya nirasah.]

(Refutation of the Validity of Analogy)

Text: 1215

qoIT, ITAH Fafe BFTREafTeee =R TeaRaiivs Tag-
AT Afael IGUHhe | MUvSEafcss G a1 Ifsei dal
ST AT UUSSTGT|  doaedthd, I e u T, qeuH
TR

tatha, upamanamapi sambhavati kananagatagavayapindadarsanana-
ntaram gehavasthitagopinde gavayasadrsyavacchedena yadvijnanam
tadupamanaphalam. gopindavacchinne sadrsye wva yadvijnanam
tadva upamanaphalam gavayapindajnanamutpadanam. tadetada-
yuktam, pratyaksamulamupamanam, tadapagame tasyapyapagamat.
Translation: 1215

In the same way, analogy is also not possible as a valid means of
knowing. After seeing the animal called goyal, in the forest you
see similarity of the goyal in the cow individual at home. This
knowledge is the result of the process of analogy, or, the knowledge
of similarity qualified by the cow individual may the result of
analogy, it produces the knowledge of the individual called goyal,
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but this is not proper, because, analogy is preceded by perception,
and when perception is refuted the analogy is also refuted.

Text: 1216
31 e TRTeRGeY g, MUYTSHEUIGTR AT, SUHFTGRTIA? fa
AT AT, fh a1 fowTuTeraTaT a1, M a1, 31 gH i’

atha kimidam gogavayasadrsyam yad gopindagrahanakale nava-

gatam upamanadavagamyate? kim avayavanam samsthanam, kim
va visanadyavayava va, samanyam va, atha dharmantaram?
Translation: 1216

Well, what is this similarity between the cow and goyal? Is it that
which is not known at the time of knowing the cow individual but
known by analogy? Does it mean the structure of parts, or, the
parts such as horns etc., or, a universal, or, any other property?
Text: 1217

T ST AL AIGLIH; TGUA SIS aT, 7 a1?

tadyadi avayavanam samsthanam sadrsyam; tadupalabdhilaksana-
praptam va, na va?!

Translation: 1217

If you hold that, the structure of parts is similarity, there also one
may ask, whether it is verified by knowledge, or, not?

Text: 1218

TS IUATALUIITE; 3TaTd dfe| AL I HafT Taafreee =M~
T, RO |

tadyadi upalabdhilaksanapraptam; avagatam tarhi. avagatapurvam
yad bhavati gavayapindadarsananantaram tat smaranannatiricyate.
Translation: 1218

If you say, it is verified by knowledge, then, you have already known
it and whatever is already known, after the knowledge of the goyal
individual it will not be different from mere remembrance.

Text: 1219

31 ITATHALUITHAN AUt ; T TS a9 T8ut ATy | Ul
foreHmRIE! Aftr sTaftr 7k it M+ Jgelt i, dera(ea) fvamft T
AT Tger:| il
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atha upalabdhilaksanapraptamapi nopalabhyate,; tada gavayapinde’pi
tasya grahanam nasti. tadagrahane pindamatragrahane sati bhavati
‘madiya gauh anena sadrsi’ iti, tadasva(Sva)visayamapi syat
‘madiyo’nena sadrsah’ iti.

Translation: 1219

If you say that, even if it is verified by knowledge, it is not known,
then, it cannot be known even in the goyal individual, and if that is
not known, by knowing mere individual, if you say, there arises the
knowledge “my cow is similar to this goyal”. If it is so, then, this
can be also said to be knowledge of horse, “my horse is similar to
this.”

Text: 1220

31T IUITANUITE; dfe NI FARIU JeUH, daed Alsnaae=siy
R TR wgelt, 1eal a1 FES A $g[v]wra: )

atha anupalabdhilaksanapraptam,; tarhi tasya kvacidapt grahanam,
tatasca mahisyadidarsane’pi ‘madiya gauranena sadrsi, asvo va
madiyo nena sadrsah’ ityu/pa/plavah syat.

Translation: 1220

If you say, it is not verified by knowledge, then, hardly it can be
known and in that case, after seeing buffalo etc. one will say, “my
cow is similar to this”, or, “my horse is similar to this” leading into
confusion.

Text: 1221

31eT fAToIRIGRET: AGIIear:; I @ SfAl U Ay Igdfc SRl
e I FfoReuaM g

atha visanadyavayavah sadrsyasabdavacyah; te ca avagata eva tesu
yadbhavati uttarakalam vijnanam tat smrtirupatamatipatati.
Translation: 1221

If you say, the parts viz. horns etc. are the meaning of the word
similarity, then, they are also known and at a later time, when
one will come to know them, then, that will not be different from

remembrance.
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Text: 1222

371 TINTRIAT AIGRACIATEI; ToaTau=, TN 7 T F=afy qefm Ui
SMMAfETH) Fag A, S TgHATHALIUITE a1 — Yadisvod qu0l aehedH|

atha gogavayasamanyam sadrsyasabdavacyam; taccanupapannam,
yatha ca na sambhavati tatha prageva aveditam. bhavatu nama,
kim tadupalabdhilaksanapraptam va - purvavadvibhajya dusanam

vaktavyam.

Translation: 1222

If you say, universal such as cowness, or, goyalness is the meaning
of the word similarity, that will not be proper. Why it will not be
proper, has already been explained before, or, let it be as you want.
Even then, you should. Answer the objections as raised above viz.
whether “that is verified by knowledge, or, not”.

Text: 1223

37 g, TIeT Ufagend, =g a1?

atha dharmantaram; tadapi aindriyakam, atindriyam va?
Translation: 1223

If you say, similarity is some kind of other property, there also one
may ask whether that property can be known by senses, or, is it
beyond the range of senses.

Text: 122/

T UTHT; T T QAT A STRBIANTS I TR I+ 7
FRUMBRAT TR |

tadyadi aindriyakam; tada tasya purvopalambhe sati uttarakalabhavi

yat tasya vignanam na tat smaranakaratam parityajati.
Translation: 122/

If you say, it can be known by senses, then, when it will be known
before, its knowledge through analogy later, will not be different
from remembrance.

Text: 1225

37 guTfedTeT|H e 7 I T Fafefy TevR) deTEw | Tagee
T AT AR Al s R 9fgHI 9ee a1 Tea () emsy
S
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atha tadupalabdhilaksana/ma/praptam; na tarhi tasya kvacidapi
gmhanam tadagmhane na gavayadaréane sati ‘madiyd gaumnena
ne’pi syat.

Translation: 1225

If you say, it is not verified by knowledge, then, it cannot be known
at all and once it is not known, there cannot arise the knowledge
after seeing the goyal “my cow is similar to this” and if you say
that, there will arise such knowledge, then, such knowledge can
arise without seeing the goyal.

[9. TITREEHTR SRR GueH |
[1. naiyayikasammatasya upamanasvarupasya khandanam.]

Text: 1226

3 3TN SUHH SATIEN faufeeid: - “TITeRRATged ST IequH |
HeTRifeRrre=eyfaaft: SUAMheR|” TaodISaH =+ | YRe aoraRaaHIG -
T TIRIGN TG 3feT | prsef: ? MRIGIR 199 3T 1 | U o AdHa AsTRifer—
FIHTER PeTe, AT DA

anye tu anyatha upamanam vyacaksate vipascitah - “gogavayasa-

drsyam svajnanavisistamupamanam. samjnasamjnisambandhapra-
tipattih upamanaphalam.” etacca’samicinam. prageva vanecaravaca-
nadavagatam gosadrso gavaya iti. ko’rthah? gosadrsasya gavaya
iti nama. evam ca sarvameva samjnasamjnisambandhavadharanam
krtam, nopamanam kalpaniyam.

Translation: 1226

Other scholars (i.e. Naiyayikas)-explain analogy in a different way.
“The similarity between a cow and a goyal qualified by its own
knowledge, is the process of analogy and the result of this process,
is the knowledge of the relationship of word and its meaning.” This
is not proper. This has been known before from the statement of
the forester viz. “goyal is similar to cow.” What does it mean? You
will say, that which possesses similarity with the cow, is known
by the name goyal. If it is so then, the relationship between word
and its meaning is fully decided and therefore, there is no need of
postulating another process of knowing called analogy.
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Text: 1227
37 FEATIRIT Hed; Wad, Ty Aeh ferd Je g 7 e | .
aR&BeRT?

atha samplavanyayena kalpyate; bhavatu, tathapi samjni vidyate

samjna tu na vidyate. kvopamanam parikalpyeta?

Translation: 1227

If you say, it is postulated on the basis of the maxim called
samplavanyaya, let it be so, still the meaning, or, referent is there,
but the word is not there and so where is the necessity of postulating
analogy?

[2. HemfcuRifdsRradeaRg FRRT: 1]

[2. samjnapratipattivisayakamatadvayasya nirasah.]

Text: 1228

U Gl - “TIIHAR] Aell TR ” Tagch, Helldlel AGLISTRY 3Fd—
feora: |

eke vadanti - “svayamuccarya samjna pratyeti.” tadayuktam, sam-

jnakale sadrsyajnanasya anavasthiteh.

Translation: 1228

Some scholars say, “after uttering by himself one comes to know the
name of the object.” This is not proper, because, at the time of the
word, the knowledge of similarity does not exist.

Text: 1229

3 g - “IIegURITUT el TR THmAf~<l | deghr| MR
faeaelar 7 Td — T AR S T 3T URg SudTiiaH|
anye tu - “buddhyupasthapita samjna pratyeti” evamamananti. tada-
yuktam. avidyamanasya visayarthata na labhyate - ‘na sattamatrena
janakatvena va’ ityadina prageva upapaditam.

Translation: 1229

Still others hold that, “one comes to know the name presented by
ones intellect.” That is also not correct, because, that which does not
exist cannot be the object of knowledge. We have already discussed
before “nor by mere existence, nor by the role of producing its
knowledge, can its existence be accepted.”
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Text: 1230
TeI&qddh ° SYHIGRIC | TS el FaeeafaR: I fasmHicareda-
SUHHT, doaredfiraTRed = 2 (e ) et gdnamafea)

pratyaksapurvakam ca upamanamudgiyate. tadabhave tatkatham
bhavedavyabhicarah yena vijnanotpadakatvena upamanata, tacca-
vyabhicaritvam na sakyam(kya)vijrianamiti purvamevaveditam.
Translation: 1230

Analogy is said to be preceded by perception and when perception
is itself not there, how will it not lead to lack of inconsistency,
because of which there will be production of knowledge and thereby
the need for postulating an analogy. The fact that such absence of
inconsistency cannot be known has already been discussed before.

0.13 IM9EYHIURY f*RRT: |

[abhavapramanasya nirasah.]

(Refutation of the Pramana called Absence)

Text: 1231

3R G STHTATR THIU] SAGHA- e TR e g (< RaY TR~ STHTa S|
CIfCehHRTTHERTS aT?

apare tu abhavakhyam pramanam sadupalambhakapramanapancaka-

vyavrttirupam vyaharanti abhavavisayam. tatkimavagatamanavaga-
tam va?

Translation: 1231

Other thinkers (the Bhatta Mimarsakas) talk of an independent
process of knowing called absence which is distinct from all the
processes of knowing which reveal positive entities in order to reveal
a negative entity. There one may ask, does it cause knowledge after
it is known, or, without being known?

Text: 1232
IS FaTeH;; T PRI — fob HIITGT, ARG dT, AGUT=Hb aT?

yadi avagatam, tatkenavagatam - kim meyavyavrtya, manavyavrtya

va, sadupalambhakena va?
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Translation: 1232

If you say, it is known, then, one would like to know, how is it
known? Is it known by excluding object of knowledge, or, is it known
excluding knowledge, or, is it known by that which reveals positive
entity?

Text: 1233

T} NIAgeT; dgfa: B Y HMIG; dal  SaRaRISRIcd
g |

tadyadi meyavyavrtya; tadgatih katham? atha manavyavrtya; tada
itaretarasrayatvam duruttaramapadyate.

Translation: 1233

If it is known by excluding object of knowledge, then, how can it
be called knowledge? And if you say it is known by excluding the
knowledge, then, it will result into mutual dependency which cannot
be answered satisfactorily.

Text: 1234

Y FHFAGA IAYRI; W FGARST - P FIUBT qafca? 7 4
Tepl ST ST ST afcl G bR TR STuehca-ecdTg,
S EIRINIRIETed -1 STUeT B2 ST ST

atha samanavyavrttya avadharyate; saiva jnatumarabdha - katham
jnapika bhavati? na ca eka jnapya anya jnapika bhavati sadupa-
lambhakapramanamatrapagamasya jnapakatvenestatvad anistha-
dosaprasangacca-sapi jnapika katham jnata ityadina.

Translation: 1234

If you say that, it is decided by excluding the common ones, then,
in fact that is what we have started to know, then, how can it
cause the knowledge? It is not the case that, one is known and
the other causes the knowledge. When no verifying knowledge of a
positive entity is desired to be the producer of knowledge and when
it does not lead to a contingency which is not desired and which
does not contribute to any defect, how that which is the producer
of knowledge be the object of knowledge?
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Text: 1235

372 FGUAPA MR, B dfe AR YAIUF, HATITEaTSY
RECING

atha sadupalambhakena avagamyate; hiyate tarhi abhavakhyam
pramanam, meyabhavavagame’pi tadeva’stu.

Translation: 1235

If you say, it is known by the verifying knowledge of existence of
positive entity, then, the process of knowing called absence should
be dropped and even in the case of knowing the absence of object
of knowledge, the same process of knowing the positive entity be
accepted.

Text: 1236
3 SFACHT  HIAMESTH  dRI; Jed Saeaed Qe faeTe
I QAU SYHUEhagdl SaadEaHegd: ||, 7 § wafd
JYEHEIY |

atha anavagatameva meyabhave nugamam karoti; yadyevam deva-

dattasya deSantare vinase jate devadattopalambhakapramanapanca-
kavyavrttau devadattabhavaniscayah syat, na tu bhavati prabhu-
5amanasyapi.

Translation: 1236

If you say that, even without being known, the process of knowing
called absence will cause the knowledge of absence of object, then,
when Devadatta has died at another place, then, there will be
determination of the absence of Devadatta only after the application
of the five processes of knowing Devadatta, such as perception etc.
Even that process of knowing which is like the monster cannot cause
such determination.

Text: 1237

31T IRGMARIORADeY Al T 9afd; dedreg Te-oRRIdTd, ag: |

atha wvastubhutanimittantaravaikalye sati na bhavati; tadevastu

tannantariyatvat tadgateh.
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Translation: 1237

If you say that, in the absence of another real factor, such
confirmation does not arise. Then, let that alone be accepted
because, without that, such knowledge is not possible.

Text: 1238

IR T TI&THIVRITEI Tfareaf= amiet: | Terged fvafufy-
ATIeI&0T: faSryurfaersIaereron ar|

abhavasya ca pratyaksapramanagrahyatam pratipadayanti naiya-
yikah. sambandhasca visayavisayibhavalaksanah wviSesanavisesya-
bhavalaksano va.

Translation: 1238

The Indian logicians explain that, absence can be known by
perception. The relation is accepted of the form of “container-
and-content”, or, of the nature of “qualifier-and-qualificand”.

0.14 TEIIRISHURIRRT: |

[sambhavaitihyapramanayornirasah.]
(Refutation of the Pramanas called Inclusion and Popular Belief)

Text: 1239
TG IFFAFS ORI fTTe ( ?) afT srafr wfomafiRg-
I

sambhavasya anumane ntaribhavasambandhaikanimittamardane(?)

sati arthantare pratipattiranumanam.

Translation: 1239

The process of knowing (as accepted by the Pauranikas) called
Sambhava is to be included in inference. It follows the process of
inference where knowledge of one leads to the knowledge of another.

Text: 1240

URTERT M Jadfa: | TR T U Featd, AAMRoRd AT
T

aitihyasya cagame antarbhavah. tasya ca pramanyam na sambha-
vati, nanumanantargatasya napt svatantrasya.
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Translation: 1240

The process of knowing (as accepted by the Pauranikas) called
Aitihya is included in $abdapramana. That cannot be a valid source
of knowledge. Neither as a constituent part of an inference nor
independently.

0.15 SHMIIIRY fPRRT: |

[$abdapramanyasya nirasah.]

(Refutation of the Validity of Verbal Testimony)

[9. aTaeE QreaHTHIT FlgddT Faiger T |

[1. vacakatvena Sabdapramanyam svikurvatam matasyodvalanam.]
Text: 1241

TP gefl - “dradhed] MeTeexg IO |” ToaraHidias, 2recareim(an:)

FEGIRRBI| 7 AERICIANT:, TIRTDRASI| A Tgeaficia:;
AR sTegieaee

eke vadanti - “vacakatvena gosabdasya pramanyam.” taccasamici-

nam, Sabdarthago(yoh) sambandhavyatirekat. na tavattadatmyala-
ksanah, tayorakarabhedat. napt tadutpattilaksanah; arthapayept
sabdodayadarsanat.

Translation: 1241

Some scholars hold the following view: -

“The word cow is dependable because, it expresses its meaning”.
But this is not proper, because, there is no relationship between
word and its meaning. Such relation cannot be of the nature
of identity because, the form of word and form of meaning are
different. Nor such a relation can be of the nature of cause and
effect, because, even if the meaning, or, referent is destroyed, there
is application of word to refer to that.

Text: 1242
Y AMR: gecreil: Trare:; SecTeRhMTM=Tg, G FRRT
FISTHAI | 7 I ATy reufuficprel sraver faect| Faneivear-

I (P Mo AFAISHI:, FAHAPRUGT qSITaNd| 7 o ITHRNTE—
AN QA Tear 8 ARG ? ) arae TfivgTal
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napt samayikah Sabdarthayoh sambandhah; sabdarthavyaktinamana-
ntyad abhinnaikanimittasya ca’sambhavat. na ca sanketitasabdasya
arthapratipattikale avasthanam vidyate. nacarthapratyayakah(ka)-
sabdasya sanketo’vagatah, samayakaranackale tadabhavat. na ca
svakaryasambandhamantarena purvasSabdasambandham  svasaru-
pyad(?) vacakam atiprasangat.

Translation: 1242

Nor can there be the relation between word and its meaning called
“conventional” because, there are endless number of words and
endless number of meanings and there is no single identical ground.
It is also not the case that the expressive word continues to exist
at the time of the knowledge of its meaning. It is also not the
case that convention, or, primary relationship of a word which
expresses a meaning is known, because, at the time of expressing
the relationship, it is not there. It is not the case that, without the
relationship with its own effect the relation with the earlier word
becomes expressive of the meaning on account of similarity because,
it will lead to unwanted consequences.

Text: 1243

Y = (F4T) Tfeh: QTeaTefar: ee: ; TQICIHIATd - Y& 1Y A |
napi sva(sva)bhavikah sabdarthayoh sambandhah; tadgatyabhavat na

pratyaksena napi anumanena.

Translation: 1243

It is also not true to say that, there is a natural relationship between
word and its meaning, because, its knowledge is not possible, either
by perception, or, by inference.

Text: 1244

3721 SreIfeTSTHI,; AU, Heaemfeyfde 3 srafafty:, Tramer
TR (TRAT 3T ) Ta: | T AT ARG, Prerdt sreifuf<i: | 9 = SrgATa:
SregTY: e afg: Ui 79 degaFERa | 9 9 e
ST (oo ) fFRIuer ShH=arITd|

atha arthapatya numiyate; sapyanupapanna, pratyaksadipurvika
hi arthapattih, pratyaksadyabhave tasyapya(tasya apya)bhavah.
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na sa anumanad bhidyate arthapattith. na ca anumanagrahyah
sabdarthayoh sambandho bhavadbhih pratipadyate. naca tadanu-
manamasti. na ca nityasambandhasya vijnanagamaka(Onajanaka)-
tvamihopapadyate uktanyayat.

Translation: 1244

If you say, it can be inferred by the process called presumption,
it will not be correct, because, a presumption is preceded by
perception and when perception is not there as reality, there will be
nothing called presumption. Moreover, what is called presumption
is not different from inference. Moreover, the relationship between
word and meaning is not accepted by you as something which can
be known by inference. There is no inference also to that effect.
It is also not possible to hold that there is eternal relationship
between word and meaning which can cause the knowledge of verbal
understanding on the same ground.

Text: 1245

TG I Al FEGHIRU UM ardehed A o | deardded 9 deqddh—
JTRITY gradhed F A |

evam ca sati sambandhamantarena padanam vacakatvam na yujyate.

tadavacakatve ca tatpurvakavakyasyapi vacakatvam na labhyate.

Translation: 1245

When such is the situation, without the relationship it is not proper
to say that, words expresses meanings and when words do not
express meanings, it is obvious that the sentence also cannot express
meaning, because, to express meaning a sentence has to be preceded
by expressive words.

Text: 1246
31T e T A7
atha katham na labhyate?

Translation: 1246
Objection:
How do you say that, words and sentences do not express any

meaning?
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Text: 1247

JRIgUeUeRRT-aqde & ad e Mad | deufig! sy
qraded - Fgeed | Ud Isaraded dedagT $ef UH0IH?
prasiddhapadapadarthasambandhapurvakam hi vakyam vacakatvena

guyate.tadaprasiddhau vakyasyapi vacakatvam na sangacchate. evam
ca vacakatve vedavakyanam katham pramanyam?

Translation: 1247

Reply:

A sentence is said to express its meaning if it is preceded by
the knowledge of relationship between word and meaning. When
that itself is not known, it cannot be held that sentence expresses
meaning. Thus, when sentence does not express meaning, how can

the sentences of the Vedas be taken as authoritative?

Text: 1248
31 IFAGUSURTIYIHANY e AradhedaIGIId; TaT HAYHIIUN dader=
fer Jereiufraf: w5, JIgEfaw dearea™i UTHvd Hef afd?

atha aprasiddhapadapadarthapurvakamapi vakyam vacakatvenod-

giyate; tada sarvapramatinam vedopalambhe sati vedarthaprati-
pattih syat. kinca, adrstavisaye vedavakyanam pramanyam katham
vetsi?

Translation: 1248

If you say that, even if the knowledge of relationship between
word and its meaning is not known, a sentence can be said to be
expressive of meaning, then, after all knowers acquire the knowledge
of the Veda there will be the knowledge of the meaning of the Veda.
Moreover, how are you going to know that Vedic sentences are
authoritative with regard to an object which is beyond the range of
sense organ?

Text: 1249

Jepeced i Aq; |, srfacaarRy F < (rRAEdRE & ) RRIRIG-
“TEMT: T, SMfecll g i ag:vRauiAIeed ot gut”
EIEEL



428 Jayarasibhatta’s

vedaikadesatvena iti cet; na, arthavadevavakyena na vya(artha-
vadavakyena vya)bhicarat - “gravanah plavante adityo vaisnava iti
catuhsastivarnanalodya prajapatih papau” ityading.

Translation: 1249

If you say, because they are part of the Veda, it will not be proper,
because, it will not be consistent with the narrative sentences such
as “the stones are floating, the Sun is Vaishnava, and therefore, the
Creator protected after having considered sixty-four letters.”

[2. 3TTHRRE e Tligear Fov fFRRT: 1]

[2. aptoktatvena Sabdam pramanikurvatam matasya nirasah./
Text: 1250

3 q SITHRAGH UTFIUIHLT=I | STHT: SAT&HAEHI: | (Rigth FHHTH
dfcenfadarea| “efuRINIsTd ara 9 §UIg, gcavararq”

anye tu aptoktatvena pramanyamusanti. aptah saksatkrtadhar-

manah. tairyaduktam samamaptam tatkilavisamvadakam. “ksina-
doso ’nrtam vakyam na bruyad hetvasambhavat.”

Translation: 1250

Other philosophers think that, a sentence is authoritative when it
is uttered by a reliable person. Reliable persons are those who have
realized the reality. Whatever they have said does not betray the
fact “a person who has no defect should not tell a lie because there
is no reason to do that.”

Text: 1251

Todegh, STHRT AIIISICILIHAT TERITIRIT SFTET: | FIoRTEdeD o
A A fa=rd I STy |

tadetadayuktam, aptasya atyanta’pratyeksataya tadayattataya
anadhigateh. wvitaragajnapakam ca anumanam na vidyate tasya
apramanatvat.

Translation: 1251

All this is not proper, because, that is absolutely not visible and so a
reliable person cannot grasp the range of that. There is no inference
to reveal that the person is devoid of attachment etc. because, an
inference is not a valid source of knowledge.
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Text: 1252

NI a1 AMHRhedd; UHUY fHaRIaq? fh aammur armea(s), faem-
Sefehca aT?

bhavatu va aptoktatvam; pramanye kimayatam? kim sattamatrena
pramanya(m), vijnanajanakatvena va?

Translation: 1252

Or, if you so wish, let the Vedic sentences be accepted as uttered
by reliable person. But what is obtained when they are treated
as authoritative? Are those Vedic sentences authoritative by their
mere existence, or, through generating knowledge?

Text: 1253

IS TR, TG, STPREGI THIITI

yadi sattamatrena; tadayuktam,; akarakasya pramanyayogat.
Translation: 1253

If you say, by mere existence, it will not be proper. If something

is not involved in function i.e. if it is not an instrumental case, it
cannot be said to be the process of knowing.

Text: 125/

3121 SIS UTHIOT; Afcar] TheRd, STEBTRGRUNTARTRY aT?
atha vignanajanakatvena pramanyam; tatkim ekalasya, sahakari-
karanopacaritasya va?

Translation: 1254

If you say, they are authoritative through generating knowledge,
then, we would like to know whether they themselves alone, or,
through association of auxiliary cause, they are authoritative.

Text: 1255
eI Ueher; Jegeh; FaIHTRIUEI, SHRINIeRI=qaTed |

tadyadi ekalasya,; tadayuktam,; svayamanabhyupagamat, kramayau-

gapadyasambhavacca.

Translation: 1255

If you say, they themselves, then, it will not be proper, because, you
yourself have not accepted such a position and also because nothing
like sequence, or, simultaneity will be possible.
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Text: 1256

372 AEPIRGD (T)IONUARTT SF; TS &l FSDINDRU GEARINT,
TEgRNEA I S AT MaRhed At | F0T Sfadhr e e
qIUMGS G851 UGwh] AIeaRART — FAadHraaidlsd AUEd: SfT; ST
g ST MR FfRH Face R hareradad  Hfcerd | e
UARUIGEAT "ICJqu'iGillgrhqﬂ-Gkﬂ%l‘-Gl"blﬁl HIUIddh SCdh d—IC{QI(‘Iq?‘-IIrjﬂlbI"I

gferod SRHadmraeTa-a YA, TUT ISITFIMMIY SaaTIeRGHIIeH

fmiaTerfaaieNcaTedheauuerd | ToIT, Jareaerdridd (T )T :aNTieaT a1
e

atha sahakarika(ka)ranopacaritena janyate; yadyevam tada saha-

karikaranam  dustamapyabhyeti,  tadanurodhena  viparitamapi
jnanam janayati aptoktatve satyapi. yatha abhinavakambala-
sambandhinam manavakam drstva pravakta vakyamuccarayati -
navakambalako’yam manavakah iti; $rota tu adharmamanahkso-
bhadina nimittena navatvasamkhyayuktakambalasambandhinam
pratipadyate. tatha prataranabuddhya navatvasamkhyayuktakamba-
lasambandhy  manavaka ityukte avadatakarmanurodhena prati-
patta abhinavakambalasambandhinam pratyeti, tatha vedavakyana-
mapt avadatetarakarmanuvedhena viparitarthavabodhotpadakatva-
mupapadyate. tatha, bhutopaghatacetovika(ka)ramanahksobhadina
va nimittena.

Translation: 1256

If you say, authoritativeness is produced in association with the
auxiliary cause, then, it is possible that the auxiliary cause is faulty
and accordingly a Vedic sentence may generate false cognition also
in spite of the fact that it is uttered by a reliable person. As after
seeing a boy associated with a new blanket, the speaker says “this
boy has new blanket” but the listener of that sentence understands
that the boy has got association with nine blankets because of the
ground such as lack of righteousness and disturbance of mind etc.
Similarly, when someone utters that this boy is associated with
nine blankets, in order to abuse him the listener of the sentence
understands the same boy having association with new blanket, in
accordance with the good work performed by that boy (the word
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‘nava’ in Sanskrit can be understood in two senses, (1) nine and (2)
new). In the same way, it is possible to demonstrate that the Vedic
sentences also can generate false cognition in accordance with works
other than good deeds. Similarly, such situation can arise because
of some other ground such as change in the mental state due to
physical factor, hesitation of mind and the like.

[3. STdRNICIT Je MU WA ARy GaT: ||

[8.  apauruseyatvena wvedasya pramanyam svikurvatam matasya

vyudasah.|
Text: 1257
U g PARHIGART defd - dSRT HHI0EH-T - AU RN cd |

7oy 7 Iiefaiaear fmiaquueaft, 9 9 Jefagasarst&l
TSl %SRRI [T, ST dSIERISTTH TR
ST IR Faft | I {2 femgraagat: aea(q) ™ smerafist) duHa™

HATTHIHIAGRI < | AGTHA -
<97 |fT 7 eciifer Grosdy oo |
ﬁ@WWQ@HWTH (TERIGIE:, PINGDT 1CRY)

AICATSIIT gfeg: W07 QrSafore: |
BRI forgTRRRTegfEad || (9eidmar 3, R.9a.9¢ %)

T AN [ Afwer], bR S TaRUTIaSTaHEn. |
TIE U QARIGTAETEI AN | I QARG STedd aq f¥ea, Jer
TR TS, B o STET TAT SRBUS ECHIISTH RTINS,
TS YTed e, aTefdaem|

anye tu kumatimatanusarino vadanti - vedasya pramanyamanya-

tha-apauruseyatvena. purusa hi ragadiviparitacetaso viparitamupa-
padayanti, na ca vedavidhatrsambhavo’sti. taduktamnityo vedah
asmaryamanakartr[kaftvat vyomadivat. vedavedhaso’pagame tada-
yatta dosa vyapagata bhavanti. te hi vidhatrsattanuvartinah tadava-
(pa)game kathamavatistheran. tesamapaye kathamapramanamasa-
nkyate vedah. yaduktam-

dosah santi na santiti pauruseyesu yujyate,

vede karturabhavattu dosasankaiva nasti nah.

(Tattvasam.ka.2895)
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codanajanita buddhih pramanam dosavarjitaih,
karanairjanyamanatvat lingaptoktaksabuddhivat.

(Slokava.su.2.5l0.184)

naca codanajanitam vijnanam sandigdham, kimsvit ityanenakarena-
nupajayamanatvat. nacedam bhrantam desantaradavabadhyamana-
tvat. yat deSantaradauw badhyate tat mithya, yatha maricinicaye
ambujnanam, kalantare ca badha yatha araktapate hataka-
vijnanamityevamadi, nacedam bhrantam tatha, tasmadavitatham.

Translation: 1257

Other philosophers who are the followers of those who are not that
intelligent say “Veda is authoritative because, it is not composed
by any human being. Human beings are indeed affected by adverse
states of mind such as attachment etc. and hence they narrate some
thing contrary to facts. They also say that, there is no possibility of
anybody creating the Veda. They extend the following inference in
support of that: Veda is eternal. Because, no one remembers author
of it. Like entities such as sky etc. If we say that, there is no creator
of the Vedas, all the defects of the Creator will be removed from
the Vedas, because, the defects of the Creator are transferred to the
sentences and when the Creator is removed how can the defects be
there? And when there are no defects how can they say that the
Vedas are un-authoritative?

It is also supported by the following statement. It may be proper
to think that, there are defects and there are no defects in the
context of sentences uttered by human beings. Since there is no
creator of the Vedas, there is no possibility of doubting any defect
in the Vedas. This is what our position is. “The knowledge which
is generated by a Vedic injunction is authoritative. Because, it
is produced by the factors which are free from defects. Like the
knowledge of the ground, knowledge of the sentence uttered by a
reliable person and perceptual knowledge. It is not the case that,
the knowledge produced by Vedic injunction is doubtful because, it
is not produced by any non-cause such as “something”.



Tattvopaplavasimha 433

Nor it is erroneous because, it is not going to be falsified in another
place. That which is falsified in another place is false, for example,
the knowledge of water in mirage. There can be contradiction in
another time for example, after seeing a red cloth when there arises
the knowledge of gold (i.e. when one has seen several times gold
wrapped in a red cloth sometimes when he sees something wrapped
in a red cloth he concludes that there is gold, but it may the case
that something else other than gold was wrapped in the red cloth
and hence it resulted in a erroneous cognition). This knowledge
arising from the Vedic sentence is not erroneous like that, therefore,
it is not false.”

Text: 1258

TR — el 95 SR ; Tegh, PURMIIRTRADI I iheard | i
fg ot 9 TRI 31 9 3|

yattavaduktam- ‘nityo vedah kartrasmaranat’; tadayuktam, kuparama-

dibhiranatkantikatvat. tesam hi kartta na smaryate atha ca anityatvam.

Translation: 1258

You said, “Veda is eternal because, its author is not remembered”.
This is not correct, because this ground is not consistent, since one
may also say that a particular well, or, a particular garden is also
eternal because their creators are not remembered. This will happen
when their creators are not remembered. But as a matter of fact,
they are not eternal.

Text: 1259

3 QAPTCAITPET T BGRERUH; Td e srfaeriyfecisef faerfiremedr
BeaeeR A |

atha deSakalocchedat tatra karturasmaranam,; evam tarhi avise-
sabhihite’rthe visesamicchato hetvantaram nama nigrahasthanam.
Translation: 1259

If you say that, the same space and time are not there and therefore,
the authors are not remembered, then, this argument will lead you
to a point of defeat known as “another ground” when someone uses
a general ground with an intention to refer to a specific ground.
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Text: 1260
@ Ay fawuiue gar: Ruerr 9 FARRG oRid, Fen
AP IATUNITE ST T I SRR |

athava satyapi visesanopadane hetoh vipaksagamanam na niva-
rayitum paryate, yatha krtakatvavisesanopadane’pi na prameya-
tvasya vyavrttirast.

Translation: 1260

Or, even if specific qualifier is added, still no one can stop occurrence
of the ground in a locus which is not the subject of the inference
i.e. the locus were the existence of the absence of probandum is
confirmed. For example, even if the qualification “the state of being
produced” is added no one can exclude the state of being object of
a true cognition being there.

Text: 1261

311 Pfehed; dad TS SIcEN| 7 Sh gl T ATGRRIA,
CIRNEREIR]

atha krtakatvam; tadeva gamakam wvyavrttatvat. na hyekasya

vyavrttau anyasya vyavrttirasts atiprasangat.

Translation: 1261

If you say, it is the state of being produced, then, that itself is the
ground which is excluded from all the rest. It is not the case that,
when one is excluded, other gets also excluded, because, it will lead
to over-application of the statement.

Text: 1262
frer, Sreafaog gar:(dt) & fadvomurem afsusia ar?

kirica, sadhyaviruddhe hetoh(tau) kim visesanopadanam tadviparite

va?

Translation: 1262

Moreover, what qualification can be added to a ground which
establishes just opposite of what is intended to be established, or,
do you want to say that, the qualification is to be added what is
opposite of it.
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Text: 1263

TR forog; derseld faamonure|

tadyadi viruddhe; tada narthakam visesanopadanam.

Translation: 1263

If it is in the ground which establishes what is opposite of what is to
be established, then, the adding of the qualification is meaningless.
Text: 1264

37 SfIegRiaHa — Afz AN fvgwaTadT, e, T -
fAuNuTRMSy T e e gRIA™T: | T S (T ) ArewaTdTEa -
fQruNaTeMsf SR (0 ) =1 fqueng emgfoRf&|

atha aviruddhepyevameva - nahi visesanena wviruddhasvabhavata,

vyavartate, yatha krtakatvavisesanopadane’pi na caksusatvasya
Sabde krttilabhah. tatha desaku(ka)locchedabhavavisesanopadane’pi
asmaryamanakartr(ka)tvasya na vipaksad vyavrttirasti.
Translation: 1264

Again, if it is added to that which is not contradictory, the same
will be the consequence, because, just by adding a qualification the
nature of being contradictory cannot be removed. For example, even
if we add the qualification “the state of being produced” the state of
being perceived by eyes cannot occur in sound. Similarly, even if you
say we add a qualification viz. “absence of destruction of space and
time, the state of not remembering the creator cannot be excluded
from the locus where the existence of absence of probandum is

confirmed.

Text: 1265

IS BG: TFERIT TG AR BHIVIGT: | TAT FHfchepl 3T I8¢ ahR]
Jaf=< — 'SR JT: yuflar:' i

asiddhopyayam hetuh yasmatsmaranti eva kartaram kanadah. tatha

laukika api bahulam vaktaro bhavanti - ‘brahmana vedah pranitah’
1ti.

Translation: 1265

This ground is also not an established ground, because, the followers
of the school of Kanada do remember the creator of the Veda.



436 Jayarasibhatta’s

Similarly, we also find many ordinary people saying that the Vedas
are created by the Brahman.

Text: 1266

AT 7 e eRugRiRE g faafear, Smeifed, siouagoy-
RORRER:?

api ca kimaSesajanasmarananivrttiriha hetutvena vivaksita, ahosuvit
katipayapurusasmaranavinivrttih?

Translation: 1266

Moreover, do you want to say that, your ground is destruction of
remembrance of all people, or, the destruction of remembrance of a
few people?

Text: 1267

qEfe Ao RufdgR:; darsfigl, FaaRRIgAFIcded R HRT-
fafs: | SraeRY a7 T U wdeT: F: SEFAMAGT 7 ag: |

tadyadi sakalajanasmaranavinivrttih; tada’siddha, avadharayitu-
masakyatvacca arvagbhagavidbhih. avadharane va ta eva sarvajnah
syuh arvagbhagavido na bhaveyuh.

Translation: 1267

If you say that, destruction of remembrance of all people is a ground,
then, such a ground is not established, because, it can never be
known by those who know the later part and if you say that, it can
be known, then, they will become all-knowing and not those who
know the earlier part.

Text: 1268

37T HIIGIYDNUET; TeMbI=id! 3q:, fIermdbgersay odf 7 Fid
Hfeuq|

atha katipayapurusapeksaya;, tadanaikantiko hetuh, vidyamana-
kartrkesvapi karta na smaryate kaiscit.

Translation: 1268

If you say that, in comparison to some people it can be known, then,
such a ground will suffer from the defect of inconsistency because,
sometimes even if there is creator, the creator is not remembered.
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Text: 1269

3T, BIOH: JoN A — STATIUER] — GOYREERIHIUb] de:
frommfomeRg QTS fAvgcard) 7 T Yoy JexITSHHIE, 31fd
J YOG NICITEIcd | 31 | Uq 31I7: - JOuedIR: |

anyacca, katipayaih purusairna smaryate - arthadapadyate - purusa-

ntarasmaryamanakartrko vedah visesapratisedhasya sesabhyanujna
visayatvat. na ca purusajanyatvena vedasya’pramanyam, api tu
purusadosotpadyatvena. atah sa eva apaneyah na purusavyaparah.
Translation: 1269

Not only that, if you say, some people do not remember the creators
of the Veda, it implies that the Veda is created by some other people.
This is in tune with the maxim that when a particular is negated
the remaining members become known. It is not the case that, Veda
is not authoritative because, it is produced by a human being, but
it is so because, it is produced by the defects in the human being
and therefore, that defect is to be excluded and not the function of
creation by human being.

Text: 1270
31T YOS QIVTfERUT qooi-cd QISoIcaHeIeIgadd g od;

atha purusasya dosadhikaranatve tajjanyatve dosajanyatvamapya-

sankyata iti cet;

Translation: 1270

Clarification:

Well, if a human being is accepted as locus of defects and if such a
human being is accepted as producer of Veda, then, obviously one
can doubt that the Veda is produced by the defects of a human being.

Text: 1271

RECE RO I SIS N BCA I RS SRIERIEIE G e SRR IN GG
ST FaF TEIERET(9an): | T T SRR e dqTea -
qUrNIEAfE:, I SRFRMIUdhEuerd — By ferem T
JeHRIEHITET STCHT JUgI — ‘e a1 faerar il

namapramanyam samasankyata iti sarvatra pramanyanasva(sva)-
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sah syat. na ca asmaryamanakartrkatvena vedasabdanamapauruse-
yatvasamsiddhih, anyathapyasmaryamanakarttrkatvamupapadyate -
kenapi vidagdhamatina vedasandohamutpadya atma apahnuyate -
‘naham vedanam vidhata’ iti.

Translation: 1271

Reply:

If it is so, then, since the sense organs also are locus of defects the
knowledges produced by them should also be undependable. When
such a doubt is possible, it implies that there is no authoritativeness,
or, dependability in anything. No one can establish that, the words
of the Veda are not uttered by an agent. Simply because, such
agent is not remembered, because, the fact that the agent is not
remembered can be explained in some other way also. Suppose,
some person having great genius has indeed composed the Veda but
he can conceal his own agency by saying that “I have not created
the Vedas”.

Text: 1272

Jag a7 JUTeNAT IS ; W0 fherTer?

bhavatu va apauruseyo vedah; pramanye kimayatam?
Translation: 1272

Or, if you so wish, let the Veda be authorless. How to establish its
authoritativeness?

Text: 1273

e GNANGT TeIAG ATt S, deeare aerangfd-
RERCRREIEILIRER LI

atha purusavyavrttya taddosavyavrttinibandhanam pramanyam;
tadvyavrttya tadgunavyavrttinibandhanamapramanyam kinnesyate?
Translation: 1273

If you say that, by excluding an author, there will be exclusion of
defects existing in that author and on the basis of that there will an
authoritativeness in the Veda, then, by excluding the author there
will be exclusion of his qualities and on the basis of that why don’t
you welcome in-authoritativeness of the Vedas?
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Text: 1274

31 GIWIAURNEITgT! RFTUIdes UFmafsId;  gosueNeTgTr
P Rhet

atha purusagatagunadosavyavrttau nisargagunanuvedhena pramanya-
misyate; purusagunadosavyavrttau nisargadosanuvedhenapramanyam,
kinna giyate?

Translation: 127/

If you say that, by excluding good qualities and defects of the author
on the basis of the natural qualities, the authoritativeness of the
Veda is desired, then, by excluding the virtues and defects of the
author on the basis of the natural defects, why don’t you say that
the Vedas are not authoritative?

Text: 1275

AT T T URYIE FIY MG I, AT dasfy
BICIIRE

api ca yatha apauruseyatve satyapi ragadidosasambandhita upala-
bhyate, tatha vede’pi bhavisyati.

Translation: 1275

Moreover, in spite of the fact that, some thing is without an author,
one can find relationship with defects such as attachment. In the
same way this will happen with regard to the Veda also.

Text: 1276

forel, STUNONIAT BRI Gct:, SRR PATHRRT | TAT & -
ot drvey fawiar afoufmRiedaRsafy qasa e
FYBH  EATHINGRUTIISS  faiarfes-egeduuerd 7 e
THTUTSI o : |

kinca, apauruseyatvena karttrdosapagamah krtah, $rotrdosastu
kenapaniyante. tatha hi - arthapratipattau tanapeksya viparitam
pratipattimabhinirvartayisyati. tataSca nityanamapi karttrkarma-
padyate na vakyanam pramanapratilambhah.

Translation: 1276

Moreover, by removing the authorship of the Veda you could remove
the defects of the author. But how are you going to remove the
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defects of the listener to explain while the understanding of the
Veda, a listener will acquire the knowledge of its opposite meaning
on the basis of its own defects. Thus, even the eternal actions and
agents will become the cause of erroneous knowledge on the basis of
defective auxiliary cause and thereby the Vedic sentences will not
get authoritativeness.

Text: 1277

TSGR, - SUTRRISTAETEI AT, JHT07 FieArsien gfg:' — Jagadd,
RNEIRINERRCNRECEL USR]

yadapyuktam - ‘desantaradavabadhyamanatvat pramanam codanaja-

nita buddhih’ - tadayuktam, smrterbadharahitatve’pi apramanatvat.
Translation: 1277

You said, “The knowledge generated by Vedic injunction is
authoritative because, they are not contradicted in another place.”
This is not proper, because, a remembrance is never authoritative
even if it is not contradicted.

Text: 1278

o, qreneeed fAiafdsufdesad, dea Acded - & aieAmia-
TR emeiad I AGUIEHBRUDR 3T Afaard |

kimca, badhasabdena viparitavijnanamapadisyate, tacca notpa-

dyate - kim codanajanitavijnanasya yatharthatvena uta tadutpa-
dakakaranavaikalyena iti sandihyate.

Translation: 1278

Moreover, do you want to say that, by the word the contradiction
what is understood is an erroneous cognition? That does not arise,
is it because the knowledge produced by a Vedic injunction is true,
or, because there are defects in the cause which generate that? Such
a doubt is created.

Text: 1279

MY =, ARSI € — STeRpfAsTHIR: YaH| YA
PIAIBAIT SUSTRIC —FI ISR FafFARIcae™= qafied eagd=d—
YA, 3T J DROABITT FIT | TAqGdT FHI0 ISt

e
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api ca, badharahitatve’pyapramanyam drstam - badhakavijnanot-
patteh purvam. badhapyupajayamana kalavikalpena upajayate-
kvacidardhamasena kvacinmasavyavadhanena kvacicca abdadvaya-
trayavyavadhanena, anyatra tu karakavatkalyannaiva sampatsyate.
nacaitavata pramanam codanajonita buddhih.

Translation: 1279

Moreover, it is our experience that, something is not authoritative
even if it is not contradictory before the arising of the contradicting
knowledge. Even contradiction is seen to arise with variation in
time, sometimes, in half a month, in some case after a gap of a
month, in some other case after a gap of two, or, three years, in still
some other cases it does not arise at all because of lack of necessary
factors. Therefore, on the basis of simply this, that the knowledge
that arises from Vedic injunction is authoritative.

Text: 1280

e, TR fhH - TNYDNTUET, SHITIIYBNTUERIT a7
kinca, badharahitatvamapi kim-asesapurusapeksaya, katipayapuru-

sapeksaya va?

Translation: 1280

Moreover, is the lack of contradiction in comparison to all human
beings, or, in comparison to only a few?

Text: 1281

TJERINGONTUERIT; TS - I, WRITRIg<i=T GReaicdTd]
yadyaSesapurusapeksaya; tadavagantum na Sakyate, paracitta-

vrttinam duranvayatvat.

Translation: 1281

If you say, it is in comparison to all human beings, then, it can
never be known, because, it is difficult to relate the functions of
everybody’s mind, or, intellect.

Text: 1282

MY HIIIIYOIUET TERREAT; TIISDIID! B — TAT IRIAIGD
SAledhgfE: TR SR IS TTRT T3d SLMEamu, T a1
e faeTgea=H | e ad T Jag?
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atha katipayapurusapeksaya badharahitatvam; tada naikantiko hetuh
- yatha asatyodake jatodakabuddhih tasmaddesat desantaram yada
prayati tatraiva dasardhatamupayati, naca tasya badhakam vijnana-
mutpannam. kimetavata tat pramanam bhavatu?

Translation: 1282

If you say, contradiction is with reference to a few, then, the ground
becomes inconsistent. For instance, when one acquires knowledge
of water where there is no water, and when he goes to another
place from that place, and suppose he dies there, no contradictory
knowledge arose in him. Is it enough to claim that knowledge is a
true knowledge?

Text: 1283

31efaT AT AR Y™ g Yracd, AeATSI TS el -

- faN

"leTICCHCII‘{')LII?jWS‘{'I“HQICU N CRCIRCIGRICCRS] E\{Cbt”eal, [ CII"lIrs\bealllra(ﬂlqil
athava codanajanitavijnanasya mnirvisayatvameva bhrantatvam,

codanajanitavijnanasamanakalinakarttavyataruparthasya’sambhavat.
sambhave va codanavacaso vaikalyam, vitanakriyavilopah.

Translation: 1283

Or, let us say the knowledge generated by a Vedic injunction has
no content and that itself is, its becoming false because, it is not
possible to show something worth doing at the time when the
knowledge is caused by the Vedic injunction and if you say it is
possible, then, the Vedic injunction will become defective and the
spreading Vedic ritual activities will disappear.

Text: 1284

3 T et dxieaaredlsed:; ®f ey faeme | fear? argern
FAUGHAIRI AT T |

atha na vidyate kartavyatarupo’rthah; katham codanavacanodbhu-
tam vignanam na mithya? anyatha kesondukasamuvido mithyatvam
na bhavet.

Translation: 1284

If you say, there is nothing which is understood as to be performed
(from the Vedic injunction) then, how is it that the knowledge
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arising from the Vedic injunction is not false? If it is not false, then,
the knowledge of thread-like things appearing in the knowledge for
a person who comes into the shade from the sun cannot be false?

Text: 1285

a1er aw[: | it seree ferea; afeEt aeang)|

atha tasyafh] pratiyamanartha’sambhavena mithyatvam; tadihapi
tadevastu.

Translation: 1285

If you say, since there is impossibility of the content in that
knowledge, that knowledge is false. The same logic is applicable
in the present case also.

Text: 1286
Y ARG O qgEl WAkl o I geEd| T g
FANTGHIASTI FEIIST TGS |

yatharthatvam. na tu keSondukavijnanasya kadacidapi sadbhavo’sti.

Translation: 1286

Clarification:

Well, since the object of the knowledge arising from a Vedic
injunction emerges again and therefore, that knowledge is
considered to be true. But in the case of knowledge of thread-like
things appearing in the knowledge for a person who comes into the
shade from the sun, never that content of that knowledge is found
to exist (therefore, the knowledge arising from the Vedic injunction
is found to be true.)

Text: 1287

AlsT fwveoe R YIaf quvdt| aieeRyg yedTgds afgsHgaat,
TR PTel SR SRHdcard, [IsTHdTel T 3R (X1 )= arq|
so’yam visabhaksanena param pratyayayati tapasvi. codanarthasya

mitatvat, vijnanakale ca arthasya(sya)sambhavat.
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Translation: 1287

Reply:

It is something like a saint causing the experience to another person
(the effect of poison) by consuming poison. If the object of the
knowledge arising from the Vedic sentence occurs later, it is of no
use to that knowledge, because, when that object will come into
being at the time that knowledge will no longer be there and when
there is knowledge, there is no possibility of its object being there.

Text: 1288

37T, NG YT ST SRIRMMINR Ufiueded I ag-gR-
HROUFI AT FACHRIISI 891 §: gy Iucen dad-
AU s’ Al 9 9 FEdcaaeIdpHI:  ATEIRATE AT —
FHTYRUF, AT, I SUSIRY AThed 91T | T TG IR e
e UTHT0 7 o |

athava, iyameva badha yaduta asambhavyamanarthasya pratipa-

dakatvam yatha tantu-turi-kara- kopanipate sati vastradikaryamupa-
jayamanam drstam. punah patarthine upadeSo diyate - ‘tantunamu-
padanam kurusva’ iti. na tvevam saptatantvavadatakarmanoh
sadhyasadhanasambandhavadharanam, napurvam, yenatra upade-
sasya saphalyam bhavati. evam tavaduktena nyayena Sabdanam
vacakatvena pramanyam na yujyate.

Translation: 1288

Or, this may be the meaning of contradiction that explanation of
that thing which is not going to come. For example, when there
are factors like threads, weaver’s shaft, and other factors, one finds
that the effect viz. the cloth comes into being. Thereafter, again
when some one is in need of cloth, he says go and fetch threads. It
is not the case that the relation of cause-and-effect is determined
between seven threads and the action of their fetching. Neither there
is something called apurva by which one can say that the instruction
has become fruitful. In this way, as per the above mentioned logic it
is not proper to hold that, words are dependable since they express
their meanings.
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[ 3. faemygecd QreaumMIod g HoR TUSH| |

[4. wivaksasucakatvena Sabdapramanyam svikurvatam matasya
khandanam.]

Text: 1289

31e] fgeRgEecd folg™ e UTToeH | a5 “faaeronar f2 erean: ama

R S|

atha wvivaksasucakatvena lingabhutasya pramanyam. taduktam-

“vivaksaprabhava hi sabdah tameva samsucayeyuh” iti.

Translation: 1289

Clarification:

WEell, a sentence becomes authoritative because they become the
ground to indicate the intention of the speaker. “As it has been
said words emerge out of intention of the speaker and therefore,
they point towards those intended meanings.”

Text: 1290
o, T egwherdTdl AR AN A T TRIT Jufias

tadetadayuktam, yatha hetuphalabhavo nasti saugate mate tatha

prageva prapancitam.

Translation: 1290

Reply:

This is not proper. That it has no cause-and-effect relationship
according to the Buddhist philosophy, has already been explained
before.

[4. ArgueTeeiTfidf auibdt JaraRonT Ao fFRRT: 1]

[5. sadhupadadarthapratipattim varnayatam vaiyakarananam matasya
nirasah.|

Text: 1291

3 g Argueusseuiiuf auiaf<i| dged 9 FAeuRifice | A\ 9
AT, e MReaTeueH|

anye tu sadhupadasabdadarthapratipattim varnayanti. sadhutvam
ca laksanayogitvena. laksanam ca sutranyeva, laksyam gaurityadi-
padam.
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Translation: 1291

Other philosophers say that, an understanding of the meaning
arises from a sentence containing grammatically correct words.
Grammaticality is to be tested in terms of the rules of grammar.
The word laksana stands for grammatical rules and laksya refers to
the word cow etc.

Text: 1292

a1er fonfire AT Jereoe IRARNIRTH JAGS dedd? & Tamrear Jur:,
FUIRITSAfR a7 US ThIcHUT?

atha kimidam nama yallaksanena paramarsigaditena sutrakalapena
laksyate? kim gakaradayo varnah, varnebhyo rthantaram va padam
sphotarupam?

Translation: 1292

Objection:

Well, what is that which is described by a set of rules uttered by
the great sage? Is it the case that the phonemes such as ‘g’ etc.
are described, or, something different from the phonemes viz. word
called sphota is described?

Text: 1293

SEI Zl'UFf:; J o e g

tadyadi varnah; te kim nityah santah

Translation: 1293

Reply: If you say, phonemes are described, are they called a word
since they are permanent, or, since they are produced?

Text: 129

UeRASTT WA, S SUSHGHDT: ? qefe Hegn: pewer: qwdl qur: g
qafw; o b gwean:, T ar?

padasamjna bhavanti, uta upajananadharmakah? tadyadi nityah

kutasthah santo varnah padasamjna bhavanti; tatra kim vyastah,
samudita va?

Translation: 1294

If you say that, they are permanent, the phonemes become words,
I would like to know, whether individually they are called so, or,
collectively?
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Text: 1295

Jafe SdT:; FEIIT W 9SSl Jaf—d, del TauiHa dhaed Mseufae
fopaal, MR a7 sriufueH fhad| daed JafuRauiicaRuHeIRE) T
AHABH, u1 farca=aT 31fe, 1fY g aufaerad faarge |

tadyadi vyastah; sanatana ete padasamjna bhavanti, tada gavarne-

naiva kevalena go’rthapratipadanam kriyate, okarena va artha-
pratipadanam kriyate. tatasca purvaparavarnoccarananarthakyam.
na catraikasmin varne vibhaktyantata asti, api tu varnakadambake
vibhaktyutpadabhyupagamat.

Translation: 1295

If you say, collectively, then, the question arises whether being
permanent they become word, or, whether by mere the phoneme ‘g’
the meaning of cow is conveyed, or, by the phoneme ‘0’ the meaning
is conveyed? If it is so, then, the utterance of the phonemes before
and after becomes purposeless. It is also not the case that individual
phonemes end in case terminations because case suffixes are added
only after the group of phonemes i.e. a word.

Text: 1296

37e] T USHel | JeY(3)TH - “Tg1 FeTeesaredead, 7 gl
FHTIAETIAMSIR, 3T § TORIGRAASHRY FEIqE: T |”
TJegHH, Uil AT fderd | guit & sauifq quricraan @meid quriRg
P a2 fdh quifpRadT fguricradr ar?

atha samuditanam padasamjna. tadayu(du)ktam- “bahunam sargha-

tasabdavacyatvam, na  hyekasmin  samghatasabdaprayogo’sti,
api  tu gakaraukaravisarjaniyesu samudayasabdah prayujyate.”
tadayuktam, wvarnanam nanata vidyate. wvarno hi  avarnat
varnatmataya vyavarttate varnantarattu katham vyavarttate?
kim varnakarataya avarnatmataya va?

Translation: 1296

If you say that, the collection of phonemes will be called a word, that
will also not be proper, because, when there are many phonemes it
should be called mere a collection of phonemes. The word collection
is not used with reference to one. But the word collection can be
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used only to collection of phonemes in the sequence of 'g + o +
visarga’ It is also not proper. The plurality of the phonemes exists.
One phoneme can be distinguished from something which is not a
phoneme, but how it can be distinguished from other phoneme? Is
it going to be distinguished in the form of a phoneme, or, in the
form of something which is not a phoneme?

Text: 1297

eI quIipRadT STa<hd; ARSI JURAUAT 7 HTAIT FRARGRE|
tadyadi varnakarataya vyavarttate; tada’nyesam varnarupata na
prapnoti niratiraderiva.

Translation: 1297

If you say, it is distinguished in the form of a phoneme it will mean
that other phonemes are not phonemes. Like water and bank of the
river.

Text: 1298

31T JYqUIfcHTRIT eTa<icl; dar(s)duicadr amada ShFTHa dagdd Ua
qUITCHT STIfT FTT: | TR MsefaTaded 9 Joad JY faareaguuT: |

atha avarnatmataya vyavarttate; tada(’)varnatmata vyavartate

uktanamiva tatascaika eva varnatma jagati sanjatah. tasya go’rtha-
vacakatvam na yujyate sup vibhaktyanupapatteh.

Translation: 1298

If you say that, they are distinguished as something other than
phoneme, then, what has been distinguished is the state of not
being a phoneme as stated above. Thereby, one will have to accept
that there is only one phoneme in this world. But that cannot be
accepted as expressive of the meaning cow, because after that no
case suffix can be added.

Text: 1299

Y quiHl Fregcauce THIHERRT, Ud U EY™EoguiareTd
TeAaTH T TqURT AMTcaeres: THRIST Heam 7 THR(I) |

napt varnanam nityatvapratyayakam pramanamasti, evam pratya-
ksadinamapramanyapratipadanat. tiwramandatmataya gavarnasya
nanatvopalabdheh gakaro’pi bhedavan na gakare(rai)katvam.
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Translation: 1299

Moreover, there is no proof which can cause the knowledge of
eternity of phonemes. It has already been explained that proofs like
perception etc. are all not dependable. Moreover, we experience
sometimes the ‘g’ sound as sharp and sometimes as soft and
therefore one will have to posit many ‘g’ sounds and therefore, it is
not true that the phoneme ‘g’ is only one.

Text: 1300
31 THHALT TaIageecd <: | 7 TIUR HISFRT; degwhd, Tavl Ta
T ST 9 ST Tavigfedf

atha vyanjakavasSena tiwramandadibuddherutpattih. na gavarnasya
bhedosti; tadayuktam, gavarna eva pratiyate tivramandadyatmataya
na vyanjekani gavarnabuddhirva.

Translation: 1300

If you say, the perception of softness, sharpness arises due to some
other revealing factor and there is no difference in the phoneme
called ‘g’, it will not be proper, because, what is realized is only the
phoneme as soft and sharp and neither the revealing factors nor the
knowledge of the sound ‘g’

Text: 1301

IS TP deFRIeueURadt: fhad Taufen g 9 fPred; aar
RIS PR eSS u<ied:, Juicq] @b Td| e
Tt WA Ui, 9ot gy fafaeagaT: |

yadi vyanjakabhedena twramandadibhedapariklrptih kriyate gava-
rpatma tu na bhidyate; tada gakaradivibhago’pi vyanjakabheda-
nibandhano bhyupagantavyah, varnatma tveka eva. tatas$ca gavar-
thapratipattirna prapnoti ekasmin varne sup vibhaktyanupapatteh.

Translation: 1301

If you say that, due to the revealing factors, there arises the
difference viz. sharp and soft but the phoneme ‘g’ is not changed,
then, the different phonemes like ‘g’ etc. should also be accepted
due to the difference in the revealing factor. The form of phoneme
being only one. That will again result in the contingency of not
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going the knowledge of meaning of cow, because, to one phoneme
it is not possible to add case-suffixes.

Text: 1302

o, PETeRET TR JUaE T gaT=ad; e S, 1,
TS T TRT AFIIeRdd gl 9 7 e UeafdaRe
[ESIRIESSERIE LIS

kinica, bhinnakarataya pratiyamanasya yadyekatvamabhyupaga-

myate; nanekam jagat syat, abhinnatmake ca jagati maname-
yavyavasthaiva hiyate. na ca nityasya anupajatavikarasya vijna-
nodayadanasamarthyamasti.

Translation: 1302

Moreover, if you say that, even if they appear in different form, they
are treated as one, then, the whole world should be only one and as a
consequence of it there will no provision for any distinction between
pramana (process of knowing) and prameya (object of knowledge)
because, the entire world will be converted into one entity. An entity
which is eternal and which has not undergone any change, has no
capacity to generate its knowledge.

Text: 1303

a1er fopard; fPAguaITaTicrer™ a1, SreafcrRehIdoITaTiaeR a1, afiaRedd-
SITTRIZRIA aT?

atha kriyate; kimanupajatatisayena va, avyatiriktopajatatisayena va,
vyatiriktopajatatisayena va?

Translation: 1303

If you hold that, it produces in spite of that knowledge, we would
like to know whether it produces without any excellence emerging
in it, or, due to emerging of excellence, not different from it, or, due
to emergence of excellence different from it.

Text: 1304

TJafe SrguaIaTce”d fhac; da1 FhaT Al U, a1 Hlel P
REEGIEI SRR EME I CRESEIDIINY

tadyadi anupajatatisayena kriyate; tada sarvada kuryat ekasmin va

kale kuryat taddehamatranubandhena(na) kalavilambanayogat.
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Translation: 1304

If you say, it produces without any excellence emerging in it, then,
it should always keep on producing, or, it can produce only once
because, in that form there is no possibility of delay in time.

Text: 1305

3721 SreAfIR ISR fohar; qemfd FmaT gurl:, sreafihfieRi-
FROYE ¥ TSI, el TSI IaRIRawUTSfgT: |

atha avyatiriktopajatatisayena kriyate; tathapi sanatana varnah,
avyatiriktatiSayakaranapakse sa evopajayate, phalanispattikarana-
svarupa nativrtteh.

Translation: 1305

If you say that, it produces due to emerging of excellence not
different from it, still, the phonemes will remain eternal and in
the view that there is excellence not different from itself, the same
will come into being because it will not be free from its form of not
producing the result.

Text: 1306

31 RIRPIISTATRIRA fehad; TRATIRT: B ? AT IR P Frawei
T H(oveF ) Feeat | ARATIILRT: |

atha wvyatiriktopajatatisayena kriyate; tasyatisayah katham? yo
yasya kenapi sambandhena na sam(Ondhena sam) bandhyate sa
tasyatisayah.

Translation: 1306

If you say, it produces due to emerging of excellence different from
itself, then, how can it be called excellence of that? Because, an
excellence has to be that which is related to that by some relation.

Text: 1307
I o IrdfeqaueRufafdeis<ar quf: geq; T TR foRifga -
CTEATIhcEH - “TR SIADTI &ifUrehcae] &fudetfed:” gfcr g

yadi cantarhitavarnasmaranavisisto 'ntyo varnah padam; tasyapt

smaranakale tirohitatvadavacakatvam-“tasya vyanjakanam ksani-
katvat ksanopalabdhih” iti vacanat.
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Translation: 1307

If you say that, the last phoneme in the sequence qualified by the
remembrance of the phonemes which have disappeared, is what is
called a word, then, that also will become inexpressive of meaning
because, that also will disappear at the time of remembrance. There
is a statement to the effect viz. “since the revealing phonemes are
momentary in nature, only momentary phoneme can be known.”
Text: 1308

IS gurl FerheicT~ da1 FHFRAERT A eI Tfiiad-
BT UBTeRIaIadmdIRIGIT agfe JATRHT: |

yadi varna vyanjakairvyajyante tada samanadeSavasthitam sama-

nendriyagrahyanam  pratiniyatavyanjakatvenestam  ekantargato-
dakakanakadinam vadanti vaisesikah.(?)

Translation: 1308

If you say that, the phonemes are revealed by revealing factors then,
(weo.the text is not clear).

Text: 1309

31 AT JuIT: UGS Hawiiel o]; TATY o TR, T a1?

atha anitya varnah padasamgjna bhavantiti cet; tatrapi kim vyastah,
samasta va?

Translation: 1309

If you say that, non-eternal phonemes are called a morpheme, there
also we would like to know whether individually they are called so,
or, in a collection.

Text: 1310

Tl T ; AT ThRIBRIGASHRITITH o] 7 faearalsiT, Sedrs a1
Tp! guT: qradh: AT —aUT-eRIea RO |

tadyadi vyastah; tada gakaraukaravisarjoniyanyatame varne na

vibhaktyutpado’sti, utpade va eko varnah vacakah syat-varnantaro-
ccarananarthakyam.

Translation: 1310

If you say, individually they are called morpheme, then, no case
suffix is found added, or, can be added after any one phoneme viz.
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either ‘g’, or, ‘au’, or, ‘visarga’. And if you say that, in spite of that it
can be added, then, you will have to accept that a single phoneme
will become the expressive of a meaning and not only that, the
utterance of other phonemes will become redundant.

Text: 1311
31T JURTIGRI: USH; UfIeiedfil Tgernel athed:, JgimaeasadToT
TR Al g8, 9 9 guiH Wﬁ% SHII| fora

JFIUIEUT=R  YJaURFRUM, YIaURERUMGR,  3Fdul ST,
JAeTRY Srfuf e ug [F] faerd darsufemseimfiufts: wamql

atha wvarnasamudayah padam; pratiksanadhvamsinam — samu-

dayartho wvaktavyah, bahunamavasthitarupanam samudayo loke
drstah, na ca wvarnanam bhuyastvamasti uktannyayat. kinca
antyavarnagrahananantaram purvavarnasmaranam, purvavarna-
smarananantaram antyavarne jnanam, tatascasya arthaprati-
pattikale padam [na] vidyate tena’padika’rthapratipattih syat.
Translation: 1311

If you say that, collection of phonemes, is a morpheme, then, you
should tell us what is the meaning of collection when every moment
the phonemes gets destroyed. In the world of our experience we find
a collection of many things which continue to exist. On the basis of
the above maxim, we cannot say that there are many phonemes.
Moreover, after the hearing of the last phoneme, there will be
remembrance of the earlier phonemes and after the remembrance of
earlier phonemes, there will be the knowledge of the last phoneme.
And thus, at the time of the meaning, no morpheme will be available
and therefore, such a knowledge of meaning will become something
which is not caused by any morpheme.

Text: 1312

T T SRS quiHr | et Jar daed | fAemeT: g e 9,
eATgeH| dadl fhq-3rgAcas fawaar arfa, fericae™, o= ar?
TG STH, TodRaUHATRIcd eI Taed: |

na ca karyarupata varnanam vidyate. sati satta samuvedyate.

vijnanotpatteh purvam vedyasya satta, pascadvijnanam. tadvedyam
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kim-adhunotpannam visayatam yati, cirotpannam, anutpannam
va ? nalamalocayitum jnanam, tatsvarupamatrastitvavidhayakatvena
tadutpatteh.

Translation: 1312

It is also not the case that, the phonemes are produced. Only that
existence can be crossed which exists, before the knowledge arises
that which is to be known has to exist. And later that can be known.
There the question arises, what is that which is known? Is it the
case that what is produced just now, becomes the object of that
knowledge, or, that which was already produced becomes the object
of knowledge, or, that which is not produced becomes the object
of knowledge? We cannot discuss about the knowledge because, it
arises as merely a pointer to show the existence of that form.

Text: 1313
T 9 depRUT ferd |

na ca tatkaranam vidyate.
Translation: 1313
We do not see any cause of its production either.

Text: 1314

1 TGS ﬁ@ﬁ;

nanu prayatnadikam vidyate;

Translation: 1314

Clarification:

WEell there are efforts to produce.

Text: 1315

TG, AT TRIATEHT ¥aay &2 eI —fob AR, BHReca aT?
tadayuktam, tesam prayatnadinam svarupam katham grhyate-kim
sattamatrena, karakatvena va?

Translation: 1315

Reply:

That is not proper. How do you come to know the nature of those
efforts? Do you know only by mere existence, or, because they take
part in producing an effect.
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Text: 1316

T FAMEME; T&T 5D B 7 T

tadyadi sattamatrena; tada janakam rupam na syat.

Translation: 1316

If you say, by mere existence, then, that cannot be taken as a cause.
Text: 1317

31T HRAPBeA eI b STTTIdH, RIS, IS ?

atha karakatvena grhyate; kim atmajanakatvena, ahosvid anyaja-

nakatvena?

Translation: 1317

If you say, as a producer of an effect, there we would like to know,
whether it produces its own form, or, does it produce something
other than itself.

Text: 1318
TS SR JaId; TICHT AT = guf: |

tadyadi atmajanakatvena grhyate; tadatma tenotpadyate na varnah.

Translation: 1318
If you say, it is known as it produces itself, then, it means that, the
same is produced by that and not the phoneme.

Text: 1319

31 SIS SaLRid; daT IRy A gl daf(an ) Rmrrigma
U9 AZAISTEITRAT, Tcl: AT Te Fedd agherdTarsfafe: |

atha anyajanakatvena avadharyate; tada anyasya satta siddha.

tarhya(nahya)ksiptanyasadbhava  eva  sadbhavo’syadhyavasiyate,
tatah tatsamanakalinatvena hetuphalabhava’siddhih.

Translation: 1319

If you say that, it is known as it produces something, then, it will
establish existence of something else. In that case, then, one will
come to know that, it exists only after one knows that something
else exists and in that case, both will be of the same time, and

hence the cause-and-effect relationship between them cannot be
established.
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Text: 1320

for, qafoRyIem ggwerdTa:, f&h a1 gafuargo?

kinica, purvaparabhavena hetuphalabhavah, kim va purvaparagra-
hanena?

Translation: 1320

Moreover, should we decide cause and effect relationship on the
basis of a sequence of prior and later, or, on the basis of knowledge
of prior and later.

Text: 1321
TS qafRITee gherdd:; dal s A7 31T &ef SIad? ST -
T1ssT o gatesit el ar?

tadyadi purvaparabhavena hetuphalabhavah; tada jrianam vina ‘asti’
katham jnayate? jnanabhavena’jnane kim purvotpannau sahotpa-
nnau va?

Translation: 1321

If you say, the basis of prior and later is cause and relationship,
then, without knowledge, how can you say that it exists? Well,
the knowledge does not arise, when there is absence of knowledge,
how to say that they are produced before, or, they are produced

together.
Text: 1322

37 YATIRUEUM sqherIacdasl 3T, JagdH, JTRid T80 g -Prf
T BRU T, SRU gogT PR Twifd, I9I o U Talfdl T
T R 7 SghavaaFealsRe | devmEmETsHe quit: 98 AfigHeh|

atha purvaparagrahanena hetuphalabhavavyavastha iti; tadayuktam,

aniyatam grahanam drstam-karyam drstva karanam  grhnati,
karanam drstva karyam grhnati, ubhayam ca yugapat grhnati.
evam ca sthite na hetuphalabhavaviniscayo’sti. tadabhavanna nitya
varnah padam bhavitumarhati.

Translation: 1322

If you say that, with knowledge of prior and later, the cause and
effect relationship can be decided, that is also not proper, because
we do not see consistent knowledge about it. Sometimes after seeing
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the effect one comes to know the cause, sometimes having seen
the cause, one comes to know the effect and sometimes both are
known as cause and effect. When such is the case, one cannot decide
cause and effect relationship. And when there is no cause and effect
relationship, we cannot hold that the non-eternal phonemes can be
called a morpheme.

Text: 1323

37ef URNSATRAGT US JUIeIG I COTH I |

atha varnebhyo rthantarabhutam padam varnavyangyasphotarupa-

mabhyupagamyate.

Translation: 1323

Well, a morpheme distinct from the phonemes of the nature of a
concept, suggested by the phonemes, is accepted.

Text: 1324

Uit fobet JTTIRIgcd IRARTIRAT ARafd, Sfed @ 7 Jreimfaufa:
e srfraRegd auiv: ue =7 | IR 9 uftrafRigoisagay= o gofay
e IREIHR gereteRid |

varnanam kila arthapratyayakatvam wvyastasamastanam sambha-

vati, asti ca sa arthapratipattih tena arthantarabhutam varnebhyah
padam vidmah. abhinnakara ca pratipattirvarnesvanupapanna tena
varnebhyo bhinnam abhinnakaram padamadhyavasiyate.
Translation: 1324

The phonemes independently, or, in a collection convey meanings
and we do have understanding of such meaning and therefore, we
understand a morpheme as distinct from the phonemes. It is not
proper to say that, there arises the knowledge of identity with the
phonemes and therefore, in a morpheme having an identical form
but different from phonemes is accepted.

Text: 1325

TG - “ AR I IAUT USRI g, 3Teiul: HTHTo -
g TR | IAT I 7 foerd 9o uma vufFa)

yattavaduktam - “arthapratipatyanyathanupapatya padamavaga-
myate” tadayuktam, arthapatteh pramanyameva nasti. yatha ca na
vidyate tatha prageva prapancitam.
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Translation: 1325

“You had said a morpheme is accepted because without that the
knowledge of meaning cannot be explained”. But this is not proper,
because, we had already shown that pre-supposition is not a valid
means of knowing. How it cannot be accepted as the valid means
of knowing, has already been discussed before.

Text: 1326

T T U g ufEgr remfuf: Srevdyal 39 SFIBRUMRERY U
QeI | Tegel T YHIOME T 4t | el I dSHdTe T i ? | 9 R
femTerifhaaxoRIed R Td deayg ue q fIed| qewErEdyd
arRHTef(FY) FeorHfa|

na ca padena saha pratibaddha arthapratipattih avagatapurva
yena  anyakaranapariharena  padam  bodhayati.  pratyaksam
ca pmmdnameva na bhavati. katham tat padapmtipddandya
evam laksyabhutam padam na vidyate. tadabhavanmfr’msayam
paramartham(marsam) laksanamiti.

Translation: 1326

It is not our experience that, the knowledge of meaning arises
invariably in association with a morpheme. Had it been so, we could
have said that, since there is no other factor responsible for such
an understanding, it is the morpheme that causes the knowledge of
the meaning. Perception cannot be the valid means in this respect
because, it is not a valid means at all. Then how is it capable of
causing the knowledge of a morpheme? It is not the case that, a
permanent entity has the capacity to generate any function such
as cognition etc. Thus, there is nothing called a morpheme which
needs to be defined and when that is not there its definition is not
left with any object.

Text: 1327
31f =7, 7+ AeToTRTOT YT i et ey, 71 ar? afe ey, T arag
AT AT o 7 fobfard ue siH(d) |l
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api ca, yani laksanaparani sutrani tesam laksanam vidyate, na va?
yadi vidyate; tatrapi anyad atrapt ityanisthayam ca na kincit padam
Jnanam(tam) syat.

Translation: 1327

Moreover, what you consider to be the definition-rules, whether
there is any definition of them, or, not? If you say, there is, then,
there also should be definition of that and in this way, it will lead
to endless regress and as a consequence, no pada, or, morpheme can
ever be known.

Text: 1328

31T 7 faerd; foma afs owt arged 7 faera?

atha na vidyate; kimevam tarhi tesam sadhutvam na vidyate?
Translation: 1328

If you say, there are no definitions, or, rules, then, does it mean that
they are not grammatically correct?

Text: 1329

31T FAGUMASY AW g faerd; va mer-mof-myafeea AT
STAHAT( 2T )T FA&OTHTASfY ATeged fdsafer|

atha laksanabhave’pi tesam sadhutvam vidyate; evam gavi-goni-
goputtaliketyevamadinamapi apabhramsa(sa)nam laksanabhave pi
sadhutvam bhavisyati.

Translation: 1329

If you say that, even if there are no rules of grammar and still
they are grammatically correct, then, the ordinary dialectical forms
such as gavi, goni, goputtalika and the like which are known as
apabhramsa words should also be declared as grammatically correct
in the absence of any rules for them.

Text: 1330

3121 STEIUTHTETS! AT ATETH; TaT HUSHHY TeHTdad SRIYcaH |

atha laksanabhavanna gavyadinam sadhutvam; tada sutrapa-

danamapt tadabhavadeva asadhutvam.

Translation: 1330

If you say, the words like gavi etc. are not accepted as standard
grammatical forms, because, there are no grammatical rules to
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explain them, then, the words of the rules of Panini should also
be declared as ungrammatical because, there are no rules for them.
Text: 1331

MY 9, I 9M AeuIfdeerar deawy; dal fb wafa? fhgearRigHEys:
I, S dT JAaThead, 37 a1 wUfuI Al SR, fob a1 aeres—
TfcTfedTeR sreifepaeica SRd, LT TaRY ART SFg IRl a1 Hafd?

api  ca, yadi nama leksanavikalata Sabdasya; tada  kim

bhavati? kimuccarayiturmukhabhangah sampadyate, Sabdasya va
avacakatvam, arthasya va rupaviparyaso jayate, kim va apasabda-
pratipaditarthasya arthakriyakartrtvam hiwyate, apasabdoccarane

sati amangalodayo va bhavati?
Translation: 1331

Moreover, if you say, a word does not have any rule to explain
it, what happens? Does the vocal cavity of the speaker break, or,
the word becomes inexpressive, or, meaning gets distorted, or, the
meaning obtained from an ungrammatical word does not cause its
function, or, is it the case that, if someone utters ungrammatical
word, something inauspicious takes place?

Text: 1332
eI qTad TapgETs! HafT MeeE ARl AT, Tod 9ge M IeeaoaRo)
AT FHITIT JahR:, T 9 I T TIIA=I |

tadyadi tavat pravaktrmukhabhango bhavati gavisabdoccarane sati;

tadaite bahulam gavisabdoccaranam kurvanah samupalabhyante
pravaktarah, na ca tesam mukhabhangah samupalabhyate.
Translation: 1332

If you say, the vocal cavity of the speaker breaks, when he utters the
word gavi, in the sense of cow, it is not true because, innumerable
speakers are found uttering the word gavi, but nobody’s vocal cavity
is seen to have broken.

Text: 1333

37e] TTAeTeaR ATaIhed AUed; dagthd, TMaIeea Jge eTexi~<l JHIR: |

atha gaviSabdasya vacakatvam mnopapadyate; tadayuktam, gavi-

sabdena bahulam vyaharanti pramatarah.
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Translation: 1333

If you say that, the word gav1 is not expressive of its meaning, which
is not proper, because, innumerable knowers use the word gavi.
Text: 1334

31T M SAUTIIIRIAT TMALTI SO MeTes FIRUSTRI | T Tarerefardd
i o,

atha  go’rthapratipitsunam  gavisabda$Sravananantaram  goSabde
smrtirupajayate sa ca gavadyarthavacaka iti cet;

Translation: 1334

Clarification:

Well, those who want to know the meaning ‘cow’, remember the
word ‘go’” after hearing the word gavi, because, it is the word ‘go’
which is expressive of the word ‘cow’.

Text: 1335

TG, FoTeBIaMT TSNS, Hef dfesal Sf:? qedd J
msefufeaft: [T

tadayuktam, mlecchadinam sadhusabdaparijnanabhavat katham

tadvisaya smrtih? tadabhave na go’rthapratipattih syat.
Translation: 1335

Reply:

It is not proper. The tribals do not have the knowledge of standard
grammatical form and so how can they remember the word ‘go’ and
in absence of remembrance, they should not have the knowledge of
cow from the word gavi (which is contrary to the fact)

Text: 1336

3121 37T PUUIRAT HafT, TG, T MdIerea AR TRauT
ZICREIEIR-

atha arthasya rupaviparyaso bhavati; tadayuktam, na gavisabdena
abhidhiyamanasya gorupata vyavarttamana drsta.

Translation: 1336

If you say that, the meaning gets distorted, that is also not proper.
Nobody has seen that what is expressed by the word ‘gav1’, is not
a COw.
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Text: 1337
a7y areifepaacicd BRI, deg, MAtee SifTefle R dTeciERid -
[ ATcradd MiYTew |
atha arthakriyakartrtvam hwyate; tadayuktam, gavisabdena abhidhi-
yamanasya vahadohaprasavasamarthyam nativartate gopindasya.
Translation: 1337
If you say, it does not cause the function viz activities related to
the cow, it will not be proper, because, whatever is conveyed by the
word ‘gav1’, is the animal called cow, which is not devoid of capacity
of carrying load, milking and giving birth to a calf.
Text: 1338
31T M TeRITaRUTEA g AR WA, T g arecd FRIhI ST |
g~

STULTERISTHA aTdIdh: hieafsId |

araacarsiaLN st Fem: gogua: |

atha gavisabdoccaranadamangalodayo bhavati, na tu vacakatvam

nirakriyate asadhusabdasya. taduktam-

apasabdo numanena vacakah kaiscidisyate,

vacakatva visese’'pi niyamah punyapapayoh.
Translation: 1338
If you think that by uttering the word ‘gavi’ something inauspicious
is going to take place, and you are not denying the fact that an
ungrammatical non-standard form also expresses its meaning as it
is supported by the following statement, “Some thinkers conclude by
inference that, a non-standard ungrammatical word also expresses
its meaning, although there is no difference so far as its expressive
character is concerned, a grammatical form leads to something
auspicious that is meritorious and an ungrammatical form leads
to something inauspicious, or, demeritorious.”

Text: 1339
TJegh, I T8 URIEeTard 7 Iaficaigd( ?) THOHRRT | s
el T 7 Felfed|d iy Faissgumad | T 9 ge, 3F9F aftsammiY

GQCJSNICMCZI"ICZQT"IICU




tadayuktam, tena saha pratibandhabhavat. na capostitvagra-
hakam(?) pramanamasti. anyathaiva kale ca na mlecciftajvyamiti
niyamo bhyupagamyate. na ca Suddham, anyatra panditanamapt

vyavaharodayadanadarsanat.

Translation: 1339

That is also not proper, because, there is no invariable relationship
with merit and demerit. There is no proof to support it. At times,
the injunction, “One should not use dialectical and non-standard
form” is interpreted differently. It is not correct, because, even the

learned people are seen to entertain such usage.
0.16 T2IIRIER:

Granthopasamharah

(Conclusion)

Text: 1340
AeaaeasId Ty AfFATRARHuT: Jd SagRT gewd 3|
3 7T A MeR GRRT: Jafddpeur gar:,
A= 9 A5 T el urgveeufes |
AESTIRIRISToRY: & FeTdied: -
FluCTariE Uy i I: TATT IR IRIT I
EICESIELRSIREISIBISIBICEIE-RIH
SRRISSIIE et aTfafoTsorg: I
Had 938 AN af 99 IHT gaeTdhad Hgo ARUTe o [IteTau=2Ig eIl
GrCiRIRES(]

tadevamupaplutesveva tattvesu

avicaritaramaniyah sarve vyavahara ghatanta iti.

ye yata nahi gocaram suraguroh buddhervikalpa drdhah,
prapyante nanu te’pi yatra vimale pakhandadarpacchidi
bhattasrijayarasidevagurubhih srsto mahartodayah-
tattvopaplavasimha esa iti yah khyatim param yasyati.

jayaraderjayantiha vikalpa vadijisnavah.

samvatl 349 margal wvadi 11 Sanau  dhavalakakke maham0
narapalena tattvopaplavagranthapustika lekhiti. bhadram.
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Translation: 1340

In this way, when all that you consider to be real, cannot be proved
to be real, it is nice to say that, all our behaviors with the world are
going smoothly only until we do not reflect on them critically. Even
those doubts or critical questions which could not become the object
of knowledge of even Brhaspati, the preceptor of the Gods, have
been raised by the teachers viz. Shri Jayarasi Bhatta, for the sake of
removing the pride of the fools. This text called Tattvopaplavasimha
composed by them has a great future and it is going to be very
famous. These doubts, or, critical questions of Jayarasi which know
how to refute the stubborn and which will expand the ocean of
knowledge are indeed capable of winning over the arguments of the
opponents. The manuscript of this book called Tattvopaplavasimha
was written by Narapal in the place called Dhavalkkaka on Saturday
the 11th day of the Krsnapaksa in the month called Margasirsa in
the Samvat 1349.
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