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1. Ob%mce to Lord Visnu, filled with infinite
auspiciouthfributes, the agent ,of creation and the rest
(sustenta@x etc.) of the entire (absolutely) real universe,
and the destroyer of (the demon) Mura.

I

2. Now, how can the (absolute) reality of the
universe be worthy of acceptance, inasmuch as there is
conflict of it with the inferepce *what is under dispute
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(the world) is illusory, because it iyﬁgnisable, because
it is inert and because it is ﬁnit§ e the shell-silver ?

IIIQ—

3. (The siddhantin &!‘l’ies) It is not so, for, the
illusoriness (referred to) is whdefined. (The siddhantin
resolves the term illuso \ss into seven alternatives and
examines each in d@e (1) Is it (z.e., illusoriness) in-
determinability, (2 unreality, (3) or difference from
the real, (4) or @ being the content of valid cogni-
tion, (5) or be{dg the content of invalid cognition,
(6) or bein@her nescience or a product thereof,

(7) or being™cognised as in apposition with its own
absolute §Texistence ?

v

4, (The siddhantin replies that not one of the
alternatives is tenable)« Not the first, since it cannot
stand analysis. It is thus; is ‘being indeterminable ’,
equivalent to not having determination, or not having.
that which is determinable
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5. It cannot be the f@'f, because it is opposed
to what is admitted by é@e Advaitin) himself, viz.,
being the object of empirided usage. :

6. If it is the d, then is it lack of reality,
or lack of unreality ? t the first, because of .the con-
tingence of indete@&nability of the unreal. Not the
latter because of % ontingence of the indeterminability
of Brahman.

7. If @Advaitin) opines that indeterminability
is to be diffetent from the real and the unreal, since we
do not it of the universe the character of the
real-and-thé-unreal, there is (the defect of) the estab-
lishment of the established.

8. If what is intended be the difference from
each of the two individually, even then because of
(the siddhantin’s) admission of the difference (of the
‘universe) from the unreal and Brahman, the alleged
defect ¥s not got over.



¥ TS
Q. U GREEMMFURENfRIaatETTEd |

Qo. ¥I% GIG=ArAl faamuadt 7 a9 |
MEY axfEreanIgd TFaR R |
R

Iy ¥ ; aremagAstigRaERigRRTTER }QZ\

8. oIERRE G, gatRsEE faaE-
ficRad samaa | N

v
R, 9 fuageTe mé@mgqm SATA: |

9. (The siddhintinﬁas) By this (refutation,
the above interpretation indeterminability as not

being the substrate of regh y and unreality (also) stands
refuted. \Z\

10. (The Ad‘@m maintains)

“T which is not able to be introduced
into an“pquiry either as real, or as unreal, this
the leQned Vedantins call indeterminable .

If this t&ffd, no ; since no such entity is established,
there is defect of) non-established qualification,

11. Since reality is invariable where there is no
unreality, and unreality where there is no reality, to be
devoid of both is certainly self-contradictory.

12, (The Advaitin answers) Now because of the
non-acceptance of the reality of a combination qof
negations, there is no congradiction.
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13. “It is to explain on %e indeterminable
nature of the respective coun@r-correlates, that the
differences from each are stan' (of the universe) . If
this be said, no (says th%’rﬁdhﬁntin). For in that

case there is the conti ce of that (difference from
the real and the unreal oming indeterminable.
14. Just as in r school, reality and unreality,

because of the difﬁ’&rlty of determination, do not exist
for the universe Y:en so indeterminability too being
difficult of deteﬁéﬁlation, the non-existence of that (in
the universe) 1d be certain.

15. If % be said that there is no contradiction,
because &he non-establishment of pervasions like
“there 13Vreality where there is no unreality” (the
siddhantin replies) no, for pervasion is possible in the
.case of the self (Atman) etc.

\

16. If it be said (by the Advaitin) that reality
there is due to selfhood (Atmatva), then what is that
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selfhood ? (1) Is it a gene@ excluded from pot
etc., and present in the sefff"(2) or reality, (3) or
unsublatability, (4) or to 5‘ the nature of knowledge,
(5) or to be the substratévof knowledge, (6) or to be
self-luminous, (7) or to a\fhe express sense of the term
self (Atman) (8) or t its secondary sense ?

17. Not the » as, the self being one, there is no
possibility of a geaatality (jati) in it. If it be said that
because of thexistence of assumptive differences of
the self it is§ thus (the impossibility of generality),
no (says ta_' dhantin) ; for, inasmuch as the assump-
tive self jeSincluded in the subject (of the syllogism),
it cannot B¢ an adjunctf

18. Not the second, because of the non-difference
(of the probans) from the probandum.

19. Not the third, because of the inconstancy (of
the probans) in respect of the unreal. If that be also
sublatable, there is contradiction of one’s own words
* thére is no sublater for the unreal.”
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20. Not the fourth, beca@ it is not absent from
a part of the subject.

21. Not the fifth, beQ'n'se it is non-existent in
the self ; for this (self) w@ possesses that (knowledge)
gets included in the su .

22. Not the sjg} since self-luminosity is to be
refuted later.

23. Not theXsbventh, because it is non-existent in
the self (in as Quch as for the Advaitin, the self is
not the expr ense of any word, not even of Atman).
It is not the Mst, because it is not absent from the sub-
ject, (as the€e even non-self may, be the secondary sense
of Atman)

24. Nor should it be said, that it is not proper to
analyse (the term) Atman (self) etc., because that is
established for you (the Dvaitins) also. Though we
(the Dvajtins) admit any one of the stated alternatives,
Jfor you, the taint of defect (in accepting any of these)
is inesgapable.
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25. Therefore, through t@zestablishment of per-
vasions like ‘‘ where there is Q-unreality, there is real-
ity ”’, it is established thatQBeZence of both is certainly
self-contradictory.

N I

26. (The sidd '.Tz’em points out that there is no
authority in respect™f indeterminability). Again in
respect of the dj %:ance from the real and the unreal
there is no authQity.

27. Iné?proposition ‘ what is under dispute is
different froms the real and the unreal’ (if inference be
suggeste Qa' the authority) there is the contingence
of non-edtablished qualification in respect of the
subject,

28. In the inference “ reality and unreality are
the counter-correlates *of the absolute non-existence
located in a single entity, because they are attributes,
like colour and taste,” because the term entity (vastu)
is synonymous with the word reality (sat), there is the

43
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contradiction—reality is the @nter-correlate of the
absolute non-existence locate reality.”

29. And there is the iQ'O.nstancy (of the probans})
in respect of knowability aQ nameability.

30. And (further %‘ing non-contradictory is an

adjunct (in the examﬁcited).
31. Besides, e 1s parity of welfare in respect

of fallaciousness with (the following inference) : Potness
and non-potn Q are the counter-correlates of the
absolute non@tence located in one substrate, because
they are attriutes like colour and taste.

32. } it be real it could not be sublated ; if it
be unreal™t could not be cognised " ; if it be said, that
such a presumptive implication is the authority for the
indeterminable, no (answers the siddhantin).

33. In the (statement) ‘“if it be real, it could not
be sublated’, what is it that is intended by this (term)

oreal ? (1) is it what possesses reality (2) or the un-
sublatable, (3) or the nature,of Brahman ?
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34. Not the first; as s@ universe possessing
reality is according to your schQol (Advalta) sublatable,
there is non-establishment the pervasion ‘‘ what is real
is not sublatable "

35. Not the seco \b'ecause of the non-difference
(of the subject) fromﬁ probandum (resulting from
the statement) “tlad™ which is not sublatable is not
sublatable.”

36. Not thg third, because of the establishment
of the establi (it is established for the Dvaitin, that
the nature of Brahman is unsublatable).

1t be unreal, it could not be cognised . In
this (stathnt) is it that the cognition of the unreal as
unreal is denied, or (the cognition of the unreal) as real.

38. In the first case, there is the contingence of
the failure of empirical usage (i.e., verbal designation)
in respect of the unreal. In the second case there is
the contingence of the failure of empirical usage in,
respect of delusion.
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39. For it is only the (%'mtlon (of an object) as
of a nature other than its (er that is delusion. ‘““ And
there there is accepted tle/appearance as real of what
is different in nature z.e unreal. Hence we declare
the indeterminability %\at (delusion) " If this be said,
no (says the siddhg

40. In tha lusive cognition, is that (indeter-

minability) tooQognised as having its own nature or
as of another re ? In the first case there is the con-
tingence of Pailure of the empirical usage in respect of
delusion.
41. Q the second case, there is no getting over the
cognition of the unreal as real. If that too be con-
sidered indeterminable, then there would be infinite
regress.

42. Thus there is the contingence of the impossi-
bility of *sighting ascertainment (in respect of in-
determinability).



AR IS

23. 9 fgdta: ; SR |

99, 4 gdm:; RERAEEE | SAR—E
afgfawar am ¢
9w, & qrenfafRe:? wwerd a1 o= a1; oM@l-
I a1 2 Wi

98, AR ; daIfy sl aﬁf{ﬁ(w@

gu, q fgdia: ; fagamaam |

Q¢. T Fd:; e-'uqﬁmvmaquv‘.k
VII O
&

43. Not the second, anue it is opposed to their

school of thought. Q
,5&111
44. Not the third, because it is beyond the sphere
of inquiry. It is :—What is this which is called
“being different the real ” ?

45. 1Is it@ lack the summum genus, or to be
Q to be unreal, or to be other than the

not-Brahma
non-sublat %
46. t the first, because by him (who advocates

illusorines¥) too has not been rejected (the presence
of) generality in the universe.

47. Not the second, because of (the defect of) the
establishment of the ‘established. (The statement that
the universe is not Brahman is accepted by the Dvaitin).

48. Not the third, because it is opposed to their
.own doctrine.
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49. Since in the fourth {Jp, because of the ac-
ceptance of the difference (onre universe) from Brah-
man, there is (the defect)QF’the establishment of the
established, (it is not so),

50. If it be said *“ to be other than unsublat-
able” is what is ca sublatability, no (says the sid-
dhantin), because sdﬁatability is unexplained.

51. Does t Y.(sublatability) consist in an object
otherwise (.e. Q‘ neously) cognised being validly cog-
nised, or in btb]g the counter-correlate of negation in
the locus of anition (pratipannopadhi) ?

52, &H the first, because, of (the defect) of the
establishinént of the established; for in respect of the
universe known (to you) otherwise (i.e. erroneously)
in the form “ everything is indeterminable” and so on,
(valid) knowledge as it is is admitted even by us.

53. In the second (alternative), is it to be the
counter-correlate of the negation at some other time
etc., iy respect of what has been cognised at some
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particular place and time Qr is it to be the counter-
correlate of the negatio@ respect of all three times
and all places ? N

54, Not the fir ,})ecause of (the defect) of the
establishment of tlfeNestablished in respect of a part
(of the subject).

55. For, Q is only non-eternality etc. that is
stated in another mode (as sublatability).

56. Not&he second, because there is contradiction
in premis'&'lhat kind of sublatability in respect of the
eternal ant¥omnipresent ether (Akasa) and time.

57. What is this which is called “ being cognis-
ed”? Is it to he validly cognised or delusively cognised ?

58. Not the first,"because in the case of the validly
cognised, there is undue extension in establisking that it
is the counter-correlate of the negation in respect of ail
three times, and all places. .
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59. In the second case{if has to be said, *“ what
is this negation ?” Is it c@ition of non-existence, or
cognition of being other th@} real ?

60. Not the first {be.cause of the contingence of
absolute unreality. %the second, because that itself
(being other than th&gal) is still unexplained.

%V' IX

61. No Qe fourth, because it is beyond the
sphere of ing_iry. It is thus. The term “ not being
the objec a means of valid knowledge ", does it
mean ‘‘ no¥ being the object of some one means of valid
knowledge " or “ not being the object of means of valid
knowledge in general "' ?

62. Not the first, becausé of (the defect) of the
establishment of the established through the establish-

ment (of the fact) of odour etc. being not the objact
of the sense of hearing etc.
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63. Not the second, becaQX. of the contingence
of illusoriness even of Brahmanb

64. And (it is also so) Qc'ause, if the universe be
not an object of any meansQf"valid knowledge, there is
the impossibility of ma@that (universe) the subject
(in a syllogism). N

65. If it be sai t it is intelligible to make that
the subject as establié‘hed by perception, etc., which make
known the non-real} no (says the siddhantin), because
there is no authggit (to the effect) that perception, etc.,
make known on-real.

66. (Lf *he Advaitin contends) that it (the cogni-
tion of n§§r'eal objects by perception) is established
even becadwse of the unreality of the content, whence
is this (the unreality of the objects) itself (known) ?

67. Further, there is contradiction in (the state-
ment) that (perceptior) makes known the non-real and
is (yet) a means of valid knowledge.

68. If that which makes known the non-real he
a means of valid knowlgdge, then, why should not the
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there is no distinction in res of making known the
non-real. If it is a meaps> of valid knowledge, it
does not make known the -real, like the texts about

non-duality.
\\X

69. Not the M&AZ\ because when there is admitted
(the universe) beg&‘the object of what is not a means

cognition of shell-silver too be ;Qalid knowledge, since

of valid knowled®e, e.g. * all things are indeterminable,

”»

momentary, Qg roduced by Brahman " etc., there is,
(the defect e establishment of the established.

70. f be said that what is intended is being
delusivel ogmsed in that case that (content of the
delusive cognition) being unreal, there is opposition
to (your) doctrine.

X1

71. Not the sixth. What is this which is called nje-
science 3 Is it what is beginpingittanSmdgterminable,

2
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or is it that which, while Q'form a beginningless
existent, is destructible by@énition, or is it the mate-
rial cause of delusion ?

72. Not the first *&Rause of the (defect of) non-

established qualificatigh” resulting from the non-estab-
lishment of indeterfimability, also because the defini-
tion is over-pervasie in respect of ether (akas'a) etc.

73. Ifitbea d that because of the non-acceptance
of beginninglesshass (in respect of) objects different from
Brahman, it%not so, (1.e., there is no over-pervasion),
in that ca ere is ingpplicability of the definition.

74. Wot the second, because of the impossibility
of beginninglessness, also because, for what in form is
a beginningless existent, destruction by cognition is not
possible, like Brahman. . )

75. “There is unintelligibility of the inference
of pon-destructibility (by cognition) on the ground of,
being a beginningless engity, like the self, for the
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nescience that is different fro Y(; existent and the
non-existent, through the mergguratlve reference as
the existent because of its dxﬂ‘%ﬁce from non-existent.’
If this be said, it is not so. Q—

76. (The mddhantm%phes) Even through the
mere difference from non-existent, there is the
possibility of the infgieénce of non-destructibility (by
cognition) for what f&begmmngless

77. Nor is_se¥-hood, etc., an adjunct (limiting
the pervasion),Qecause there is inconstancy (of the
probans) in re t of the absolutely non-existent.

78. Not<&the third. By the word delusion (what
is it that ifdneant)—the content.or the cognition ?

79. ot the first; because, the content (of the
delusive cognition) being unreal, being its material
cause is not possible.

80. Not the second, because of over- pervasion in
respect of internal organ, and because there is inap-
plicability (of the definition), since delusion has jpot
nescienge for its material canse.
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81. If it be said that, if\?p (nescience) were not
material cause, there would ‘Q' reality (of the delusive
content), (the siddhantin Q‘éplies), ‘““that certainly
would be so’'.

82. “If it (the del%t"n-content) be so (real), there
is no contingence o lation too consisting in pri-
vation of the conte’r?b (of the delusive cognition) even
as in the case of™alid cognition.” If this be said, no
(says the siddha@in).

83. For re is non-establishment of your (Ad-
vaitin’s) per\g_ion, (the pervasion is between the reality
of the o and the reality of the cognition) because
of your admission that even what makes known the
real is of the nature of nescience.

84. And (it is so) because there is conflict with
this experience—" for «this much time the silver was
manifest . .

. 85. If it be said that, since even the indetermin-
able delusion is different from non-existence, there is
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intelligibility of the reco]lect@?in that form, it is not
so (says the siddhantin). Q—

86. For there is re@lection in the form “it did
exist ” only in the case hat is real in its own nature.

87. “For this ch time, my face was here in
the mirror, and the’&systal was red.”” Because of such
recollections, it is\fot so (as stated above). If it be
said thus (no). . '

88. For ~®e recollection is only in the form * for
this much t@?a I saw (my) face” ; therefore there is
dispute a any other recollection.

XII

89. What is the authority with reference to the
nescience of such a nature ? :

90. ,(The Advaitin cites inference as the authority
for the positive nature of nescience). If it be said
that thg inference, ‘ Devadstta’s valid cognition is the
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destroyer of that which (1) is ot %an the prior non-
existence of valid cognition locag in that (Devadatta)
and (2) is beginningless, beca@'it is a valid cognition,
like undisputed valid cognﬁoﬁ ", 1s the authority, no
(says the siddhantin).

91. For there is ity of welfare in respect of
fallaciousness with following inference); * This
pot is the destroy what is different from the prior

non-existence of %%.pot and is beginningless, because
it is a pot, like her pot.”

92. And\§0 this is (the inference) refuted: “ The
delusion un@' dispute has for material cause some-
thing otllg'l'han that, which produces it and is un-
sublatabl®y/because it is a delusion, like the admitted
(delusion).” And (it is so) because there is conflict
between beginninglessness and destruction by valid
cognition. ' . ‘

93. There is the (following) counter-probans,
“ Devadatta’s valid cognition is not the destroyer of,
that" which (1) is other than the prior non-existence of
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this valid cognition located in thQY.Devadatta) and (2)
is beginningless, because it is@ valid cognition, like
the admitted (cognition).” Q—

94. Then, let this idftrence be the authority:
“Valid cognition has as@tecedent some other entity
which is (1) other its own prior non-exist-
.ence, (2) the obscure its own content, (3) removable
by itself and (4) pl'ésent in its own locus, because it is
the manifestor ofN\¥n object that was not manifested,
like the light ch lamp as it first comes into existence
from darkness;

95. An® here, if it be said that valid cognition
has some Q‘Her entity as antecedent there would be
(the defe@ of) the establishment of the established,
having regard to prior non-existence. In order to
remove it, there are the words ‘‘ other than its own
prior non-existénce.” . '

96. Even then (after defining valid cognition as
that which has as antecedent some other entity other
than its own prior non-exigtence) there is (the defect
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of) the establishment of the estal{z*x:ed in respect of the
causal aggregate which is oth@ than the prior non-
existence of (the valid co&i’tion) itself and which
produces it (valid cognitieQ)=" In order to remove it
there are the words “ the@scurer of its own content.”

97. Even thus t is (the defect of) the estab-
lishment of the established in respect of an unknown
potency (adrsta). ¥ order to remove that, there are
the words, “ remo Wle by itself.”

98. The ﬁ “ (present in) its locus " are used
in order to a@ the establishment of another (non-
intended) ot@?t (e.g. non-cognisedness—ajfiatata) and
to establile'réscience which has the self (Atman) for its
locus.

99. There is no establishment of the nescience
desired by you (the Advaitin) by such an inference
(valid cognition, etc.). ,For, because of ‘non-acceptance
of nescience in respect of inert objects, for the valid
<cognitions which are of the nature of modifications of
the (inert) internal organ, there is not the ante.cedence
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of an entity of the said descrip Yi yet since there is
presence of the probans there,\}}ere is (the defect of):
inconclusiveness (of the proba@“[

100. And the attrlban-" other than its own prior
non-existence ”’ is purp @ss, for, that exclusion is
secured even by the qux%tﬁtion “ removable by itself.”

101. The posit@entity is not what destroys its
own prior non-existéiree. On the contrary coming into
existence of the itive entity is alone what destroys
the prior non-egkstence, since there is contradiction in
the co- ex1sten~cb of the existent and the non-existent..
And thus, éz;'ce the attribute * removable by itself "
secures of Q.’élf the exclusion of jts prior non-existence,
the attribnfe ‘‘ other than its own prior non-existence "
is purposeless.

102. Besides, if the probandum be “ being preceded
by a real entity 'of that kind ”, there would be (the defect
of) the establishment of the established. If the pro-
bandum be « being preceded by an indeterminable entity
of that kind ", the example would lack the probandum
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103. If the probandd@r'be “being preceded by
an entity of that kind w@h (at the same time) is not
particularised (as real eterminable)” there is (the
-defect) of non-establi qualification.

104. For, an Atribute common to both what is
cognised as validsdnd what is cognised as invalid, is
itself invalidly ¢Qgised (and) what is indeterminable is
not validly cogpised by any means of valid knowledge

whatever. ere is indeed no attribute, hornness,
common he horns of a hare and the horns of
a cow.

105. Besides, through the establishment of demerit
which obstructs cognition, there is (the defect of) the
.establishment of the established ; for thit too is remov-
able by cognition. .

106. Further, what is this which is called * being
a manifestor” ? Is it being the instrument of cpgnition
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or being accessory to the instrqx.nt of cognition, or
being cognition ?

107. Not the first, becQse there is inconstancy
(of the probans) in respeofef the sense of sight etc.,
also because the example@devoid of the probans, and
also because there is non-establishment (of the
probans) since in t se of cognition, there is no
instrumentality to c6%~mtion.

108. Not thedecond, because of the non-establish-
ment (of the p ns,) and because there is also incon-
stancy (of the@obans) in respect of collyrium (afijana)
-etc.

109. %.t the third, since the example is devoid
of the probans. .

110. If it be said that there may be this means
of valid knowledge, namely, the experience relating
to sleep established by recollection (in the form) “I did
not know anything ”’, no (says the siddhantin) ; for that
{gxperience) is intelligible as having for content the
non-existence of recognition. »
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111. “ Now, the cognition§ non-existence being
dependent on the knowledge e substrate and of the
counter-correlate, in the at@rfce of that (knowledge of
the substrate and counter-@relate) that (non-existence)
is not capable of bei erienced "' ; if this be said,
no ; for the apprehens@n of both the substrate and the
counter-correlate b e witness (self) is intelligible.

112. Some ““nescience is not the non-exist-
ence of cogniti@, because it is not cognised by the
means of validRnowledge, negation (s.e., anupalabdhi
which makes¥known non-existence), like what is ad-
mitted. .

113.Q\Jon-existence (in the probans) indeed is the
content either of negation or of perception. And
nescience is not cognised by any means of valid knowl-
edge, because it is destroyed by a valid'knowledge, like
what is admitted. .

. 14 This is not sound (says the siddhantin) ; fog,
if nescience be not cognised by any means of valid
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knowledge, the application of inf ‘éﬁce to establish it
would be unreasonable. Being %:ised by this means
of valid knowledge, (to say) t«@ it is not cognised by
any means of valid knowlédge is contradiction (in
terms). :

115. ‘“ Though th l'QlS non-existence of being
pervaded by the fruit ( gnition z.e., the reflection of
consciousness in the@gnition), even because of being
pervaded by the p osis, there is application of the
inference” ; this s not stand to reason (says the
siddhantin), bedguse the pervasion of nescience by psy-
chosis is not itted.

116. % is there pervasion of “removability
through Q’Teans of valid knowledge” by “ non-cogni-
sability t%;ough a means of valid knowledge”’, because
the impressions that are removed by the means of valid
knowledge, recognition, are cognised by a means of
valid knowledge. .

117., Nor does it stand to reason that nescience
is made known by such empirical usage as “I know not
the ohject mentioned by, you’ which is possi’ble,
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whether there is absolute sleep ( e there is ignorance

of the self) or cognition (of the@ f or of the object) or
non-cognition.

118. Here, is there t@-'empirical usage through
restatement of every (@ticular) or in a general
way ! N

119. Not the because there is no such em-
pirical usage at all",\or if there were, it would be in-
telligible as having® for purport “I know not through
a means of val@ knowledge the object mentioned by
you”; for (t roponent) is seen to restate it after
comprehending the meaning from the opponent’s sen-
tences, a&ubsequer‘xtly to refute it, as not having a
a means 0¥valid knowledge.

120. Nor does it stand to reason (to urge) that
because the cognition of the qualified object “ I have no
valid cognition in respect of what is meritioned by you
is valid, the content too, being its qualification, is
known by a means of valid knowledge, and that hencg
thete is contradiction in one’s own words.
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121. For though this \Q'% cognition too has for
content the non-existence Q-'a means of valid know-
ledge, the object of this@itter) is not the content of
that (former). Other the valid cognition “1 ex-
perienced a delusion Jbaving for its content a delusion
about what is quah‘ﬁed, there is the contingent of the,
content of the delus}on too becoming valid.

122. Not@ second; for through reference in
general terms~®> what was said), there is intelligibility
for the em 1@‘.@1] usage (of ignorance) in respect of the
particular )

123.Qf it be said that even in respect of the
particular, there would not be such empirical usage,
whether cognised or uncognised, it is not so (says the
siddhantin) ; fod, it is known in a general way, * there
is some particular ”'. '

. 124. Further, even if there is acceptance of nesci-
ence with a positive nature, is the content (of nescience)
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known earlier or not? In no @Yg can there be a
question (about it). )

125. “ For us, (the A@Eitins) all the objects
whether as cognised or as Exg'éognised are the contents
-of witness-consciousnessy hence the content qualified
by non-cognisedness p@ to the rise of valid cognition
is established by th \z(\ltness-consciousness, is capable

of being referred and becomes capable of being
questioned abo If this, be said, no (replies the
siddhantin),

126. F Q-m respect of a content, which is estab-
lished evew(hs established by the witness-consciousness,
there can@c be the empirical usage (of ignorance).

127. 1If it be said that though it is cognised by
‘witness-consciousness, there is the empirical usage be-
cause of the ‘desire to know the means of valid know-
ledge, no; for in the case of that which is established
by witness-consciousness the desire to know the means
.of Valid knowledge is fruitjess.
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128. And thus you (Adv@q]s) too must say that
for the sake of the knowled@-of the particular, what
is established in general is tred to.

129. We (Dvaitins)@) do say that the empirical
usage (of ignorance) i%ecause of the desire to know
the means of valid k@edge for the particular in res-
pect of that whichN§ established in general by the

witness-consciousnesg.
130. Ther e nescience does not come within

the sphere of@ ng demonstrated ; hence how canit
have any pr@'uct? And still more, how can there be
established@heé character of being the probandum either
for nesciéqde or for its product ?

XIII

131. Nor by the refutation of nescience of a posi-
tive nature is there the defect * being opposed to one's
final position,” because there is refutation of the

opponent (above) on the opnonent’s own principles.
3
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132. Not the seventh ; %e word ‘‘ absolute non-
existence " is intended togm@an unreality, then there is
(the defect of) “ opposiion to one’'s own school of
thought’’; for, what is ther than that is non-established.

133. If it is S,QZ\that it (absolute non-existence)
is ‘““being dlﬁ'erentv-om the existent”, then because of
the contingence %unreahty even from this, there is
no removal of \{he said defect (the refutation of the
indeterminakilify of illusoriness). Therefore there is
no deﬁnitiq_of illusoriness,

Q XV

134, Nor of cognisability (is there a definition)
too. It is thus: what js this cognisabifity ? Is it being
the content of cognition, or non-self-luminosity ?

135. In the first case, is the cognition of the form
of psychosis, or of the form of consciousness ?



@ LY

QRE&. A ; ASEANBRAI | AR Irafaa -
T |

R,  afuefAwRTEERIEREFARR 30— TH-

a1 SAFERY a7 | ~
P3¢, WA wEER aqmalaﬁtfa;QZ‘ EICICIN R
frargadry greannaEI g | X

13e.  aurfg—smad mqqﬁ@ggmﬁ:qga AT
afify  Fgaumfugaan ﬁ@iﬁa@&?ﬁgn%amﬁ%ﬁ%m
N)

136. Not the first, beca‘ze' of inconclusiveness (of
the probans) in respect ol'Q-He self (Atman); for that
(self) too is the contentQ the psychosis arising from
(the study of) Vedanta N\

137. 1If it be sai at, because of the non-related-
ness to the fruit aré‘mg from psychoses, there is no in-
conclusiveness (of\the probans), then is the fruit cog-
nisedness or em@jrical usage ?

138. In g first case, because of its (probans)
non-existenceQ’ven in pot, etc. there is the non-establish-
‘ment (of gﬁrobans). Because of the non-existence of
cognisednegs in (objects that are) past, future and eter-
nally to be inferred there is also partial non-establish-
ment (of the probans in the subject).

139. It is thus. Citsukha, who states its definition
“ self-luminosity is capacity to be the object of em-
pirical u%age of immediacy, while not being the object
of cognition ”, while explgining the function of”the
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qualification “ capacity to bQ't’he object of empirical
usage of immediacy” sale‘ﬁus: “it should not be
said: let ‘not being t eiject of cognition’ alone
be the definition ; for there is over-pervasion in
respect of (objects are) past, future and eternally
to be inferred; fof Xbeing the object of cognition’,
consisting in beg pervaded by the fruit, does not
exist in these ", Q

140. In "b second case again, there is certainly
inconclusiveméss (of the probans), because the self
(Atman) is the content of empirical usage generated
by psychaoses.

141. As for being the object of cognition of the
nature of consciousness, since that is not admitted by
us in the case of pot etc., there is partial non-establish-
ment (of the probans). .

142. And that self-luminosity whose non-existence
is cognisability has to be defined. If that is said to be



IRES 3¢

afifa 39 - o Jad emafigs @@ | g T 9Uw-
fameagma: |

193, WagER @ifdfrdfEaigd @swEEy; 8-
wE TEaify 39— dutaasafgdiasaaen é@ﬁ{ﬁ&n-
ggEgARER: | ,QZ\

099, fafiseases TR éﬁq:a@ ATy Fq—
aft sdsfu afafafy: | \k-

“not being an object of cogngn " then it turns out
to be saying “ cognisability isQe'ing an object of cogni-
tion.” And thus there is tthZ)nt-ingence of the defects
from the analysis made ea\ r.

N
\z\'){VI

143. “ Non-dependence on any consciousness
other than itself % empirical usage in respect of itself
is self-luminosit®§ its non-existence is cognisability.” If
this be said,£hén there is inconstancy (of the probans)
in respect gfithe self which is dependent on a conscious-
ness oth@than itself in respect of empirical usage as
“non-dual .

144, If it be said that in the self there is the
non-dependenct on any consciqusness other than itself,
in respect of indeterminate empirical usage, then, be-
gause the (probans) pot is certainly like that, there is
non-establishment of the prcbans.
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145. If it be urged t here is no indeterminate
usage at all in respect @the pot, (then), it does not
exist even in the case o self

146. If it be saidthat it is present in deep sleep,
no (we reply) smca&( e indeterminate nature of that
too is under dispu

§ XVII

147. If% be said that self-luminosity is “to be
an object&'empirical' usage as directly cognised, while
not being™n object of cognition ", no, since (the defini-
tion), being contradictory, is inapplicable.

148. Even if somehow or other it be (considered)
non-contradictory, (them too) cognisability has to be
defined through the non-existence of the qualification,
or through the non-existence of the qualified, (i.e., subr
strate) or through the non-txistence of both.
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149. Of these, in the ﬁr@case, let (the qualifi-
cation) “being the object oQGognition," itself be the
probans as non-existence ono’t being an object of cog-
nition. What (is the us@of the qualified (z.e., sub-
strate) ? And of this (p@cdure) the defect has already
been mentioned.

150. In the seésnd case, there is the non-estab-
lishment of the %Yt.ence (of the probans in respect of
part or whole o subject).

151. In @ third case, the qualification is futile;
further, the Galified (substrate) is non-established.

Q XVII

152. Again, is the cognisability through a means
of valid knowledge, or through delusion. It is not both
(of them), bechuse of non-establishment of one or the
other. , ‘

. 153. Now if the probans adduced in general is
refuted, through the analysis of the particular (forms)
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there is the contingence of thg)non-existence of all
inferences (as such). Q

154, It is as follows: QT the inference of the
smoke-bannered (fire) fron'§moke, is it the smoke
that is related to this @e and time, that is the pro-
bans or the smoke thp‘;&is related not to the present
place and time? T gh such analysis, there is the
contingence of defééb (in the inference) as, in the first
case, there is t@n-existence of the probans in the
example, and i second case, there is non-establish-
ment (of the ans in respect of the subject).

155. It\4s not so (says the siddhatin) ; for since
there theézﬁoke as such alone is what is instrumental
in establid¥ing the fire in the mountain, there is the
acceptance of non-defectiveness (of the inference).

156. If it be said that in that case, through an
analysis in the form “ig the probans thé curved smoke
(or the straight one)? " there is the contingegce of the
defect, not so (says the siddhantin) ; because it is only
that (smoke) in general which is the probans.
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157. Nor may it be s@-’“ let it be likewise in the
present context too ”, bec@se, there is not the general-
ity of cognisability in validly and the delusively
cognised. There is jdeed no generality ‘ lotusness”
in the water-lotus afthihe sky-lotus.

158. If it becwsked how there is the verbal usage
“ delusive cogni %ity, " no (says the siddhantin). Just
as there is thebverbal usage (in respect of) sky-lotus,
know it to béeven so (here).

159. Qeéides, there is the defect * being the con-
tradictor}Qprobans) " because cognisability is present
only in the real. Nor may it be said that shell-silver
is cognisable, because there cognisability belongs to
shell alone. .

160. ,“ How can shell be the content of the silver-
cognition since this is contradictory ? " If this be said,
no (says. the siddhantin). ’ ‘
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161. What is the ning ‘“of silver cogni-
tion” ? Is it “ of (the co @on) which has silver for its
content "’ or, is it *‘ of tbSe%ognition which comprehends
silver-ness ? "’

162. Not the ﬁ?&t, because it is not accepted. In
the second case, gat is the contradiction ? For, its
own content, naQe y, shell itself it cognises in a different
form—in this e is no contradiction.

163. Nok ,if it be contended that even then there is
somehow §T:isability in silver, no (says the siddhantin),
since that¢ a mere semblance of cognisability and since
that kind (of cognisability) is not related to the subject.

164. Again, is the cognisability of the silver as
pervaded by the fruit, or by the psychosis ? Not even
both, since its establishment is admitted to be only
as super-imposed. Nor is there any other means for
the cognition of that, sirice there is no (sense), contact.
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There is also non-conclusivenesQ%.f the probans), be-
cause the self too is cognisable.o

165. If it be said thatQié self is not cognised,
not so (says the siddhﬁntiQ‘Because of self-contradic-
tion. Indeed in respect non-cognised substrate, it
does not stand to reasm@gﬁ‘ther to predicate an attribute
or negate it.

166. For, its ’éognisability is established thus:
“The self is cognJsable, because it is a thing, like
the pot.” AndQ his pot is different from that cog-
nisable (viz., ) which is different from that (world)
which is othe than the said pot and the self ; because
it is an obj&€T of knowledge, like the pot.”

167. “Further, since in the non-existence of cog-
nisability (in respect of the self) there is non-existence
of the destruction of nescience in respect, of that, there
is the contingence of the non-existence of release.

168. +Nor in your system can there be something
called Brahman-knowledge (which is other than know-
ledge with the self as the cbntent), since the meaning



¥y qIgES

(&R, afg g3 g gwmfiae feramefivEer-
RAFTH AT FONROWIRET JagesEd ; a9 agfear-
frafafifa 3= )

Quo. TN qEAAAISTY xadan safErfeRand |

Qui. WrAAISfY gfasaradsi wesa T ST
TRgAtifa 3= ; A | V’S

gor.  RITANMHSATHFERIEARAGAE | a9 993-
fenfagfufiifa == | &

of the genitive is not other G@n ‘““being the content
{of cognition).”

169. “ For him who tl@'ﬁgh the knowledge gained
by hearing (the scrip u@ understands reality and
attains to the state of m%ﬁation, there arises cognition
in the form of a #ication of the internal organ;
through that (co fﬁﬁon) there may be removal of
nescience.” If t@ said, no (says the siddhantin).

170. For, § it be so accepted there is no getting
over the (de@ of) inconstancy (of the probans), be-
cause of thelsupreme self (Paramatman) too being

cognisab]b ‘
171. ¥ Because for the self too, though there is
-pervadedness by psychosis there is the non-existence
-of pervadedness by the fruit (of cognition), there is no
cognisability ”; if this be said, no (says the siddhantin),
since the answer has been (already) given. «

, 172. “Though there is non-existence of content-
ness, the knowledge having the form of the self is
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self-knowledge ; by that thes@may be removal of
nescience.” If this be said,Q?) (says the siddhantin).

173. Because it is b@& (the comprehension of)
inquiry. It is as followsSwwhat is the meaning (of the
term) ‘‘ having the fo f theself 7 Is it * whose
form is the same agthe form of the self ?” Or is it
“ whose form is si@m‘ to the form of the self 7" Or
is it “ which has @ elf for its form.”

174. Not Qe first, because the cognition and the
cognised are perceived to have one (and the same)
form. <

175. §- it be said that one (and the same) reality
is the form for both cognition and cognised, no (says
the siddhantin) because a uniform reality (satt3) is not
accepted. ,

176. And if there be one (and the same) form
through (the same) reality (satta), why should the know-
ledge resulting from the Vedantic statements have the
form of the self at all? Why should it not have the
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form of a pot also? Nor g-the others (Advaitins)
admit a form called realé%satti) in the self, because
formlessness is admitted

177. Not the se 6?1, because complete similarity
is not cognised, whilg™pme kind of similarity will result
in undue extensionv‘,m the prior case.

178. In the%hird alternative too, the self cannot
directly becom&&he form of the cognition, because of
the impossibjty of the relation of the container and the
contained (gs.between cognition and the self).

179. ~Fherefore: by elimination, it should be said
that as the content and as what excludes, the self is the
form, as it were, of cognition; and since this itself is
contentness, this (objection) is a trifle.

<« XIX

180. “ Now, if cognisability is to be the object of
cognition there would bg this (group of defects). The

<
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invariable dependence on a @ition other than itself
in respect of the empirical e related to some thing,
is cognisability. How ca&nisability of this kind be
tainted by the group of c{icts adduced’'?

181. Not so (say@e siddhantin). By the words
‘““other than” (whapN§s it that is meant)—having real
difference, or ha the difference resulting from
nescience ?

182. Not Qle first, because it is not established
for you (the @aitin). Not the second, because it is not
established fof me (the Dvaitin).

183. d that the usage is (in respect of difference)
in generaly this has (already) been refuted. And the
invariability of dependence on a cognition being itself
intelligible as the probans, the qualification (other than
itself) is futile. J ‘

184. And even in respect of silver there is no
dependence on (another) cognition for the sake “of

K

\
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empirical usage, since its establﬁnent is admitted only
as superimposed (merely ph 1enal, thus requiring
neither a psychosis of manas g_intelligence as reflected
in that psychosis): this we&e said.

185. There is also k-conclusweness (of the pro-
bans) in respect of the ﬁ#olutely unreal.

186. Nor caﬁ% e said that that too is illusory ;

for, in that case e is the contingence of futility of
the effort to pre e the difference from the unreal in

respect of silver{gtc.
187. N es sublatability stand to reason in the

case of the Wareal, since its non-cognition is accepted.

Nor can e be indeterminability for it, because there
is no autherity for it (z.e., indeterminability).
. XX

188. The probans “inertness” too has not the

legs (strong enough) to jump over the adduced group of

defects. It is as follows: what is the meaning of this
'

.

/
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that is called inertness? Isit éi_)bot being a substrate of
cognition, (2) or not being ‘€ self (non-self-hood) or
{3) being the form of nes@nce, (4) or not being self-

luminous ?
189. Not the fir %ecause there is (partial) non-
establishment (of theéo‘z%ans in the subject), in respect
of the qualified s¢llSincluded in the subject, (and)
because it (the ans) is present in the absolutely
unreal and the@ which form the negative instances.

190. N e second. What is it that is intended
by the term “not being the self (Anatman)” ? (1) Is it
being oth an the self or (2) not being a substrate
of self-hood (Atmatva).

191. Not the first, because it is not established
for you (the Advaitin). Indeed according to your (the
Advaitin’s) school there is no world as other than the
supreme self (Paramatman).

192. ‘“ Though there is the non-existence of that
(difference) as (absolutely) real, there is the difference
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as manifested by beginningless ience " ; if this be
said, the probans is not establish@g{or us (the Davaitins)
(since nescience-produced-dilﬁ'énce is not admitted
by us). And there is the i@ohstancy (of the probans)
in respect of the (absoh@y) unreal (since you admit
the unreal to be illusor

193. Not the segond ; for if self-hood be brought
under the alternat’&es stated already, there is the
contingence of o vaf (the three defects), non-distine-
tion from probgfiidum, non-establishment (of the pro-
bans), and nonegonclusiveness (of the probans).

194. {his, (the argument) * the self-hood under-
stood by (Dvaitins), let that be the same for us
(Advaitindy” is also refuted, because for us (the
Dvaitins) it is possible to adopt any one of the alterna-
tives stated. |

195. Not the thifd, for there is ndn-establishment
(of the probans) in respect of that part (of the subject)
which is cognitive psychosis. The position that the self
is of the nature of knowledge does not come up to the
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(level of) being tenable. It isM)ds follows; has that
knowledge a content or has itQU content ?

196. In the first case,@s’it itself as content or an-
other as content? Not the@st, because of contradiction
of functioning in resp, f itself. Not the second,
because of the contipgénce of the non-existence of
knowledge in releadss” Not the latter (not having a
content), because X the contingence of the non-exist-
ence of the very, %ure of knowledge.

197. And§ it is to be of the form of contentless
cognition, llehere be such a form for cognition in
the world{oo; thus there is the contingence of the
non-esta@hment (of the probans, inertness).

198. Not the fourth. For, (the definition of) any
other self-luminosity as distinct from % that form of
cognition which has itself for ,object” will be refuted
later on, *while according to you (the Advaitin) the
luminosity which has itself for object is non-existent
even in \the self. *

.
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199. By thlS (the vi that inertness is non-
sentience is also refuted, se it does not fall outside
the alternatives already mentioned.

200. Nor can th 'é}be the adoption (of a position)
similar to ours (by ’(?; Advaitins) since “ not being
the substrate of wershlp is called inertness by
us (and that is ngtJcceptable to the Advaitin).

&

201. éﬂe probans * finitude "’ too cannot stand as
what can™¢stablish the probandum. It is as follows:
what is it that is meant by the term * finitude " ? Is it
spatial finitude or temporal finitude, or being the
substrate of reciprocal pon-existence ? *

202. Not the first, for there is partial non-
establishment (of the probans) in respect of time (i.e.,
am¢ikala) and ether (not bhatakaya).
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203. For the same rea@ it is not the second.
If it be said that everythi ther than Brahman has
spatial and temporal ﬁr@&f;—e, no, because of con-
tradiction.

204. It is as fo @s: to be finite in space is to
be the counter-corre of the (absolute) non-existence

located in some pla?. And thus by him who premises
the non-existence—®f everything, some substrate has

to be acceptjézfor, of the non-existence the cognition

is dependen the cognition of the substrate ; and
thus how ere be no contradiction ?

205. 3 it be said that everything (in the world)
is superimposed on Brahman, and that therefore there
is no contradiction because of the acceptance of the
substrate throdgh the denial in the form, “ there it
is not,” no, (says the siddhantin). (For) the meaning
would be that what is called finitude is sublatability ;
if that would be so, theresis the contingence of the



uy Tt

Ro&. FHWUR=RY ifawar @ik Prea@ar aify
Ba1 W | F1 9 FEAARAIR=BEERANE: § T FOAT
ECIIGHE

0. FAUETR: FEIRTIAAAI: 2_TSALIANd
I ; TENFTAN, TR FEATIHATE |

Ro¢. ISR FHEMM TA; W AT, |
qE FR SRR crﬁ'g'fi‘a | mﬁmrw |

defect, even because of non- deEtlon from the pro-
bandum.
206. And by temporal fﬁ'fude might be intended

‘“ being non-eternal " or “ ng a beginning " or “ not
being real in all three titwes (the past, future and the
present) ’; and thus, use of the impossibility of

such a finitude in rﬁgt of time, that same contradic-
tion of vile nature % come (again).

207. By whatt (authority) do we determine tem-
poral finitude i&lrespect of ether ? If it be said (that it
is) by the lgns, inertness, it is not so (says the
siddhantin) Because it has been refuted, also because
the ﬁnitﬁ’ in the case of pot, etc., is brought about
by (the adyunct) “ being an effect .

208. If it be said that whatever is inert is an
effect, it is not so (says the siddhantin), because of
inconstancy in respect of nescience. " And if that be
an effect, there would be the failure of the technical
exposition in respect of that (nescience) as beginning-
less’; and there is non-existence of a cause for it.
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209. There is the inc ‘chy of the probans
‘‘ inertness ", if accepted as gx'al, in respect of release,
for him who speaks of rel% as of a fifth form.

210. And if that (réfease—moksa) has temporal
finitude, there is the @tmgence of the return (to the

world of sarhsara). @even the thousand eyed (Indra)
nnul destruction; hence (your

has the capacity
position) would b&g raving of a lunatic.

$ xx

211. Ng_the third. Scriptural statements like
“not this ’Q'not this ”’ declare that Brahman is the sub-
strate of “the reciprocal non-existence of the world. If
that difference too be declared a product of nescience,
(it is) not so (says the siddhantin).

212., Then is here ‘ beihg different because ot
real difference " the probans ? In that case there would
be the non-establishment qf that in the subjecty and
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there would also be contradicti .v.And since by per-
ceptions like, “the pot is reall there is sublation of
the content (of the infetenc@,' (the probans) becomes
adduced after the lapse oQtﬁe (proper) time (z.e., be-
comes sublated).

213. Now, what \:his ‘“ being real” which is
the sphere of perce ? (1) Is it reality or (2) being
made known by firmation or (3) producing suc-
cesful activity (ii\Fespect of the object) or (4) being
other than mer€ly” apparent or (5) being other than
non-reality or {8) non-sublatability ?

214, Onlthe acceptance of any one of the first
five (alte@'xves) there is not for us (Advaitins) con-
flict with™perception, because that (kind of reality) is
not rejected by us (Advaitins).

215. Not the sixth, because it is not possible
for perception to apprehend the non-ekistence of sub-
lation subsequently. Therefore, this contertion that
reality is apprehended by perception is like (the asses-
tion) * the city of Gandhawvas is real "
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216. (If the Advaitins Qf?ance this argument) it
is not so (says the siddhi@tin), since non-sublation is
perceptually apprehended.™~ Nor may it be said that

it (perception) does apprehend non-existence of
sublation subsequenfly} for this is established even
by the apprehen of non-sublatedness at that
time.

217. “ Nofsublatedness at that time is appre-
hended even the city of Gandharvas”; if this be
said, true. n then there is a difference. “ Validity
of cognitjels is, indeed, the general rule; invalidity is
because of¥ defect;” this is what is accepted by the
learned.

218. And thus, there, invalidity is brought in
through some Sublater; in the case in question, since
that kind of sublation is not seen, it is only non-sub-
lagability in all three times that is established, free
from defect. ’ ‘




u¢ TRTES

QQ.  AEEGAHA A% sAgRfd 39 ; sagineT
AEAEE  SAGRATEIAR | ST GERAAIGAIATY
AUARTRIAGAFAT GAW q699 | 431 T FA G-
FIIAGFRO q AT4d, g | qg1 FT A1 amﬁq\'v'ﬁﬁﬁt -
FE IR AEIES | /Qb

Ro.  ANUFATHIFSAIALAT; aifud zefafa
I ; FAATARAT TR R |
XXIII SZV

219, If it be said, “ Let%’erence itself be the sub-
later of perception,” no; @the inference) reduced to
the death-state by the contradiction with perception, is
incapable of contradic the perception. Otherwise,
-even the inference o ~Qfe coldness of fire would become
valid as the sublz%of the perception comprehending
heat (in fire). hen perception is not sublated by
another percepfidn of equal strength, what then, alas!
is the talk @t the wretch, namely, reasoning which
lives at th t of that (perception), being the sublater
-of that ? .

ZZO.Qf it be said that the perception that appre-
hends the sky as sullied (by smoke etc.,) is seen to be sub-
lated by the inference of its being incorporeal, no (says
the siddhdntin) ; for, even there, since the acceptance of
the sublation is solely due to the testimony,of reliable

persons, etc., there is no admission (of sublation by
inference). ‘
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221. And again even there is inference by
one’'s own self, then too ré is ascertainment from
that (inference) only as essing a pervasion appre-
hended by a perceptio&ich is strong (as compared
with the inference). D

222. If it be ‘&zd, “why should not then the
perception which §g~under dispute also be delusive,
because it is g@ception like the perception of the

city of the G lharvas ?” no. Then why should not
statements ]i% existence, knowledge, etc.”, be invalid,
because th@. re statements, like the statements about
the aged ox¥

223. “Further if by the term ‘‘ perception” be
intended the semblance of perception, it js non-existent
in the subject.®

224., If a means of valid'knowledge be intended,
it is not related to the example. If “ merely being
knowlec}ge " be the probans, there is the inconstancy
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(of the probans) in respect of thQE.owledge given rise
to by statements like * existence_knowledge, etc.”

225. Besides, there iQontradiction with scriptur-
al statements like ‘“‘t rld is real”, etc. If it be
said that phenomena lity (alone) is predicated here,
no (says the siddhantin), because the assumption is
groundless.

226. And @ is futile to predicate phenomenal
reality with ence to the world. Nobody, whether
worldly (wisﬁ' (learned) in the vedas, fails to accept
the phenoifyénial reality of the world.

227. herefore there is predicated only noumenal
reality through the refutation of illusoriness well-known
to the opponent (the Advaitin), because of the principle
that scripture is purportful with reference to what is not
established (otherwise). .

228. 1If it be said that the statement of the reality
of the universe is a reputition (of what is otherwise
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established) in order to make kaYwhat is negated by
the scriptural statements like Qhere are no differents
whatsoever here” no (says thg.?lddhﬁntin) ; for, in that
case, there is the conting that in order to secure
the affirmation in such tex¢s as “ the world is real”,
the statement therega e no differents whatsoever
here ” is a repetition

229. Further Anere is the undue extension, that
in order to mal@own what is negated by sentences
like * this wasé¢gnly non-existence at the beginning "
the text “ r@', knowledge, etc.” is a restatement of
Brahman’s relity.

230. éVVhen the illusoriness of the universe and
the reality’ of Brahman cannot be established by (any
means) other than scripture how can there be a restate-
ment (of them) ?”’ If this be asked, no (says the siddhan-
tin), because b§ probans like cognisability, there is esta-
blishments of illusoriness, and because, through the un-
intelligibility of delusion (otherwise), there isthe assump-
tion in the case of Brahman tdo that as substrate it is Teal.
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231. Further, by him wgvs.ays that there is
repetition of the reality of g@ world, is the world
admitted as an object of valid ¢ognition or not ?

232. Not the first, &use of conflict with that
authority (for statementsﬁ_e * There are no differents "
etc.), and because of t é%’(ict that that which is negated
is not admitted (by&(}u Advaitin) to be by its own
nature the content @alid cognition.

233, Not theecond, because restatement of that
which is not §blished is impossible. If it be said
that there i statement of what is established in
ordinary ex g’gnce, ho (says the siddhantin). Is it the
restatemeﬁgf what is established on valid evidence in
ordinary experience or delusively ?

234. Net the first, because of the reply having
been already given. ,Not the latter, ‘because in the
same way there is the contingence of the' refutation
of !?:rahman-reality delusively cognised in the case-of
the world.

v
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235. Therefore, there is Q possibility of repeti-
tiveness in the absence of a s \bment like  what they
say " and a special argu g_for the refutation ; and
there is no ground for p&ating phenomenal reality
(alone). For these reagons, it is absolute reality that
is declared of the world"\hence there is the conflict with
scripture (for the A tin's inference).

N~ xxv

236. Bes&s there is the conflict (for the Advai-
tin’s positio%z ith the code (smrti) devoid of room
(for ambigjyuity) namely, ‘ They say that the universe
is non-reéﬁs no substrate, and has no Lord. (What
is there tht does not spring from mutual union? Lust
is the cause of all)”. .

237. And here the word ‘ not-real” has not for
purport absolute unreality ; fot, because of the non-
existence of any disputant who accepts absolute un-
reality, (the term) “they say " would not be pos¢ible.
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inference : “The thing u dispute is real, because it
is cognised through a medns of valid knowledge, like
Brahman.” '5\

239. Noris th@)bandum undefined, since being
non-sublatable (its%). is the probandum. And because
of the establish of that (non-sublatability) in the
case of Brahmafs{ there is not (the defect of) non-estab-
lished qualifigdtion.,

240. ? )w, what is this being cognised through a

238. And there is Igﬁg:t with the (following)
e

means of xfid knowledge ? Is it being cognised through
a real means of valid knowledge, or being cognised
through a non-real means of valid knowledge ?

241. Not the first, because it is.not established
for us (the Advaitins}, since means of valid knowledge
like perception, etc. are not admitted as making known
reality. )
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242. Not the latter, becausQi't is not established
for you (the Dvaitins). And tlexample too is devoid
of the Probans.

243. Not so (says the 'gixintin) ; for, there is no
authority in respect of égs of valid knowledge like
perception making knowg(C nly) the non-real. Percep-
tion, etc. make kno %\he real, because of being a
means of valid kn &Edge, like (the text) ‘‘ reality,
knowledge, etc.” &erwise there would not at all
be (for those) thgliaracter of being means of valid
knowledge. T universe is cognised through a
means of v knowledge which makes known the
real, becauge ¥t is other than the admitted objects of
delusive %ﬁtion, like Brahman.

244. NI self-hood be said to be the adjunct (present
in the example, and not in the subject), no (says the
siddhantin), because self-hood consisting of non-sub-
latability, ,etc., is possible in the subject ; otherwise in
Brahman there would be the non-existence of self-
hood too.
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245. Besides, why shou$not the probans be
* being cognised through a of valid knowledge,”
in general, omitting attribut “%; ‘ which makes known
the real " ? This probang indeed not present in the
negative instance. Sigee pervasion by (cognition)
psychosis is accepted ipdrespect of the self, there is mot

the non-existence the probans in that (positive
instance).

v
246, Ifit @aid that even thus, since there is no
reality other @ being an object of a means of valid
knowledge, Qere is (the defect of) non-distinction (of
the probax@-lrom thé probandum, no (says the Dvaitin)
since thiQs not accepted by yourselves (Advaitins) or
by others (Dvaitins).

247. Now this is not stated acgording to your
(Advaitin’s) own point of view ; for reality is admitted

of Brahman though (it is) not the object of a means of
valid knowledge. :
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248. Nor is it accordingdd our (Dvaitins') point
of view; for, of the worldnas of Brahman, there is
admitted reality other tha? eing an object of a means
of valid knowledge”. Qtherwise like the horns of a
hare there would be n %nctiéning of a means of valid
knowledge. ‘2\

249. If it besyaid that even thus, the example is
devoid of proban%mce Brahman is not an object of a
means of vali <znowledge, no (says the siddhantin);
for on the v@hat “uncommon’”’ (probans) is no de-
fect at all, e is intelligibility for the barely negative
(pervasio And if Brahman be not the object of a
means of Valid knowledge, there is the contingence of
unreality (for it), as for the horns of a hare.

250. If it* be said that it is not so, because of
being established by itself, no (says the siddhantin).
The term ‘“ by itself ”, does it mean, “ by oneself or
* without a means of valid knewledge ? ”
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251. Not the first, beca§ it is not accepted.
There is not indeed admitte usal correlateness for
oneself in respect of oneself ;¥otherwise there could be

establishment thus even foQQ@'e horns of hare.
252. Not the seco\- ; for, (to the statement)

‘“ there is no reality in absence of a means of valid

knowledge,” it is no er (to say) that it is established

without a means alid knowledge, since no other

method of establi ent is stated. If it be said that

** self-establish " means ‘‘self-luminosity”, no

(says the siddh@m), since it has already been answered.
: | XXV

253.0‘ here is also the possibility of establishment
of reality because of producing successful activity (in
respect of the object). If it be said that there is the
inconstancy (of the probans) in respect of cases like
the enjoyment of Rambha (a celestial damsel) ,in
dre&ms, no (says the siddhantin), because that (dream
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experience) is on a par with g.subject. There is
indeed no inconstancy of thz& ans in the subject or
in what is on a par with the sufject.

254. If it be said tlQ:there is the inconstancy
(of the probans) in res Q of rope-snake, etc. (which
produce fear), no (say«§ e siddhantin), because its
cognition by itself uces fear, trembling, etc. (and
that cognition is nagllusory).

255. Now, %ﬂt the cognition by itself that gives
rise to fear, tr&fabling, etc., or is it as specified by the
content? I e first case, there is the contingence of
all cognitigne.giving rise to fear, trembling, etc.

256. Q n the second case, for the snake too there
results the production of that.” 1If this be said, no
(says the siddhantin), because, * the (real) rope that is
cognised as the snake,”’—this alone being. the specifica-
tion, therg is no inconstancy ‘(of the probans), and
because they (fear etc.) are generated not by the snake
(but only by snake-cognition.
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257. 1If it be said tha 9 the self there is no
production of successful E.%i.ty (in respect of the
object), no (says siddhi@ ; for, it (the self) as the
cause of the entire unjvérse is well-known from a
hundred scriptural statésyents. If that (causal self) too
be (said to be) inclu& in the subject, then there would
be partiality in faveur of Mahayana (Buddhism).

258. 1If it aid that it is not so because of the
acceptance of £Xelf other than that (qualified self), no
(says the sid@tin) ; for, since even what is other than
that has this4ttribute (viz. being other than the quali-
fied self), if\GS included in the subject.

259. \Besides, because of the acceptance of success-
ful activity in respect of even the qualified self, how
can it be said not to be present in the self-part (of the
qualified self) ? ‘

260. And, being an object of empirical usage is
the ‘authority for (the establishment of) the reality in
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respect of the universe ; for, even in «r.hs'pect of cognition,
verbal designation, etc. the shell d&?e is the content.

xxv:g(b

261. And, “being tig-content of a cognition
generated by defect” is@e adjunct. Nor can that
(adjunct) be establish \rn respect of the universe too
by (the probans) cog@bility, etc.; for, there is the
contingence of the Aelect here too, as in the establish-

ment of il]usorineg.
§ XXIX

262. Agﬁ_if illusoriness means indeterminability
or either &ig nescience or being a product thereof,
there is (the defect of) the non-existence of the pro-
bandum in the example.

263. ‘“Now, in inferring possession of a cause
through the probans, ‘being occasional,’ since it is not
possible for the cause to be 'of the form of real and
ynreal, there remains only production by nescience ; "’
if this be said, no (says thessiddhantin).
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264. What is it that is c%éd being occasional "’ ?
Is it being cognised on e occasion or is it being
produced on some occasipnV

265. Not the fir l\\Gince there is no pervasion.
Not the latter, becaa%’e the probans is not established.
Hence, this syll?ém does not in any one of these

three forms comesigito line with reason.

Q XXX

266. F‘ther, if the universe be delusively posited
then ther¢Q)would be the contingence of having to
admit th@ntecedence of a substrate and achetype that
are real and similar to the universe (so) posited.

267. And the admission of two realuniverses does
not stand to reason, because of the contingence of
excess, as in the case of him who went to beg for oil-
cake and was promised a measure of oil.



aREIE w3

R&¢. a@ AF sngifewfRuately adwed wzaam-
79|

R&R. fra sewamr scamzmiBEgaAYEEE -
qFA | d9E ARG | GASEAIRIENIER SN geaars-
HNET FAI | 6 SATIFAIN A SAHE: |

Jvo. TUT ¥ gAN—uq= 7 wifawleea:, farfamr-
TafeagmARrAagIfREn a1 waaq & QA
frgAsTEEAsTEATERaERT aTHE: N\

268. Therefore, the univ is not posited as
delusive, (and) hence the infergice through cognisabil-
ity, etc., (as probans) is reét_ted by counter-arguments
(reductio ad absurdum).

269. Further, for ®ssumptiveness, there is a per-
vader, viz., being prec by a substrate and archetype
that are similar to@super-imposed. And they (the
substrate and the ?schetype) do not exist here (in the
subject). For, i more consistent with parsimony
to admit the redity of this universe than to admit two
real univers Therefore even the pervaded viz. as-
sumptiven P%oes not exist; hence, there is conflict
with the ‘st of valid knowledge.

270. Qnd there is the syllogism thus: ‘‘ The
universe is not delusively posited, because it has neither
a substrate nor%an archetype, like the self; or negatively
like the silver (cognised in the'shell-silver delusion).”
Og the contrary view, there is the sublater in the
form of the contingence of the admission of tworeal
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-similar to what is super-impos

universes, that are substrate EQ archetype and are

qu-l'

271. Now, what een said, ‘‘ that which is
.delusively posited has%substrate,” that is not (true),
because there is th constancy (of the probans) in
respect of the dregdmdobject. It is as follows: now,
(all) the objects gnised) in dream are delusively
posited. Indeed)if they be real, they are either begin-
ningless and e@nal or they are created and destroyed.

272. IrQhe first case, they should be cognised
both earli«Qf.{nd later. In the second case, why is it
that they“age not cognised after waking ?

273. If it be said that they are born and destroyed
then alone (in the dream), no (says*the Advaitin),
because of impossibility. Further, in this way the
material and the efficient causes (of the dream-objegts)
have to be known.
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274. Further, these objecQ(in dreams), are they
cognised inside (the body) Q—outside? Not the first,
because it is impossible t gnise huge objects in a
small place. Not the latt@ ecause of the contingence
of cognition even by th&@aople by one’s side.

275. And by w instrument are these (dream-
objects) cognised? KQw, it is not by the outer sense-
organs, because a mt time they are (all) at rest. Nor
is it by the min anas) because it has no independent
power (of cogniton) outside (the body).

276. F@er, one asleep in Benares (Kasi) per-
ceives Ma (in his dream). Likewise one who sleeps
in autun@ experiences) spring. And of these, there
is no possibility at that (time or) place. Therefore they
are delusively posited. .

277. Nor is there any substrate here ; for the self
is cogniséd as different (from the objects of the dream).
Indeed the cognition is, then, not in the from “I am an
elephant’.
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278. This too has char;%;lly) for the unreflective,.
t

because those (objects s in dreams) are real, (says
the siddhantin). Hence, re is nothing contradictory
(to our argument) even’%§ﬁey do not have a substrate.
' 279. Now, the/QzBlater has been set forth in (re-
garding them as) r It is not so (says the siddhantin),
because of the ac ance of production and destruction
(for the dream-gjjects).

280. NoiNd there the contingence of the cognition
of (dream-objécts) before (and) after; for instantaneous-
ness is po e, as for lightning, etc.

281. N it be said that there should in that case
be the cognition of the material cause, etc., no (says
siddhantin) ; for, impressions are the material cause.
And impressions being supersensible, their si0t being
cognised stands to reason. The efficient cause, ets.
are tne unseen (potency), \God, etc.
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282. Cognition is possi@)f the product of even
what is supersensible, as {in-the case of) the Triad.
Hence too, cognition by$ mind within (the body)
stands to reason. \_

283. If it be s ‘@that (the probans) ‘‘ the non-
existence of substratgN{ is not established, since the self
is the substrate, na~(Says the siddhantin), because the
self cannot possi e the substrate.

284. The %lf is not the substrate of the super-
imposition o \ae world, because it is not a content
(of cogniti rg_since it is cognised as the opposite of
that (i.e.ggntent), like the mountain not being the
substrate Nof the super-imposition of the mustard
seed. .

285. Nor is the universe superimposed on the
self, because it is cognised as the opposite of that (:.e.,
self) just as the mustard seed is not superimposed on
the mountain.
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where there is cognition n opposite form, there is
the contingence of its (illfsion) being non-removable
at any time (says the si@hz‘mtin).

287. Further, i e universe be superimposed on
the self, then it wo ot be cognised as different from
the self. Whe ne is super-imposed on another,

that (former) ;‘Qmot cognised as different from that

286. If the super-ing%:)n be admitted (even)
]

(latter), just the silver superimposed on the shell
is not cognis¥d as different from the shell, in delusion.
And this &erse is now cognised as different from the
self. Hent¥ it is not superimposed thereon.

288. Besides, in saying that the universe is super-
imposed on Brahman, do they admit ‘the reality of
the universe elsewhere, ‘or do they not ? n

289. In the first case, there is the abandonmept
of the premised illusoriness of the latter (universe).
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If there is no (such reality of universe elsewhere),
of what is the super-impositl” and where ? There is

indeed no super-impositioQ_ mewhere of the horns
of the hare.

290. “ By us (Adyaitins) is not declared the
super-imposition of a giyverse, which is real elsewhere,
on Brahman, in w ?2? case, there would result the
abandonment of premised illusoriness of every
thing. It is o e other hand admitted that the
universe, whic b’Q,s something indeterminable by nature
and of the Q{_ of the not-self is superimposed on
Brahman.” this be said, no (says the siddhantin).

291. %hat is the meaning of (the expression)
“ the um@rse of the form of the not-self ” ? Is it other
than the self, or opposed to the self, or the non-
existence of the self ?

292. It is not the first and the second because
of the contingence of the reality of the universe in some
place. Not the third, because the super-imposttion
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of the non-existence of the se]bn the self is nowhere
cognised. Indeed, no one ibeund to have the delu-
sion “‘ I am not myself ”. Q'

293. The self und Qispute cannot become the
substrate of the super sition of the non-existence
of the self, because ityd\he self, like Devadatta.

294. Now, if’l‘h e said that (the probans) *“ not
having an ,arche@” is not established, because each
prior universe Q he archetype for every subsequent
super-imposit'eb of the universe, no (says the siddhan-
tin), becauséz_of unreality. Since in this way the
inference (the probans) ‘‘ cognisability ” is refuted
by manyN\an inference it is established that it (the
inference) is not sound.

XXXII .

295. Even the establishment of this cloth being
the counter-correlate of the absolute non-existence
pressnt in these threads through its being what has
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the parts (s.e., the whole) etc.,\3sublated by absolute
non-existence not having a co r-correlate.

296. In establishing ghat it (the cloth) does not
exist in these threads, is (the defect of) the

establishment of the est@_nshed ; for, there being non-
difference of cause an ect, there i1s the non-existence
of the relation of the %tainer and the contained.

297. In inferrgpg ‘ this is not the effect of threads”
there is somethi%else (proved) by establishing non-
producedness, production by something else. And
because of inapplicability of such syllogism to
ether, etcg e is the non-establishment of illusoriness

in respec the entire universe.

XXXIII

298. Besides, here is there adduced the unreality
of the cloth or is there denied the relation (of the cloth
to the threads)? Not the first, because it is opposed to

your (Advaitin’s) school of thdught.
6
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299. If it be said that realiy alone is denied, but
that unreality is not adduce%.lt is not so (says the
siddhantin) ; for, when than_r ality) is denied there is
stability for that (unrea]it@ And if reality be denied,
there would be the futiQ of the words * present in
these threads.” N

300. Nor may, > be said that the attribute is
{used) to remove defect of) the establishment of
the established; gthe absolute non-existence of this
cloth is not estgdylished for us (the Dvaitins). By this,
the example @; is to be understood to have been
refuted as d of the probandum.

301. ow, (asKs the objector) if of another cloth
there is @ absolute non-existence (in these threads),
then why“should not that other cloth exist (there)?
Here, (asks the siddhantin), would there be the relation-
ship with the cloth, or the cloth (itself) ?e

302. In the first® case, there is no establishment
of the pervasion. In the second case, there is (the
defeet. of) the establishmegt of the established.

?‘,g,d
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303. Not the latter toéz'('i.e., denial of relation).
For the non-existence on-He relation between the
threads and the cloth is e@o]ished.

304. If, then, th %eaning of the premised state-
ment is “ this cloth ¥ not produced out of those
threads ”’, in that ’&se, it would not even be (the
probans) ‘ what %? the parts”; so there would be
the non-establisQn nt of the probans.

305. If e said that in reality that too is not
there, no (sa& the siddhantin); for “being what has
the partsdgnd non-real” is not established for us
(Dvaitins) And this is in conflict with such percep-
tions as ‘“ here in the threads there is cloth ”.

306. Now if it be asked, ‘ like the functioning of
the inference of colourlessness sublating what is con-
sidered the perceptual cognition of blueness here in
thg sky, here too why should not the functioning of
inference be intelligible ? ”’ no (says siddhantin). =
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307. If so, when evem inferences like (the one)
that establishes coldness@vﬁre function unhindered,
there will result the domg\away with the nomenclature
of sublation.

308. Ifitbe salﬁﬁat sublation can function easily
while there remaingawake perception, etc., whose valid-
ity is accepted % oth the disputants, then, in the
present case, w is the cause for not accepting the
validity of per@ ion ?

309. IfQ.' be said that it is the conflict with in-
ference, it{)s'the same even in the inference of the
coldness fire. And we know of no example, where
perception is sublated by inference. Even the delu-
siveness of the cognition of the blue colour in the sky
is known only through scripture, since’ inference does
not function here. .

310. It is thus: is the blue colour of the sky
denizd because it is gro%s (mahatvat), or because it
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is devoid of smell, or because it 's?evoid of touch?
Not any one of the three, since eve§om this (probans)
there is the contingence of defying (the quality of)
sound (in respect of the ether)

311. If (then) there i g;ntradiction (for the in-
ference that establishes @act that sky is not the
abode of sound) by scrxiptare, then its colourlessness
too certainly results from™scripture, not from inference.
And therefore by d? who accepts the defect of
adducing (the prokans) after the lapse of the (proper)
time (z.e. sublatighl} in some place, that (defect) must
necessarily be chpted here too (in the present case)
by parity of @ming.

Q& XXXIV

312. Qdesides, we (the Dvaitins) do not know of
any sublater in (accepting) the non-existence of the
illusoriness of ethe universe. If real, how can it be
manifest ? . Not by its own self, because it is inert; nor
by another, because there is non-existence of relation
with another manifestor. Iff what is non-rel}ted—(to a
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manifestor) should manifest, then%ere would be (the
defect of) undue extension.

313. “If, however, it p(regarded as) unreal
(illusory) its manifestation i &elligible by the relation
of substrate and super&osition thereon for (the
universe) which is supgginiposed on the self-luminous
consciousness ;"' if tHf§" be said, no (says the sid-
dhantin) ; for it is b d the sphere of (comprehension
by) inquiry.

314, It is %Y:)l]ows: what is the meaning of
““how can it manifest ” ? Is it (1) ‘“how does it
become manj "? (2) ‘““or how is it the substrate of
manifestatigny "’ or (3) ‘“how is it the content of
manifesta@? "

315. ot the first and the second, because they
are not accepted. In the third too, is “ consciousness,”
or “psychosis” the meaning intended by the word
‘““manifestation " ? ¢ .

316. Not the first ; for, though not the contenj of
conssioysness, there is Mo sublater, since. even with
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being the content of the psychosis\the empirical usage
(of immediacy) is intelligible. gain) what is the
defect in (regarding) conscio ss too as (manifesting
what is) naturally (related I’Qi_t, not only what is super-
imposed thereon) ?

317. On the othe\ hand, as for the scriptural
statement of non-rela & (of the Purusa), that is to be
taken as declaring & non-existence of relatedness of
sin, etc. to the sup Lord.

318. Not tl%second, because by the efficiency of
the instrument Qere is intelligibility (secured) for the
subject-objecantion (between the psychosis and the
world). . .

319. sides, if the manifestation by super-im-
position be on the view that the super-imposition is in
the individual self (Jiva), there would be manifestation
at all times.e On the view of super-imposition on
Brahman, never (would there be manifestation).

., 320. Even on the view of a plurality of individual
selves, if the super-imposition be on the ind‘iﬂd.ual self,
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the world would be manifest Qall at all times; if
the substrate, however, be man, to no one and at
no time (would it be manifegty).-

321. If it be said t even then, if (the uni-

verse is) real, cognisabik&_ (as probans) would not be
appropriate, since no tion is demonstrated as be-
tween cognition ank e cognised, no (says the sid-
dhantin).

322. For, jgas inherence (is assumed) where
conjunction is Q ossible, there may be assumed even
another relati@ when these two are not possible (and)
hence the su@ct-object relation is possible.

323. or is it undemonstrated. To be respec-
tively fit different cognitions, as being the substrate
of the frutt generated by (those) cognitions, let this be
(the dehinition of) being the content of cognition ;" if
this be said, is the fruit cognisedness' or empirical
usage ? ‘ .

324. Not the first; for this being impossible jn
past qhiects, etc., there is the contingence of their being
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not the content of cognition. the second, because
it is not found in respect of Qy, etc. (which cannot be
taken up, rejected, etc.). .

325. Not so (says @ siddhantin) ; for, in the
acceptance of cognisedn&sg in respect of past objects,
etc., there is no con@; because, otherwise there is
impossibility of emp#geal usage in respect of them.

326. If it bé?aid that in respect of past objects,
etc., there is ommon contentness (visayatvam),
(then) let it be@erent for each (class of objects), (says
the siddhﬁntiQ.—

327. y should there not be empirical usage
also as @nition-gcnerated fruit suited to respective
capacities ? Therefore inference is not an authority in
respect of the illusoriness of the universe.,

o XXXV,

. 328. ‘“Now, if the universe is real, is it different
from Brahman, or non-diffrent (from Brahumem), or
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different and non-different, or oth®-than different and
non-different ?

329. “In the first case, t gh the chain of differ-
ences, there is infinite reggess. In the second case,
there is opposition to % own doctrine. In the
third case, there is con&ction. In the fourth case,
there is indeterminabify.” If this be said, no (says
the siddhantin). Fof){difference being the very nature
(of the thing) thergyis non-existence of infinite regress.

330. Furthe%n this case, there is certainly parity
of such defecs§{ even (in questions) as to whether
Brahman is different or non-different from the world.

& " XXXVI

331.Qf it be said * Let scriptural statements like
‘ Here there js no manifoldness (Neha nan3a)’, etc., be
the authority in respect of the illusoriness of the uni-
verse,” no, (says the siddhantin); for, that (scriptural
statement) has for purport the denial of manifoldness
in mem&n. ¢
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332. “In Brahman thertev.no contingence of
manifoldness, which could be dented.” If this be said,
alas! (says the siddhantin) in-hat case, how can it be
accepted by you (Advaitif)~'that the denial of the
manifoldness present in (@ man) itself is the purport
of such (texts) as man is) one only without
a second ?"” And (it ys”so) because there is the con-
tingence of non-comfegncement of the discussion of the
impartite (sense),{nce according to the Advaitin there
is no contingenQ f difference in Brahman).

333. If @e said that as in the word manifoldness
(nana) thereQ's the non-existence of the termination
(implying Qe’sense) of an abstraét noun, it is not so, no
(says the@ldhﬁntin); for, even in the absence of a suffix
conveying the sense of an abstract noun, in the apho-
rism. ‘‘Because of the teaching of being-the object that
is attained b} the released selves (Muktopasrpyavya-
padesat)?’ there is seen that serise (of an abstract noun).

« 334. Then, if it be said that revealed statements
(agama) like “one only without a secon&i%an be
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the universe), no (says the siddhantin), because, the
.expression ‘ without a secox@-’ has for purport the
denial of another entity of ‘same class.

335. If it be said 4Bat it is not so, since the
denial (of another) of {he. same class is secured even
by the attribute, one¥ghly), no (says the siddhantin);
for it (the word, has got for purport the affirma-
tion of unity in n er.

336. The jmrpossibility of usages like “ the num-
ber is one”, ‘Won-existence is one’’, does not convey
any challengQ—to us (since unlike Logicians—Tarkikas
—we do *hold that qualities, inherence, etc., can
have no @a]ities and that substance alone can have
qualities like number).

337. And the word unlimited (ananta) has for
purport (only) the non-existence of limittition in space
and time ; for that aloné is its etymological significance.

338. ‘‘ Since the word, limit (anta) has for its
~etymomgi§l significance, ‘what is limited in space or

the authority here (in respec'g‘?.the illusoriness of
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in time, or by (another) object, w&en there is a com-
pound (formed) with the negatiyeNparticle, (therewith)
it is intelligible that there is§nial of even all the
three limitations; hence theQ-is no necessity for a
separate etymology (for thQﬁél‘d unlimited) .  If this
be said, no (says the siddh@in) ; for, the word unlimited
has no etymological sjgdiificance is respect of all the
said three (senses), only in respect of the first
two). Therefore, it/fs. established without any obstruc-
tion that of the \xg of real differences, of the form of
the sentients anQ e non-sentients, Hari is the creator.

D

& XXXVII

339.@6@, how does the ‘reality of difference
stand to Mason, since (that difference) is in conflict
with the inference “the selves (Atmans) under dispute
are not in reality different from the ,supreme self
(Paramatman) because of self-hood (Atmatva) like the
supreme self (Paramatman)” ?* If this be asked, no
(says the siddhantin), because (the probans) self-hood
has been already refuted.
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340. “ The thing u% dispute is devoid of real
difference within itself, because it is cog-
nisable ; t'h}t which is thus (cognisable) is
so (de ba of real difference), like ether ;
S0 is?b.xs (thing in dispute) ; therefore it

1S s@x

Let the conflicthe with this inference.” 1f this be said,
no (says thésiddhantin); for, it cannot stand inquiry.

341. ‘is thus< here by the expression * devoid
of differ€gde within itself ”, is there stated separately
the non-existence of difference of each thing from it-
self, or (the thing) being devoid of (the quality) sub-
strateness of difference ? «

342. Not the first, because of (the defect of) the
establishment of the established. Not the latter, since
the ex&:qgle is devoid of thie probandum,
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343. If it be said that J§ as the ether has no
difference in itself, likewise tlQ'totality of things which
goes under the name ‘‘ufidverse” also has no such
difference, here too, wh che meaning ? * Just as the
ether has no difference%aving the ether as its counter-
correlate, likewise t niverse also has no difference,
having that (worldgtself) as its counter-correlate . If
this be the mea@g accepted, there is (the defect of)
the establishmes$ of the established.

344, 1 en, it be said that just as there is no
difference ween the ether delimited by a pot and
ether del@ted by a monastry (Mutha) likewise there is
no difference even between the parts of the universe, no
(says the siddhantin), since, the example is devoid of
the probandug; for, even of the ether (as for pot,
etc.) possession of parts is established, because of
haying conjunction (with others). Hence, enough (of
this).
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345. If it be said that the can be the inference,
‘“ difference is illusory, becQ:s'e of the nature of differ-
ence, like the difference @the moon (when delusively
perceived as double)” (says the siddhantin), since
the probandum is \@t defined; and the example
too is devoid of gv.ans; for difference from there
itself being unr@ the very nature of difference is

Q

non-existent.
346. If%{)e said that though there is the non-

existence %_t at (difference) as absolutely real, differ-
ence do xist somehow and consequently also the
nature of difference, no (says the siddhantin); for,
a difference of such a character is not related to the
subject. " .

347. If it be said that leaving out special features
like sublatedness, etc., the generic character of differ-
ence %ne the probans,'no (says the siddhantin).



TS Qw

39¢.  AATINSAARAATAATANET | SFFIaHl-
RemfumamEfiE@iiz it weaEam sgR sgeqauEe |

399, SIHAUNTIEAUINE | WgERd azft @iRkfy
37 ; mfenfasararaTEr | ~

3o, UM FTERfEEHA gdi Jq—aa
ggReafigar 7 R omafy 2 \%%

348. For in the case of ke and vapour, a
generic nature too is as much _n@-existent as smokeness
{common to both). Otherwisegﬁrough the mere smoke-
ness not ascertained to @érticularised as sublated
or unsublated or otheryi® there is the contingence
of (the inference of '\}len a lake, etc., containing
fire,

%V' XXXIX

349. Andeeing not cognised by a means of
valid knowl ” is the adjunct. If it be said that
that too ig)only because of being of the nature of
diﬁ”ereanno (says the siddhantin); for there is the
contingence even of the nature of mere appearance.

350. If then it be said that there is the cognition
of being whaf brings about empirical usage in respect
of that (difference), then, why ,do you not see-also its
being established by means of a valid knowledge like
pérception, etc. ?
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351. Now, how can&m’eption lead to the cogni-
tion of difference? Doesithat (perception) have as
sphere the difference or the thing (i.e., the sub-
strate of the differen 00 ?

352. Not the /&rst, because it is impossible to
have the cognitio \4i difference, without the cognition
of the substrate@% the counter-correlate.

353. In @ second case, does it have as sphere
(s.e. cognise]Nfhe difference prior to the thing, or the
thing prio “difference or both simultaneously ?

354. ot the first, because the reply has been
already given. Not the second, because delayed func-
tioning is impossible for the intellect. Not the third
also, because simultaneity is impossible for two cogni-
tions that are cause and effect. .

355. If a particular difference (say between the
cloth —aad pot) from the differents (be recogniséd)
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through another difference, there is 'Iﬁvi:e regress. If
it be said that since even on the &ptance of infinite
differences there is non-existe of (the defect)) of
cutting-at-the-root (of the argumb)t), the infinite regress
is not a defect, no (says the Adyaitin).

356. (In what form is Q‘férence cognised,) whether
as ‘‘this 1s different fro at”, or as “ there is differ-
ence between these two ’g"

357. Not the y because of the invariability of
the cognition (as “This” and “that”) being only as
qualified (by diffefadce), (so that cognition of difference,
and the cognit@a of its substrate pre-suppose each
other in an Q\_mess series). Not the second, because
the qualificatién (* between these two ") is only what is
(already) nised as different. °*

358. herefore, since each later difference is not
cognised in the absence of the congnition of the prior
difference, because of the infinitude (of these) and
because the $tmultaneous cognition (of these) is im-
possible, *there is the cuttirg-at-the-root (of the
argument) ; hence infinite regress is certainly well
established (as a defect).
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359. ‘“ When it is intelli hbthat difference which
exists and has been cognisé‘as the very nature (of
the substrate), is the qual@cﬁtion, what can the non-
cognition of difference @? If this be asked, no (says
the Advaitin). N

360. For, as b en two trees at a distance, or
as between milk and%&ater, although difference exists in
their nature and_Alfhough (they are) manifested, there
is not seen the(Zdgnition of being in conjunction etc.

361. If i be said that the non-cognition there is
because of the presence of the defect i.e., intermixture
with thin elonging to the same class, no (says the

Advaitin);Vbecause of the non-existence of an admit-
ted instance where relation of qualification and sub-
strate is appsehended between existent differences and
objects manifested as existent (svartpena).

362. Again does‘the counter-correlateness belong
to what is cognised as different from the substrate or
to whatws not cognised (a¥ different) ?
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363. Not the first, becat@of the contingence of
reciprocal dependence in thQ'the difference of the
pillar from the pot is estaQi’s'hed (only) when there is
established the differenc he pot from the pillar.

364. Not the seu%i: because of the contingence
of (the substrate of\zh erence) itself becoming the
counter-correlate.

365. ‘“ Now %En in the indeterminate cognition
there is the sirQl aneous manifestation for the differ-
ence and th \aﬁ'erents like (the cognition of) three
fingers, since&.i_t is intelligible that, by the determinate
cognition re is further the apprehension of the sub-
strate-attribute relation between them, how is there (the
defect of) reciprocal dependence?” If this be asked,
no (says the siddhantin). .

366. Fer, the very cognition of difference, with-
out the gounter-correlate, is impossible, since always
the means of valid knowledge functions in respect of it
(the difference) only as bound with a counter-gorrelate.
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367. Further, does thi§)difference pertain to a
substrate different from ifQ-or that which is non-dif-
ferent from it? Not th@rst, because of the contin-

gence of the acceptan infinite differences.
368. If it be a%ﬂed, ‘ Let there be infinite differ-
ences; what is t arm to us (the Dvaitin)? " no

(says the Advait@
369. 'Ig infinite differences, do they pertain

to the subs (of difference) in sequence, or simulta-
neously ? ~

370 ot the first, because of the contingence of
the substrate becoming beginningless and eternal, for
the sake of relation of the infinite differences that per-
tain to it in sequence. For, though at every single
moment there is the relation (only) to a single difference,
it is impossible to remedy the existence (of the substrate)
for an igfinity of momentss )
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371. Not the second; fo§zere is destruction of
the position that in the differ&'there abides the differ-
ence. For, the verbal des@r&tion of difference in the
absence of relation to erence does not stand to
reason. /5\\'

372. And if th@ be difference only because of
relation to that ( i‘ﬁ‘érence), since there is nothing to
regulate as to for’what there exists difference, (and) as
qualified by let difference, there would be discord
among those Mdifferences) ; hence not even a single
difference wilk enter into that (substrate). If still the
dull man faith admits infinite differences, let him
admit théwi if the succession of differences get on
to (his) consciousness.

373. Not the second, even because of contradic-
tion, and besause of the contingence of undue exten-
sion in respect of all things. ‘

. 374. 1If it be said that the cognition of difference
is born only as pertaining’to the substrate.and that
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therefore there is not the said@efect, not so (says the
Advaitin) ; for, the originatioQBf attributes even along
with the substrates is not Qcépted; because if it were
accepted, the assumptio at an originated substance
exists for a moment wié'ﬂt attributes would be futile,
(and) because if qua.zmes (like colour) are generated
by substance (as %ﬂirial cause), the same is the case
with attributes (liRaMdifference) too.

375. Ther&lote, in respect of difference, percep-
tion cannot §)he means of valid knowledge. When
perception cafnot be the means of valid knowledge in
respect oﬁ erence,' why talk about invalidity of poor
inference Which lives at the feet of that (perception)?

376. As for differences of the self, that does not
enjoy the slightest scent of any means of valid know-
ledge. Now, in respect of it (differencé of the self)
perception is not the 'means of valid knowledge, be-
cause the supreme self is not perceived ; for the differ-
ence between the perceived and the unperceived is
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imperceptible like the conjunck@l that exists between
the tree and the air.

377. (And it is so) beQm‘:e an inference like ‘‘ the
self has difference whos unter-correlate is the self,
because it is the self,” idefective, on account of the
non-existence of an ex@nple.

378. ‘In the iference “ the bodies under dispute
have the selves whdse number is to be fixed by their
own number, b@use of being a body", there is incon-
stancy (of thenprobans) in respect of the past and the
future bodiesS As for the nature of a present body
being theyrobans, there is incdnstancy in respect of
the bodiesMof yogins (each of whom can animate more
bodies than one).

379. And distinction (of experiences) being un-
demonstrable® because of unintelligibility, it cannot
establish difference. It is thus; what is it that is
meant by the term ‘‘ distinction ? "’ Is it the difference
between the attributes (in substrates) that are different,
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or the difference between the Qx;ibutes in different
substrates, or is it contrariety ?Q
380. Not the first, for %(')ugh there is non-exist-

ence of difference betweelﬁﬁstrates, difference among
b Not the second, because

the attributes is intellig{bl¥.
of the defect of recipr %ependence.

381. Not the d, for on the principle that a
thmg which is n tv'orn does not kill another, nor does
one (destroy) % is in a different substrate, there is
need for the existence of the contraries (in the
same locus)Q'Therefore there is no establishment of
dlfferenceQ' respect of the inert and in respect of
souls.

XLI

382. Here it must be asked whether the cognition
.of difference itself is.rejected, or its being originated
by a cause, or its being originated by a non-defectjve

instrument ? ¢
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383. Not the first, becagde it is impossible to
refute (diflerence) without Qﬁsing (oneself) on the
cognition of difference. NQ‘fhe second. Would that
be because of not bein @ginated (at all), or because
of not being originate a cause, or because of not
being originated by th@tcause ?

384. Not the é&t, because of not being admitted,
and because, on Y::ount of the contingence of the
eternality of t}Q ¢ognition of difference, there is the
-contingence he observance of what is opposed to

yourselves (Advaitins).
385. ot the second, because of self-contradic-

tion ; andMbecause, on account of the contingence of
the removal of that (cognition) also being a non-cause,
there is the impossibility of the effort (to attain release).

386. Nor even the third, since that which gives
rise (to an object) is itself referred to as its cause.
It cannot be that something is produced from what
is not a producer or from the®producer of another.
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387. In the third case%o, is the defectiveness
ascertained by counter at@ént or because of some
more prominent sublater?

388. Not the ﬁr% ecause of the contingence
of the disbelief eve;{‘z? respect of psychosis generated
by scriptural stateprents. And the defect admitted
here by the oppBuents (Advaitins) is only nescience.
And if this fect) be at the root of Vedantas
too, ‘then wa is the cause of special a version to
perceptionQ—'

389.Q\Y ot the szacond, because of the non-cognition
of such (sublaters) having no scope (for being explained
away).

390. Even what is assumed as spblater, does it
have for its sphere difference alone, or, non-diffe-
rence or something else, since what is baseless cannot
arise. ‘
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391. Not the first, beQﬂse it would establish
(difference). In the secof@case too, the negative
particle must be stated tbohean what is different from
it, or what is opposed %‘,-or what is its non-existence.

392. In all thegh¥ee positions difference cannot
be avoided. Even one who apprehends the non-
existence of diffe%ze there has to be established the
content of his QW (cognition) as different from the
counter-correlate.

303. % the third, since even because of non-
conflict s&kership is not possible.

394. Mgain, ‘this is not difference”; * there is
mno difference here”; ‘some other thing itself is
manifest as of the nature of difference’: such must
be the form eof the sublating cognition, like the state-
ment ‘‘ thie is not silver ", etc. .

. 395. Since this in every way comprehends differ-
ence, how can it take on a nafture inimical thereto ?
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396. Therefore, becauQ‘ of the content being
determined (as validly kifdwn), there is no rise of
(defects like) infinite regdwéss, etc., or, in the case of
such as arise, therw%nld only be the nature of
semblances.

307. If it be/Sxid that there is intelligibility of
analysis and rej@n, through the acceptance of the
empirical realig (of difference) though there is the
non-acceptarﬁof the absolute reality of difference,
no (says theéSsiddhantin). That (difference) which is
rejected : it what' is established by perception, etc.,
or somethiqg else ?

398. In the first case, how can there be the rejec-
tion of that which is accepted ? If it is something else,
let it be rejected ; there is no loss for us (Dvaitins).

399. Nor is this difference merely *apparent,
because of the contingence of opposition to their
(Advaitins) doctrine. )
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400. Nor is it instruction o, Yg opponent through
what is established for the og@nent; for there is no
possibility of teaching the @ponent because of the
soundness of the alternatin-n'ot being established (for
him) in as much as they@ unreasonable and conflict
with ones own actions. A\

401. What is form of deduction (of the
defect) here? Is i“that if there be the cognition of
difference, then, e would be (defects like) recipro-
cal dependencgQ “etc., or that if the cognition of
difference be , there would be (defects like) recipro-
cal dependenge, etc., or that if the cognition of dif-
ference l&ependent on the (cognition of) the sub-
strate, etCY then, (there would be the defect of recipro-
cal dependence)?

402. Not the first, for, there is the refutation by
the following, counter argument, against it, “ If there
were no cognition of difference, then there is the
contingence of the opponent being devoid of all
empirical usage.” ’
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403. Not the second, l?:se of the defect in
respect of the pervasion (wKich is not established,
there being no example). gﬂne third case also let the
dependence alone disappéeat; what (defect) occurs to
the cognition (of differ ?

404. If it be QZd'that, because of the non-exist-
ence of another (of arising) that (cognition of
difference) too ppears, no (says the Advaitin),
because, it be'Q possible to assume another mode of
explanation, f denial of the cognition (of difference)

le; for it has been said that otherwise

is not reas
even th&—difference cherished by (the opponent)
himself wotild be non-established.

XLII

405. And this is the position of .the system in
this matter. Difference is not a common, attribute.
It is rather the attribute of one (object) indicated by
another. !



CICIE | 223

vok. A Py weurgewea Wg:, FIRTNE
¥ @9 |

gov. wMANE Ifd gwadifis Segada | uEaud g—
A ERT—E R | ~

go¢. @I ¥ dfnIETA | awg@m seftaTe
dateET g6 | A Tl s i fifasas T R
TRIETIT TETE AE-AUNE 9Y 9nd: o

goo. T F WIAl APWIA HEANRAEN:, FHFAA:
a9e EnfafigaEEieRE | Q\_) |

406. Even in (the sQ‘tément) ‘“ these two are
different ”’ the meaning nly ‘ the pillar is different
from the pot and the p \sdifferent from pillar.”

407. As for (thg*statement) “the difference be-
tween the two ” (it dénotes) only two differences present
in the two subs s. The singular number is as in
(the usage) “ tthistence (or nature—savartipa) of the
408. A%- this difference is the very nature of the
substrate, Q)'therwise a nature when cognised will be
cognisedg of the nature of all (things). And then
there is the contingence of the cognition “ I am a pet”,
even in respect of the self. Indeed, for the individual
who has cogaised an object, there is nowhere seen any
doubt regurding its difference from the other object.

. 409. Nor is there the defect that if there be the
experience of difference from all (others), there is the

two
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contingence of omniscience, bec Y.it is admitted that
all objects are in their generqbnature established by
witness (consciousness).

410. Otbherwise, becaQG' of the impossibility of
the proper cognition of @vation everywhere, there is
the contingence of the ction of all inferences and
counter-arguments.

411. And the{exis no need for knowledge of (all
things) in their @cularity; for that is not necessary
for the cognitioQo the mere existence (svartipa) of the
difference.

412. Né;_is there the contingence of the non-
existence oubt. -For, though there is the cognition
of a thingYas different from some other, even because
of the non-apprehension of the particular difference,
there is intelligibility of doubt; otherwise, (if difference
were not at all apprehended) doubt would: be in respect
of all possibilities (z.e, in respect of a post,the doubt
would be as to difference not merely from man, etc.,
but also from cloth, etc.) °
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413. Since, differen&?QnBeing the very nature of

the substrate, there is not¥Ynore than one cognition (to
apprehend the thing 3§§' its difference) there is no
occasion for (defectgN{ike) reciprocal dependence, etc.
(In the cognition now, there is” (and) ‘“ this is”

the present time@dicated by the word is) is certainly
experienced t(iguer with the object (brought in) by
ciousness).

the witness (
414. ;g_t has been said (by S'ri Madhva) :

hings) cognised as ‘that’ (related to
past time) and recollected as ‘this’ (related
to preset time), all of them exist only as mixed
with time, that is established by witness (con-

sciousness.)
1]

. 415. Nor is time established by inference; for
inference cannot arise witd that (time) itself as the
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subject (paksa), because whether 't*‘(‘ﬁme) is (already)
established or non-established are (respectively
the defects of) the establishmen@ the established and
the non-establishment of th&a’bcus (of the inference,
i.e., the subject). '

- 416. Nor is there tl@possibility of an inference
having for its subject s ing related to that (time) ;
for, in the absence psychosis (in respect) of time,
it is not possible té'have recollection of concomitance
(z.e., pervasion) et ¥ith that (time).

417. Here me (the Logicians) say (thus);
priority consis@) having a birth remote (from present)
by many circ¥{s of the sun, and posteriority consists in
having a Q‘th remote by fewer circuits of the sun;
contemporahieity consists in being qualified by the same
locomotion of the sun ; non-contemporaneity consists in
being qualified by different such (locomotions of the
sun) ; non-quickness consists in being Yualified by
many acts (of locomotion) of the sun; yuickness
consists in being qualified by a few (such) acts ; time
is what is inferred through these cognitions. Indeed
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the circuits of the sun, bein ~tb3 cause of a cognition
as qualified, require a conn&' ion of their selves with
the assemblage of ob]ects%écause they give rise to
the empirical usage (of tl'@]ects) as qualified (as prior,
posterior, etc.), like the t of the sandal-wood.

418. And this r&@tlon must be said to be indirect,
since the direct (relation) is impossible, as in the case
of blueness, as a ribute of a cloth.

419. Theplore, that substance which is the
(mediating) gi in (establishing) the relation of the
nature of ipf®drence in that which is conjoined to what
is in conéftion, between objects and the movements
of the sunjMhat is time.

420. That is unsound; for there is intelligibility
for the cognition of the qualified even through a
natural relatton, as in the relation between word and
the wordssense. Otherwise, there would be no em-
pigical usage of simultaneity in respect of non-existence,
(cognitions) etc., that arise simultaneously.
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421. So also the usage in Qg;ect of priority and
posteriority. Let there be ass;@xed of space itself the
capacity to account for the %-fold usage of priority
and posteriority ; for insteaQ-éf assuming an unknown
time, the assumption of Qdiatorship for the known
space is more in acc ce with the principle of
parsimony. \Z\

422. And in e inference of ether as the sub-
strate of sound, g ce there is no ascertainment of
(such) ether f(Q hose congenitally deaf or dumb,
movement its (dependent on cognition of ether)
would be difﬁ@'l't. (But this isnotso. Hence space too
must be vﬁ?ss-estab’lished. Nor may it be said space
is directlyvisible). For it is impossible for the eye to
function in respect of colourless substances (like ether).

423. In - this is well”, “this is a hole”, etc.,
(where there is apparent visible cognitibn of ether)
there is intelligibility for the functioning of the eye,

even through (that activity) relating to the non-existence
. ¢
of obstruction.
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424, Nor is thus (the e@ence of) ether itself
denied ; for in the form ‘‘h&{€ is no obstruction ” it
(ether) is immediately cogn@tf as the substrate of that.
And there is not thus s &mpirica] usage (like *“ here
is ether”) in respect %ﬂher. As, however, for the
usage sometimes (in form) ‘ here is ether”, that
1s explained as dué%ither to being related to some
corporeal substan Yl.ike, pot, room, etc.) or to referring
to a (particu?ﬁcality (as content).

425. Whsyis there not inferred that sound is not
the quality of what is all-pervasive, because it is an
attribute &nised by an external sense-organ (like
colour) ? {Wikewise), why is there not established some
other substance (for touch etc.) since touch is not
an attribute of earth, etc., because it is cognised
by a sensezorgan that has no colour (like sound or
cognition). , 4

. 426. Therefore ether, time, space, self, mind,
pleasure, pain, desire etc.,sare directly the spheres of
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the witness (consciousness). &er objects, however,
are respectively cognised bnye appropriate means of
valid knowledge of sense-qgdn, inference and verbal
testimony ; this is the finlDosition of the Teacher.
N
~XLIV

427. And theAitness (consciousness) has to be
sought as accoug?é for the validity of the means of
valid knowlede Indeed, that (validity) consisting in
correspondenc@o the object, is it to be ascertained
through (I)Qe'mg generated by non-defective instru-
ments, or@-)' not being generated by defective instru-
ments, 3) successful nature of activity, or (4) the
agreement with another cognition, or (5) the absence or
disagreement (with another knowledge), or (6) intrinsi-
cally ? .

428. Not the first, because that (being generated
by non-defective instrument) itself is difficult to ascer-
tain. Inascertaining (it) through the validity of cognition
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there is the contingence of (th&ect of) reciprocal
dependence.

429. For the same rea%h (it can) not (be) the
second. Nor even the thﬁ@:~ because that does not
exist in all cognitions.

430. As for the fo however, it is not possible in
respect of the cognitiq@of pleasure, etc. And if validity
be accepted becauge™of the agreement with cognition
as such (not val@gnition), there would not be what
is called a co ous stream of delusive cognitions.
And if wh s accepted be agreement with a
valid cognit¥n, in ascertaining the validity of that
(cognition)X4oo, there would be (the defect of) infinite
regress.

431. Not the fifth, because there is the contingence
of ascertainment of validity even in respect of delusions
for which a eublation has not yet arisen, and because
there is unintelligibility on the,analysis (of the alter-
natives in respect) of such details as person, place,
time, etc. *
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432. Not the sixth; foréezlf—luminosity is not
possible in respect of cognitio@'&vhich are psychoses of
the mind (manas) and are <Qrﬁe nature of not-self.

433. In the cogni@i generated by scriptural
statements in the min one who stands outside (the
belief in scriptural sta{zﬁnents), is its validity manifested
by itself or not ?

434, In the¥st case, it should not have been
rejected (by h@. In the second case, how is (its)
intrinsic natur&stablished? And how can it be that
subsequentl Qn'e opponent is enlightened with (the help
of) such éﬁans as+‘being (of) superhuman (composi-
tion) " et

435. Nor (can) the view (be held) that of cognition
and its validity there is inference even together, since
in respect of (validity) being inferred there is no author-
ity, in as much as, empirical usage is intelligible
even otherwise, and since there is conflict with Ehe
direct experience. v
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436. Cognition indeed WO@I'&VE to be inferred
from the effect i.e., cognisedn@ or empirical usage.
And that (effect) is not nonQi'lstent without validity,
because of inconstancy in tlQ-éase of shell-silver etc.

437. There is the c@ingence of the inference of
validity even in respect gnitions from the scriptures
by outsiders (those do not believe in vedas). If
it be said that (sxféh validity) though contingent is
denied, then, verifiation being needed to refute ex-
ceptions (to va@l y), the stimultaneity (of cognition
and validity) Mgils; whence then is the (possibility
of validity) %ing apprehended by that much alone
which ap&ends the cognition ? Therefore only by
the witness/(consciousness) which apprehends the\cognb
tion is its validity ascertained.

- XLV

438. * And that (witness-cansciousness) in appre-
hending cognition, apprehends it only as thus distinct,
“if non-defective, then valid; if not, it is otherwise.”
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And thus there is not the cont@ence of the cognition
of validity in respect of a supézh‘nposed cognition.

439. However, for aQ-Eme seeking (a successful
result) there is desire to @rtain validity, then (such a
person) after ascertainin%w-existence of defect through
verification consistin @ e existence and non-existence
of aggreement and’/isagreement with what are of the
same class or are\df a different class, concludes the
validity ; but, orQ e cognition of defect, (he concludes)
invalidity. Q '

440. Ncg?hrough dependence for (this) verification
on anoth erification is there (the defect of) infinite
regress. ither in respect of (witness-consciousness)
itself is there need for verification. Since the experi-
ence of the nature of the witness is admitted to be
the very nature of the self-luminous self, there is not
in respect of that, the dependence on verification.

441. There is no conflict between the relation of
agent and object (in one' and the same), because of
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the experience “ 1 know myse@ and on the strength
of (the category) partlculantyQ.e the specific capacity
of entities—vis'esa). .

442. Nor is there need for verification in
respect of what are expeﬁ.enced by (the witness) itself ;
for, that (witness-con '\al)usness) being non-defective,
there is no scope forAqdubt.

443. That is§ated :

[43

e there is very firm certainty, that
should known to be witness-cognition ; there
wouldq-e no infinite regress through verification,

be&e there is no doubt in' respect of whatever

is &stablished by the witness (consciousness),”
and
‘““where in some cases that (the above prin-

ciple) is inconstant that, indeed, is a mental cog-
nitign (due to a psychosis) ”

«444. It is thus: for hi't.n who, having heard that
there is (water) to drink here, doubtg the validity of
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that (statement), there ariseQ'nference also through a
particular (z.e. cold) breezQ-étc. If doubtful even in
that case, he (then) ma@ertain even with the sense
of sight. /5\

445. And he @‘has gone near it (water) and
after drinking the er, experiencing directly through
the witness (consej?usness) the pleasure and the absence

of pain, due the non-existence of thirst, has no
doubt in res of these.
446. r there is not anywhere the cognition as

being otl@wise (than they are) in respect of what are
established by the witness (consciousness) such as
pleasure, pain, desire and their (respective) non-exist-
ences. ..

447. Otherwise, because of the non-gemoval of
doubt in every case, there is the contingence of the
failure of all empirical usage.
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448. In respect of mthfl psychoses however, the
witness recollecting the ways (validity as well as
invalidity) in this begi less world (samsara) is not
capable of ascertaini@at once, ‘“ this is valid ”. But
(it does so) only ough the ascertainment of the

non-existence of c@t.
449, AndQ on-existence of defect it is able to

ascertain, no \b itself, but only as aided by verifica-
tion. And t@-there is culmination of the verifications
in pleasu§lc., which are the contents of (the witness)
itself, it goés after another verification.

450. There is never indeed any (cognition as)
being otherwise in respect of that (witness-conscious-
ness) itself, in which case there would be infinite regress
of verifications.

451. Nor is there thus the contxgence of extrinsic
nature (for validity), for vertfication becomes obsolete
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(in function) with the refut NB) of the doubt as to
obstructing defect. 22'

452. Because of de@ﬂence on the removal of
the thorn, the elephant/s\Capacity for motion is not
indeed dependent on sa%s ing else.

453. Nor is tk}%‘thus the contigence of intrinsic
nature for invalidi o. For, the cognition of invali-
dity is only for @; men who recollect disagreement ;
because of thigl&oncomitance and non-concomitance
which are ng@sfconstant and not accounted for other-
wise it is conciuded that (invalidity) is (only) inferrable.

454, $\V respect of the ascertainment of validity,
however, tHere is only in some cases the dependence on
verification ‘as removing obstructions; hence there is
disparity (betwen the two). And nowhere previously
has invalidity been ascertained by the witness (con-
sciousness) without dependence (on verifieation), in
which case we would cognise there (too) the remoyval
of obstruction. )
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455. 1t if be asked why re should not be ex-
trinsic nature for validity ( because of regulation
by concomitance and non-gpncomitance with non-ex-
istence of defect, no (says siddhantin). For though
there is validity in cgses of accidental agreement,
since there is the non.dxistence of the non-existence
of defect, there is faflifve of causality (for the said non-
existence).

456. There e contingence of the potency of the
cane (vetra) s to give rise to its own sprout, being
due to the n xistence of fire. And thus there would
nowhere beq_general law and the exceptions.

Q XLVI

457. 1f somehow there be extrinsic nature on
account bf *dependence, there could be a distingtion
that the wself-validity for that witness (consciousness)
is direct, and for what is ot{ler than that (witness-con-

sciousness) it is indirect.
9
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458. Therefore, even inQTeep, time, cognised as
the qualification of the tﬁﬁence of pleasure etc., is
to be cognised only by thewitness-consciousness.

459. And thus th&Ninference here is: “ Time is
the object of a mea@of valid knowledge, other than
external perceptio ’getc., because of being cognised
even where the;%%her means of valid knowledge)
are non-existen at which is cognised in the absence
of some (m@ of valid knowledge) is the content
of a means ®f valid knowledge other than that, like
smell that{is cognised in the absence of the sense
of sight.

XLvII

460, Since everything is experienced only as
qualified by such tlme (as established by the wit-
ness-consciousness) it (time) is to be admitted as the
substrate of all. For, there is no experience of a
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neutral cognition of objects without\&re cognition “is ",
“was”, or " will be .

461. Even likewise, ther& no contingence of
(the defect of) reciprocal dandence etc., even be-
cause of the intelligibility Q—Ehe cognition of difference
as substrate and counte@orrelate, in the case of a
pair simultaneously co d.

462. For the reason even in the case of
the cognition of red‘procal difference, since each (such
cognition) is ins%ﬁble from the corresponding cog-
nition (of the Q trate or the counter-correlate) there
is no mutual d@endence.

& XLVIII

463.Q‘here is no room for the adduced defect,
since even the difference between the supreme self and
other things has to be determined by the means of
valid knewledge apprehending the respective entities.
We see indeed no authority for a relation of sequence
among the cognitions of the substrate, the counter-
correlate and the difference. ®
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464. Like the identity Qgthe individual self and
Brahman, there is to beﬁt‘é.d variety for one’s own
nature (as between two, things) such as, dependence
and non-dependence, @msedness and non-cognised-
ness in some place \%\anifestation in the relation (of
the form) ‘““of this~it is”, and denotation by non-
synonymous worgdscand others.

465. If itNbe said that it is a mere verbal state-
ment, whathes it mean ? "’ (asks the siddhantin). Is
it that th—is called existence is sublated in reality,
or identi@ or its relation, or empirical usage, or its
cause?

466. Not the first, because of the impossibility
of maintaining identity devoid of a subsgrate. Or if
maintained, the doctrine of the identity of the.Brahman
with the (individual) self would culminate in the non-
dualism of nullity. “
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467. Not the second, t@'ﬁuse of the contingence
of difference rising up. NQ'i's there, indeed, the esta-
blishment of a reality in @rent to either, because that
too is contradicted, lika%e' thing which is of the nature
of both.

468. Not the éﬁrd, since there is the contingence
of identity bein@ated to something else, and since
there is (alsc;§ e contingence of the independent
cognition (in ¥edpect of it) as in the case of the moun-
tains, Meru <g-c'i Mandara.

.

469. or the fourth, since there is no establish-
ment of Mhe sublation of empirical usage without
the sublation of the object; for if the identity of
the self be sublated, then for the text “ That thou

art’’, thete 4s the contingence of making known the

unreal, e .

. 470. Nor the fifth, because of ease in postulating
the cause even from the ‘cognition, of the caused.
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Otherwise there is the contingegd¢ of the terms “ self ”
and “‘ identity " becomin% ymous.

471. If it be said%at that cause, namely, differ-
ence, is sublated heze, then (the siddhantin says)
let there be instal&h as its substitute a potency of
things called parti¢ularity (vis'esa) which can account
for itself.

472. A here is not thus (the defect) of undue
extension. “When there is the possibility of the
principal &se (viz. difference) in other cases (pot,
cloth etc)Vit is not proper to assume some other (like
visesa).

473. 1If it be said that just like difference in an
object devoid of difference, particularity too in an
object devoid of particularity is contradicted, no (says
the siddhantin); for it is intelligible like the partic-
ularity of being devoid of particularity. And if that
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(particularity) be given up zguse of contradiction,
then all the easier is the estﬁ_ hment of the possession

3

of particularity.
474. That has bee@d by the Teacher:

N
“ But Vg there is no difference (the
category) c particularity is declared (to
exist) as thel regulator of (the use of) another

non-syno§ythous word ; that exists in all things

withot&\_&ception "

475. n for those who accept the difference as
other thaQone’s own nature, there is established the
self-explanatory nature of the difference between one's
own nature and difference. By them too comes to be
accepted.in respect of one and the same difference such
a variety of characteristics as being that which is
explained, that which explain‘s and explanation, as
otherwise there is (the defect of) infinite regress. Better
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than that is it to accept the véty of potency for the
thing itself.

476. By others also, ifxéspect of empirical usage
as to inherence being lo@d (in the substrate) and so
on, this method (of lanation) alone has to be
adopted. . )

477. Thereforéthere is no (point in) the countering
with defective obje¥fions, of the perception of him who
sees the world differences, since there is parity of
welfare with tb§scriptural) statement that apprehends
the nature cQ'Brahman, like “ Brahman is knowledge,

bliss.” QQ- L

478. There is no defect even in respect of the
probans ‘being a body” because it is intended to
mean ‘‘ being the abode of enjoyment for those who
have restrictions of each other.” Nor is their failure
of example; for there is possibility of the negative
example in the case of the ‘bodies of the yogins.
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479, For the same re@'tfn there is no incongruity
in the establishment oche regulation (of experi-
ence—vyavastha); for e is the acceptance of the
regulation (of experieM€e) consisting in the existence
and non-existence ’S)f the recollection of pleasure,
pain etc. %v.

480. ThenQo e because of the conflict with that
which supporgsu} (upajivya), the probans * being differ-
ence ” is notsapable of establishing the illusory nature
of differepk:

481. “Further why should not there be reality for
difference as accounting for empirical usage ?

482. Now, though difference is the content of a
perception eétc., still it is not the content of a means
of valid knowledge that makes lfnown the reality. Not
so, (says the siddhantin); for even by that (former) it
is possible to establish that (latter).
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483. Further why shouﬁ—not difference be the
object of cognition by a ans of valid knowledge
makmg known the real@ because of the probans,

‘ possessing an attnbu g

484. Nor is it {zht in the self there is no attri-
bute; for it is adinitted that there exist attributes
viz., bliss, experiénde of objects and eternality. If it
be said that thQ are not attributes in absolute reality,
no (says the @hﬁntin), because of the contingence of
non-eternalitySetc., in the non-existence of eternality
etc., also &ause, according to that position, there is
no restriction (to the effect) that only the absolutely
real can serve as probans.

485. If it be said that there is inconstancy of the
probans * possessing an attribute”” in recpect of the
difference in moons, yvhat does this mean ¥ Is it the
non-existence of (all) difference as such from the moon
(¢.e., difference from non-imposed moon as well as
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differences from the imposed moﬁv,-or the non-
existence of the difference of (o@’ moon from the
(other) moon (i.e., no diﬂ'erencqz) real moon from a
non-imposed moon) ? Q

486. In the first case Q(?re is no inconstany (of
the probans), since it is onQ-éar with the subject. In
the second case that rence of moon from the
non-imposed moon) b itself non-existent, the in-
constancy (adduced inz'espect) of the probans * possess-
ing an attribute ”4& refuted (even) at a distance;
(hence there is nQ¥constancy).

£y

487. BgTdes, of the probans *‘ being difference ”
there is & inconstancy in respect of the difference
between redease (moksa), which is of the form of remov-
al of nescience, and the self.. And if it be said that
there is no difference between those two, then the self
being begirninglessly eternal, it is not intelligible that
release which is non-different from that (self) has the
form of the removal of nescience, that has to be accom-
plished by knowledge. *
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488. And there is the in Y.tancy (of the pro-
bans) in respect of the differ@e between the super-
imposed and the non-supeﬁ’ﬁposed (moons) since
only one of the two moonsQ'éuperimposed. And there
is the inconclusiveness \&? the probans) in respect of
the difference betweemb released (mukta) and the
non-released (amukta

vls LI
480, If ith% i

said that there is non-establishment
of difference b:_a'een the released and the non-released,
no (says theXsiddhantin); for it is established thus:
“ those (sef¥es) in dispute are different, because they are
liberated.™ If It be said that just like the (illusory)
silver in nacre, there is accepted (only) a nescience-
created difference even of the liberated, no (says the
-siddhantin) ; for there is the contradictiorr in (the
words) ‘‘ nescience of tl{le liberated.” «
490. Now, is the difference established with the
supreme self for its countet-correlate, or the (individual)
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self for its counter-correlate, (bthe inert (matter) for
its counter-correlate, or evéggthing for its counter-
correlate ? :

491. Not the first @ause the probans is incon-
culsive in respect of \supreme self, since there is
the possibility there QiNthe state of release consisting
in the non-existen& f the world (sarhsara—cycle of
births and deaths):

492. In thQ Second too, has it all the (individual)
selves for its @ter-correlate or (all) selves other than
itself for its Sounter-correlate ? Not the first, because
there is ﬁation in respect of part (of the subject)
since the r¥leased (self) also is a self.

493, Not the latter, because since without the es-
tablishment of the difference of the released (self) from
those (othen selves), their being other than that (re-
leased sel) is non-established, there is non-established
probandum, and because if that (i.e., being other) be
established, there is (the defett of) the establishment of
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the established; and (also) be@use the establishment
of the difference which has a]lQa'ndividua]) selves for its
counter-correlate being us&i for the present purpose,
there is (the defect of Q establishment of) the non-
intended. ,5\

494. Hence to t the third. Nor the fourth;
for as in the prevj case, there are (the defects of)
the sublation in @sSpect of part (of the subject) and

non-established Qrobandum.
495. It ot so (says the siddhantin); for the

probandum 18\ that difference for which no specified

counter-c&fate is intended.
496. Mnd there is not thus (the defect of the

establishment of) the unintended, because in regard
to him who objects to difference as such for the released,
it is appropriate to establish that (alone). «

497. Or else, there is no defect since this is
the meaning intended by us (Dvaitins) here, that
in release too that (self) is qualified by that same
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(of samsara).

498. “ Now what i@t that is meant by being
released ? Is it the p for non-existence of worldly
bondage (sarhsara), o:.z*on-existence of relation thereto ?
Not the first, becauge¥t is not established in the supreme
self (Paramatma nd because there is the contingence
of the non-exisane of the probans in the case of such
examples as &se released from) chains etc. For the
same reasonit is not the latter . If this be said, no
(says th Ql_ddhintin) ; because the probans is that
non-existéice of relation whose specific nature is un-
intended.

499. “ And now the probans here is ‘being the
substrate  of, non-existence of (all) relations as such’.
That being so it is enough to (say) ‘ being the substrate
of the mere non-existence (as such).” What is the use
of .taking (the words) ‘all telations.” Or else, let the

difference, whereby it was &é&'ﬁﬁed in the prior state



1¥Y IRES

Woo, JAT AfA sAFEENEMA ISR |
gaTfaead giaEd | 9 Readaed, % saseomag: anfy

g |

wol. JUSTATRTHFEA TUIEIIA a&a{cﬁm -
FAFAEIE ; 7 TGRS Y @ﬁ |

WoR.  HYAT GANEGITITEY g é‘@% g2y T |

probans be merely ‘being the su@te ", what is the
use of taking (in the word) ‘ no istence’ ? Besides,
the substrate is one of the speg@l causes. That being
so what is the use of takinf{in the word) ‘ special’ ?
Similarly the causal-correlaQ‘fs a special kind of cause;
that being so what is t lee of taking (in the word)
‘special ' ? " If this be ; Nno.

500. For, in thQ\case there would be the break-

down of the naturé%f merely positive concomitance
even in the case_dtknowability etc. thus: knowability
consists in being@he content of knowledge ; here “ being
the content” aall do; what is the use of taking (in the
word) kno&dge ”? Such (objections) are easy to
state therb 0.
501. W It is only such a qualification as is taken
up for delimiting the probans, which stands in need of
a distinct purpose, but not such as is contained in that
(probans itself) ”. If this be said, there is parity (of
this) in the present context too. c

502. Or else, being released is the non-existence
of relation to worldly bondage (samsara); in that case,
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pot is the example. Or th&Qprobandum here is the
difference which has the eme self (Paramatman)
for its counter-correlate. @nd there is no inconstancy
(of the probans) in respaQ;of the supreme self, because
to be released is to the substrate of the posterior
non-existence of wo bondage (sarhsara).

503. Besidesg\Jf there be no difference between
the released an&e non-released, then there would be
worldly bond for the released or releasedness for
the one in wdgdly bondage.

504. 'w (in the statement), ‘‘there would be
worldly @dage for the released ”, is there deduced
the identity of existence (svartipa) with the substrate
of worldly bondage, or the experience of worldly
bondage: ,

505., Not the first, because it is deducing the
desirable, and because there is hon-difference between

thé (conclusion) deduced artd the ground of deduction.
10 *
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506. Not the latter, an'use experience is de-
pendent on the internal oQa'n etc., because internal
organ etc., are dependenQ)n nescience, and for him
whose nescience has di ared, the persistence of the
product (of nesciencs&1mpossible.

507. Likewise/'what is the meaning of (the state-
ment) “ there w@ be releasedness for the one in
worldly bonda Q ? Is it that there would be released-
ness for the \éone whose existence (svartipa) was the
substrate of “Worldly bondage or that even while being
one in w y bondage there would be the experience
of releasetess ?

508. Not the first since, as in the prior case, it
is deducing the desirable. Not the latter because there
is difference for the one in worldly bondage from the
released. ‘

509. If it be asked how, when for the released
there is no difference froni the one in worldly bonde{ge,
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there is difference for the one i Y.ldly bondage from
the released, (the Advaitin a@ers that) it would be
so, if the difference (that is uced) were real. The
difference for the one in QUfldly bondage from the
released is indeed a p ct of nescience. That is

cognised for the nesdi€mce-tainted one in worldly
bondage, not for tthbeleased from whom nescience
has disappeared. s, what is it that is unintelligible

here ? If this be gll, no (says the Dvaitin) :

510. If diQrence were the effect of nescience then
since there i nescience in the Lord, there should
be experiencéd by Him identity with the one in
worldly @age. If it be said that it is experienced,
(then) in“ase the Lord experiences identity with the
one "in worldly bondage, he would be the experi-
encer of sorrow ; and it is not thus. So it is not proper
to accept the Lord’s experience of identity with the one
in worldly bondage. '

. 511. And for the statement that there is not the
contingence of experience of worldly bondage for the
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released because of the non-e QXce of the internal
organ etc. (for him), that is ng *ybund. For in the case
of the intelligence which, 6%1156 of being attribute-
less, is homogeneous in esgv-e even the existence and
non-existence of relatlor\- the internal organ are not
possible.

512. If it be aza‘that they are possible because
of the existence av. non-existence of nescience, no;
(for) that too is orB»'like that (unsuitable).

513. Fur§r, from the (following) words of the
Lord, there Q' ferred only His experiences of differ-
ence from gherone in worldly bondage. Why then the
obstinate~qesire for establishing the experience of
identity for Him?

“I (Krsna) know them all; you (Arjuna),
O terror of the enemies, do not knqw {them).”

‘ Pleasure, pain, creation, existence, fear,
fearlessness (of creatures proceed from Me).”

]

From these and other (staftements, there is the inference).l
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514. Further, by thiQ‘i‘fxference) “ the difference
under dispute does not diSsppear with release, because
it is experienced by Lord, like his own form
(svartipa)”’ that (diffe:@e) is established.

515. ‘“ Now tHowgh it be experienced by the
Lord, let it disapgfear in release. What is the sub-
later in (maintQ\mg the) opposite view ?” If this be
asked, no.

516. IfQS'Tere be sublation even for what is ex-
periencecﬁ'{he Lord, then there is the contingence of
the delud®dness of the Lord, as for him who cognises
the sublatable shell-silver. Since, however, He is not
deluded, the difference between Brahman and the self
experienced® by him does not disappear : this is estab-
lished. * , '

« 517. Another one says, “though by the Lord is
cognised the difference of the one im worldly bondage
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from Himself, still the differeQ;?: for the released is not
established. For we do no€like those who uphold the
doctrine of Maya (Miy’v@ns), say that the difference
between the self and man or among the selves is
non-real, but (that) it\@the product of adjuncts.

518. Hence ’c%ause of being real, it stands to
reason that it is rienced by the Lord. Because of
being due to aQuncts, it (z.e. difference) is destroyed
when the a@t is destroyed at release ; hence there
1s establishm&t for natural non-difference.

519. Qﬁat is not sound (says the siddhiantin);
for if nomvdifference be natural, then there is the con-
tingence of the recollection of (one another’s) pleasure,
pain, etc. There is not indeed cognised anywhere the
non-recollection of pleasure, pain, etc., ‘when there
exists natural identity of intelligence. ‘

520. “ Now, we admit the individual selves.as
parts of Brahman. Here, is there deduced reciprocal
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recollection as among the p@ or that which has
parts (i.e. the whole) ? Not th%rst because that (recol-
lection) does not exist for gﬁarts of the sclf delimited
by hands, feet, etc., singedfference due to adjuncts is
real. For the same re §"not the latter (alternative).”
If this be said, no (s @16 siddhantin).

521. For if i %in the case of the Supreme Lord
Himself, who hag e parts (z.e. who is the whole) that
there is natura]Q10n~difference, there is deduced recol-
lection of the @sure the pain etc., of all persons.

522. NoWw it has been said with regard to this,
that evelﬁ- there is natural non-difference between
individual™self and the Lord, yet since there is the
difference produced by adjunct there do not result for
the Lord the pleasures, pain, etc., present in the
individual gelf.

5237 That is not (sound); for in spite of differ-
ences due to adjuncts likg hands, feet, etc., there is
admitted the oneness of the enjoyer.,
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524. “ Now the determi@ﬁt of recollection is the
conjoined nature of the adjfs(cts ; because of its absence
there is no recollection MV'the present context.” If
this be said, is the m%e conjoining of adjuncts the
determinant or (onl vhen there is identity of the

entity (svartipa) to
525. Not t@\}st, because of the contingence of

the recollectio Qf the Mother's pleasure etc., by the
child in the @b. Not the latter ; for when it is pos-
sible for the 1dentity of the entity alone to be the deter-
minant, 1& is no authority for introducing a quali-
fication. herefore where there is non-difference of
entity, recollection cannot be avoided.

526. Thus, therefore, since, if the difference be-
tween the individual self and the Lord be duk to adjunct,
the contingence of the Lord’s recollection, due o natural
non-difference, of the pleasure, pain, etc., present.in
the individual self, cannot be avoided, and since its
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acceptance is opposed to (all)é%hority, the difference
between the individual self aFQ'the Lord is natural, and
not due to adjuncts. '

527. And further t@mse of being sublated by
the inference “ the di nce under dispute is real,
because it is differen m the unreal, like Brahman "
it is established th4 the probans “being different” is
not the authority (the establishment of) the illusory
nature of differ@ .

Q9 LIII

528. &r the same reason, any inference like the
following ** the bodies under dispute are objects of
enjoyment for Devadatta alone, because of being bodies,
like the admitted (body)” is sublated by perception,
and is refited by the contingence of the reciprocal
recollectfon of pleasure, pain, etc.

« 529. It is to be ridiculed because of parity of
welfare with a fallacious inference,.*the wives under
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dispute are the objects of enjoyment fgz\}evadatta
alone, because of being wives, like the adwgitted (wife).”

530. This discourse compiled he venerable
sage Jayatirtha for the instructions™of the lecarners,
out of the discourses (of S'ri Mad may it be for the
pleasure of Madhava (Visnu) an&ldhva.

)

THUS ENDS THQVKDKVAU

Q_
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NOTES
L

[The Roman figures denote the main d'mns indicated in
the translation and the figures within bracke%note the sections].

I (1). Jayatirtha the great Dvaita ‘%ﬁin offers his prayers
to Lord Visnu and asks for his grace. q s the traditional practice
with the writers on Vedidnta to set_owt briefly the thesis of the
work the_x propose to write in the ofelng verse of the work. The
Vadavalt proposes to establish absolute reality of the universe
as against the Advaitins’ con n that it is illusory. The com-
mentator Raghavendra point & that the meditation of Brahman
advocated by the author o e Vedanta-siitra, Badarayana, has
for its object the perfec t/@?m n (Madhva points out that the term
Brahman means the alfode of infinite auspicious attributes). The
reason for the asser ng the perfection of Brahman is stated in
the second siitra ¢ ecause He is the creator, sustainer, etc., of
this universe. created universe proves to be unreal, its
creator’s perfec would also become unreal ; once His perfection
becomes unrgal smeditation of him is meaningless. In order to
establish t)&:essity and propriety of the meditation of Brahman
advocated inVthe Vedanta sutras, Jayatirtha proposes to establish
the absolute reality of the universe through an elaborate criticism
and refutation of the Advaitins' argument establishing the illusory
nature of the universe.

The 'ﬁrsf line in the invocatory verse is the substance of the
first stitr® and the second line, of the second sitra. When God
is.said to be the creator of the univérse, He is the efficient cause
.and not the material cause. It®must be noted that the Satta of



156 VADAVALI

the soul is not created i)y God, but is dependent on Him. He is
not the Satta-prada, but the satta is in His a@dhina i.e., (it is
dependent on Him). Eight:fold functions are attributed to God
(1} wutpatti=creation, (2)'Sthiti maintenance, (3) Sasithara- -des-
truction, (4) Niyamana- -control, (5) Jaana-=knowledge, (6)
ajfigna-=nescience, (7) Bandha - Bondage and (8) Megs&:?libera-
tion.

11(2). Jayatirtha’s reference to Visu as the&geator, sustainer,
etc., of the real universe is objected to by tlgﬁvapakg{n on the
ground that the universe is not real. As theS{Jusory nature of the
universe is clearly established by scripture i&d'other pramanas, the
Advaita writer Anandabodha in his N "wz'nmkamnda sets forth
the three inferences to establish the ill y nature of the universe.

The Advaitin’s inference proceeds¥th three probang, namely
cognisablity, inertness and finitude. >The subject of the inference
is “that in reference to whic ere is dispute-—whether it is

illusory or absolutely real.” ThalNg to say it is other than Brahman,
the uncreated and the bareiﬁ&phenomenal. The subject should
have been stated as follmxz: e world under dispute, that is other
than Brahman, non-exis&c and apparent reality. The statement
of the subject by the Q‘ of only one word is attributable to the

111 (3). Mit
1s undefined.

va i.e., the probandum in the above inference
robandum in any inference must be known
as existing where, in some place other than the subject
(Paksa). Lgtnowledge of the probandum is possible where it
is indefinab Inference can be of no help to us where we do not
have the knowledge of the probandum.

In Advaita literature mithyatva is defined in the seven forms
mentioned. Jayatirtha proposes to examine each of the definitions
in detail. In the criticism of the Advaitin's infere'nce‘Jayatirtha
first directs his attack against the defects of the probantium. For
a statement of alternatives 3—7 seeTattvapradipika (2nd editiqn),
p- 33; for the Advaitin's refutition of the Dvaita criticism, see
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Advaitasiddhi (Advaitamafijari), p. 9 ‘establishing alternatives
(3) and (7).

IV (4-15). Jayatirtha points out in the rest of the text that
not one of the alternative explanations of illusoriness holds water,
Of this it cannot be the first. The second alternative is further
resolved into two alternatives 7.¢., the content that~g lacking it,
real or unreal. Both the alternatives are reject he ground
of the defect of overpervasion in respect of Avﬁt\ nd Brahman,
According to the Advaitin neither is illusory. 'I?e'probans “being
different from sat” is found in asat, which%not illusory. The
probans “being different from asat” is fo&d in Brahman that is
not illusory. Hence the defect of overpe \%Ton.

The difference predicated with ;§ence to indeterminability
has for its counter-correlate the rea -the-unreal together. The
Dvaitin no doubt admits that t %\'iverse 1s non-different from
real. This does not prevent hj rom pointing out that the uni-
verse is different from th l-and-the-unreal together. The
Dvaitin secures the differepdefrom the real for the universe by
taking the instance of Bra n, because that is what the Advaitin
understands by real. S&Q must not fail to note the fact that
Madhva admits diffe; between reals. In fact according to
him there are no perfectly identical things. This fact is
trine of fivefold differences (paficabheda).
on of the term indeterminability as ““ not being
the locus %ﬁ_&'ty and unreality” fares no better at the hands

of the Dvai The Dvaitin admits that the universe is not at
the same e the locus of the real and the unreal. The adduced
defect, namely, establishment of the established is still there.

The quotation *that which is not indeterminable” is from
Citsukha's Tattvapradipika (p. 79). The main objection of
the Dvaitineis not that the probandum indeterminability is not
_cognised sanywhere. We should note the fact that the Dvaitin’s
analysis of reality admits of no compromise. There is no half
way house between the real and the unreal. The law of the
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excluded middle applies ‘to reality and admits of no exception.
Whatever is not real is unreal; whatever is not unreal is real.
The disjunction is complete. They don’t admit a non-descript
tertitum quid.

The Advaitin maintains that the two-fold differences predi-
cated by him with reference to indeterminability not to be
taken as absolutely real. There would result con a.‘action only
when we have two really opposed negations in/eg and the same
locus. Where the negations are not absolute eal, there is no
scope for contradiction. (See Tattvapmdtpz'/é%. 16).

The Advaitin is of opinion that the ugiverse cannot be deter-
mined in terms of the real and the u Ql' So he calls it, “ dif-
ferent from the real and the unreal.”%ut he maintaines that it
is the indeterminable nature of th Qverse in terms of the real
and the unreal that has led him t %g;:ribe them as different from
either. The differences should be taken as real. The word
only is significant for the i who wants only to establish
that the universe cannot b%ﬁned in terms of the real and the
unreal. He does not affi tsthe difference from the real or the
unreal predicated about ﬂ‘{ niverse.

The Dvaitin urg % against this argument, ' because the
universe cannot be érmined in terms of inderminability let him
describe it as th Qpposite of indeterminability.” The Dvaitin
has stated two éasions: (1) wherever there is the non-existence
of unreality, thére is reality; (2) wherever there is non-existence
of reality, e is unreality. The Advaitin urges that these per-
vasions areNgot established, and as long as they are not established
the Dvaitin cannot treat the Advaitin’s description of the universe
as contradictory. The Dvaitin holds that the prevasion can be
secured in the Atman i.c., the Brahman. In the Brahman there
is the absence of unreality, and the presence of reality: *

V (16-25). The Advaitin points out that the pervasion be-
tween reality and the non-<sxistence of unreality put forth by the
Dvaitin in the case of Atmag is conditioned by the adjurict
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atmatva. The Dvaitin in reply analysis the term a@tmatva into
eight alternatives and refutes them one after another.

The Nydya definition of generality is that it is eternal, one,
and abides in many. As Atmatva is present only in Brahman
and not anywhere else, it is impossible to treat it as a general-
ity. The Advaitin in reply contends that there is Slblllty for
generality on the ground of the presence of the a{x ptive differ-
ences in the adtman. The Dvaitin's answer to/{Q objection is
tﬁat such assumptively different atmans for V'part of the sub-
ject, because all that is illusory is treated aé& subject. Hence
atmatva cannot be an upadhi and no c er-argument in the

form ‘‘the world is not real, becau is anatma” would
be tenable because of partial non- es@lshment of the probans
“ Ztmatva ”

The second alternative, realit attvam happens to be the
probandum itself. Hence thered‘ he defect of non-difference of
the praobans and the proban u@ The third alternative, unsubla-
tability, is found in non-exi and there is no probandum there.
Hence the inconstancy of pervasion. The fourth alternative,
knowledgeness, is foundo(ig the subject, because vrtti-jfiina is also
a kind of knowledge ;N\ence atmatva cannot be an upadhi. The
fifth alternative, bzﬁthe substrate of knowledge, is not found in
the atman thoug is real. Hence the inconstancy of the per-
vasion. Atma ording to Advaita is not a knowing entity.
There is no substrate-attribute relation in it. The sixth alter-
native, segﬁinosity, is discussed when the criticism of the
probans, 7.2/ cognisability is taken up (XV ff). The seventh and
the eighth alternatives are not found in the atman. The advaitin’s
Brahman admits of no predication, for the reason that there is
nothing outside it.

The Adwaitin finds fault with the Dvaitin for the analysis of
the term @tmatva, on the ground that such an entity is established
for the Dvaitin. The resourceful Dvaitin turns round and retorts
that whatever alternatives may pe acceptable to the Dvaitin, they
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are all defect-ridden for the Advaitin. The Dvaitin concludes that
the Advaitin’s position that the universe is different from the real
and the unreal is contradictory.

V1 (26-42). The siddhantin refutes the inference urged to
establish indeterminability. The commentator states the inference
in full: “ what is under dispute is different from thereal and the
unreal, because it is sublatable, like IBrahmap a negative
instance ”’. Some logicians are of opinion that V‘e\ on-established
qualification is no defect at all, and others ar V'opinion that it is
a defect. The school that holds the opiniéﬁhat it is a defect
argues that a non-established qualiﬁcatio&kbstructs our cognition
of pervasion. Thus it taints the inferen V‘As against this, certain
neo-logicians point out that the deﬁgn of the subject (paksa)
should not include the term do&_’ . In negative pervasion
where the probandum is a negatign there is no need for the estab-
lishment of the qualification ; s(& urged that the non-established
qualification is no defect at all

The defect is alleged he opponent’s point of view. S'ri
Madhva is of opinion that rayasiddhi ”, *“ vyadhikaranasiddhi,”
etc., are not defects. ’1&@ are cases of the defects of the positive

instances.
In this inferen

the Advaitin there is not the defect of
non-established qualification. The subject in the inference is reality
and unreality. ny one of them by itself is taken as the subject
there is the pondulfilment of the object for which the inference is
used. The &ose of the inference is to establish that the universe
is different Nyom the real and the unreal. Such a position cannot
be established with reality or unreality alone as the subject.
Further there will be the defect of the establishment of the esta-
blished if only one term (the real or the unreal) is treated as the
subject. So the subject comprises two terms reality and unreality.
The probandum is ““being the counter-correlate of ahsolute non-
existence located in a single entity.” The statement of the pro-
bandum in this manner helps the Advaitin to get over the delect
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of the non-established probandum. The® positive instance cited is
colour and taste. In this positive instance there is the probandum
“being the counter-correlate of the absolute non-existence located
in a single entity ”. Let us assume Vayu (air) as the single entity.
In Vayu there is the absolute non-existence both of colour and
taste. There is the probans ‘ being an attribute.”

The Davaitin criticises the inference in de ‘l\ The term
* vastu” in the inference means reality, and as sn&\ztat part of the
subject cannot be the counter-correlate of the norSgristence present in
itself. Hence the contradiction. The proba%s inconstant in res-
pect of knowability and nameability. Th wo attributes are not
absent from any place. They are called B?m]ﬁnvayi dharmas. As
such there is no non-existence for th@. Hence the probandum
“being the counter-correlate of abso@ non-existence located in a
single entity ”’ is not found in them. e probans, * being an attri-
bute ” is present there. Hence tfginconstancy. Besides this, the
inference is conditioned by an ad@ct “being non-contradictory”, An
adjunct is that which is pa%ive with the probandum and non-
pervasive with the proban '3 eing non-contradictory ”’ is found in
all those places where ths&)andum is present. Let us take the ex-
ample itself, 7.e. colour aste. There is the adjunct there. Colour
and taste are not ed. They are found together in the fruit.
The adjunct is n ervasive of the probans. The probans “ being
an attribute ” is@sent in the subject. The adjunct is not there
for the simple @bn that reality and unreality are contradictories.

An una able counter-inference like the one formulated by
the Advai{fn)is put forth by the Dvaitin. There is only a slight
modification in the counter-inference. The term *vastu’ is re-
placed by the term Dharmi (substrate). The conclusion reached
by the counter-inference is not acceptable to the Advaitin, because
there is nd ome substrate in which there is the non existence of the
potness as evell as the non-existence of non-potness,

The Advaitin makes use of “ presumption” (a pramana) to

prove indeterminability. He states two general rules pertaining
11
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to reality and unreality The real cannot be sublated, and the
unreal cannot be cogtised. (See Tattvapradipika, p. 76). The
universe is sublated as well as cognised. Sublatability and cogn-
isability cannot be accounted for except by the presumption that
the universe is neither real noriunreal. This Pramana according to
Madhva is subsumed under inference. The presumption in this
case can be expressed in the form of an inferedse: “ what is
under dispute is indeterminable, because it is su}ﬁagt ble as well as
cognisable.”

The Dvaitin with a view to point out inconstancy of the
pervasion in the presumptive argument p{&oses first to examine
the term ‘“sat™ in the counter-argume Vﬁrged with a view to
establish the presumptive arguments. _it is interpreted as one
that possesses reality, then the uni Q which possesses reality is
sublatable, according to Advaita ; an%s such there is the contradic-
tion of the following pervasion &e Advaitin ““ that which is real
is not sublatable”. It may b tended that there is no sublation
of the universe in empiric e. The Dvaitin replies that in
vyavahdra stage inference s establish the sublatable nature of
the universe. There ar& tain errors like the perceptions of the
blue colour in the Ak which are not at all sublated. There
would be non-differ with them for reality. If it is interpreted
as that which is ublatable there would result the defect of the
non-difference c@_ subject from the probandum. It cannot be
the third for the reason that the Dvaitins accept that Brahman
is unsublatable. Hence the defect of the establishment of the
established.

The Dvaitin analysis the statement that ‘the unreal is not
cognised . What is it, that is not cognised ? Is it the cognition
of the unreal as unreal? If that is so, then there would be no
empirical usage in respect of the unreal. If the eogdition of the
unreal as real be denied, there would be no empiriczl usage in
respect of delusion, because the very definition of delusion is the
apprehension of the unreal asceal. If it be contended that what
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is deluded is indeterminable, then is that indeterminable cognised
as indeterminable, or, as otherwise ? If it be cognised as it is, then
there could be no empirical usage about delusion, because the indeter-
minable is cognised as indeterminable. If it be cognised as other-
wise, then there is the violation of the statement that the unreal
is not cognised. On this ground there is no possibilitxof erroneous
cognition. (For Advaitins refutation of the critici\sb see Advaita
siddhi, p. 121). A

VI1I (43). The second alternative referre Wthe second of the
first seven alternatives stated in the begin‘ég of the text, 7..
unreality). The Dvaitin points out that %cannot be unreality.
Indeterminability according to the Ad Wn is other than both
the real and the unreal. The state§ that indeterminability is
unreality is opposed to Advaita.

VIII (44-60). The Dvaitin_eXamines the third alternative
“ being different from the real "QF[e resolves this again into four
alternatives. Is it pard jati (anum genus), or being not Brah-
man, or unreality, or being ‘é&-than unsublatability. In the first
case there is the defect\gpgapasiddhinta (being opposed to the
doctrines of one’s own/gq ool). The advaitin does not deny the
presence of generalit the universe. In the second case, i.e.
*“ being not Brahm there is the defect of the establishment of
the established, b se the Dvaitins admit that the universe is
not Brahman. the third case i.e. unreality, there is oppo-
sition to their_own school of thought, because the Advaitins do not
admit that universe is unreal. They hold that it is indetermin-
able 7.e. be other than the real and the unreal. In the fourth
case there is the defect of the establishment of the established.
The Dvaitin admits that the universe is other than the unsublatable.
The unsublatable is Brahman, and the universe is other than Him.
Hence the defect of the establishment of the established. If the
term “ being other than the unsublatable” is interpreted as sub-
latability, the Dvaitin proceeds to resolve the sense of the term
int6 two. (a) Is sublatability an ervoneously cogrised object or (b) is
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it being the counter-correlate of negation in the locus of the cogni-
tion? It cannot be the first. The Dvaitins too have admitted that
kind of sublatability for the universe. The universe which is
delusively cognised as indeterminable is validly cognised by the
Dvaitin as real. Hence the defect of the establishment of the
established. The second alternative is resolved i two, the
negation in reference to the locus, is it at a {Z:tncular place
and time, or is it in all three times, and a ces? In the
first case there is the defect of the establishm the established
in respect of a part of the subject. In téecond case there
ts contradiction in relation to a part ok&he subject. Eternal
and omnipresent Akasa and Time forgNa part of the subject.
They can never become the cou correlates of the non-
existence in respect of all three tiq_ nd all places. Hence the
contradiction. S

The commentator discusseﬁ-this connection whether Akaga
and Time are eternal and omnipbefent. There are scriptural decla-
rations to the effect that emerged out of Atman, and night
and day are created. Theé)s¢ripture in these contexts refers to the
elemental Akasa and .éeg ndary Time. The Akasa and Time
referred to by the Wﬂin are not primary ones. It is called
Avyakrta Akiva a ot Bhiitakasa. The Time referred to is
Mahidkala. They eternal and omnipresent. They are cognised

by witness-concigyiariess

The Dvaj ii%«amines the term * being cognised ™ and resolves
it into the ollowing alternatives. Is it being validly cognised,
or delusiveNwcognised ? The first alternative leads to the defect of
undue extension.

The Dvaitin points out that the term negation (nisedha) can
mean two things:—It may mean cognition of non-existence, or
cognition of “ being different from the real.” It canhot be the first
because of the contingence of absolute unreality. It cafinot be the
second for the reason that the Advaitin has not yet explained the
term * being different from the real”.
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IN (61-68). The Dvaitin examines the fourth alternative ‘ not
being a content of Pramana’. He resolves the sense of the term
into two: (1) not being a content of some one pramana or (2) not
being a content of any pramana at all. [t cannot be the first,
because the Dvaitin admits that attributes like odour are not
contents of some pramana like the sense of hearing\Hence the
defect of the establishment of the established. [fhgarinot be the
second, because of the contingency in respect oD‘L{r hman becom-
ing illusory. Brahman according to Advaita, W'not the object of
any pramana. . .

Besides, it is impossible to define th*ﬂiverse as the subject
because it is said to be not the conten V'any pramana. In the
absence of pramanas we cannot have knowledge. Hence the
difficulty of defining the universe as t bject. If it be contended
that the universe is known throughiperception which cognises the
phenomenal and as such it is ifs{0ssible to define the universe as
the subject, no says the siddh®gtin. There is no pramana to the
effect that perception cognj nly the phenomenal contents. [t
may be that because of t nreality of the objects that percep-
tion cognises, it is said to(go nise phenomenal objects.

The Dvaitin asksN\/~how do we know that the objects of per-

ception are only p nenal 2"’ The statement that something is a
pramana and yet nises only the phenomenal contents is contra-
dictory. The t ramana means valid cognition. It is contradic-

tory to state th@t valid cognition cognises phenomenal objects. If
that which &ses phenomenal objects is pramana there is nothing
to prevent from regarding the shell-silver cognition as pramana.
The Dvaitin constructs an inference and draws a conclusion opposed
to Advaita: ‘' pramana cognises the non-phenomenal, because it is
a pramina, like the non-dual texts.” One is tattvika praméga and
the other 'is %tattvika pramana. The argument is based on the
Advaitin’s® theory of threefold reality. The Dvaitin points out that
sugh an argument is valid only aftdr the establishment of the
threefold nature of reality and not*prior to it.
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X (69-70). The Dvaitin examines the fifth alternative i.e.,
being the content of an invalid cognition. It is acceptable to the
Dvaitin. Hence the defect of the establishment of the established.
S'ri Madhva is of opinion that everything in the universe is real.
His test for reality is that it must have existed at some time. For
a thing to be real it need not be eternal. So be\regards the
Advaitin’s statement that *‘ the universe is indeterminable ** and the
Buddhists statement that “ the universe is mo& tary ’ and the
atheistic Sankhyan’s statement that “ the univ, @is a modification
of Prakrti” as invalid. The Dvaitin is op'%ad to all the three
doctrines, Vivartavada, Ksagikavada, and@arir)ﬁmavﬁda. God,
according to Dvaita Vedanta is the nimj R'kﬁrana (efficient cause)
of the universe. He does not create universe out of nothing ;
He is just like the potter, with this ence that He is omnicient.

XI (71-88). The Dvaitin exaiines the sixth alternative i.c.,
“nescience.” Is nescience theQT;inningless indeterminable, or
the beginningless positive ex'sQ that is destroyed by the cogni-
tion, or the material cause,%ﬁ-re delusion ? All these three modes
of definition are vatiated defects. It cannot be the beginning-
less indeterminable, be indeterminability as such is not yet
established. The non- lishment of indeterminability leads to the
defect of the non-e ished qualification. Besides, the definition
as what is begin ess and indeterminable is overpervasive in

respect of Akas. as'a is beginningless as well as indeterminable.
The adduced %ervasion is refuted on the ground that Akaga
is not begi ess, because of the non-existence of beginningless-
ness in anyNentity other than Brahman. The Dvaitin points out
that in that case nescience too cannot be beginningless ; hence the
definition is inapplicable.

The second definition is taken up for criticism i.e., “ a begin-
ningless positive entity, destroyable by cognition . This definition
is inapplicable because in nescience there is the absenice of the
attribute *‘ beginninglessnes¢”. For the Advaitin no ehtity other
than Brahman is beginningless ¢én the plenary sense of the term
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Hence its absence from nescience. TFurther it is unintelligible for
us to admit destruction by cognition for what is beginningless and
existent. Brahman is beginningless and positive and it is not
destroyed by any cognition. The same position holds good in the
case of nescience also.

To this the Advaitin replies that the term * pesitive entity
is used with reference to nescience in a figurativ se. It does
not in reality mean a positive entity. The term/sig ifies that it is
different from non-existence. The siddhan 'Q’replies that the
intended significance of the term * positiveS&qtity *’ alone will do
for the purpose of establishing the non-des&&ction by cognition for
the beginningless existent, on the analog rahman. Instead of
a positive existent we have in its p Q the beginningless being
different from non-existence ; the @analogy holds good in the
case of nescience also.

The Advaitin contents tha Qm-e Dvaitin’s inference is condi-
tioned by the adjunct “ self- c@ The Dvaitin’s inference is as
follows. ‘ That which is inningless and positive entity is
destroyed by cognition, he a}se it is a beginningless and positive
entity like Brahman.” /ﬁh adjunct self-hood is present wherever
there is the probandu If Brahman is the probandum, self-hood
also is there. Th e pervasion between the adjunct and pro-
bandum is secunb The adjunct must be non-pervasive in respect
of the probans, s *‘ beginningless and positive entity . This is
present in th; %ject and there is no self-hood there. Thus the

.

non-pervasi respect of the probans is secured for the adjunct.

The itin points out the inconstancy of the pervasion of.
the probandum by the adjunct in respect of absolute non-existence.
Absolute non-existence is not destroyed by cognition. Being not
dgstroyed by cognition is the probandum. It is present in absolute
non-existence® and the adjunct selfhood is not there. Hence the
inconstaney of the pervasion. Thus it is established- that the
adduced adjunct is defective. Therefore the inference is not con-
ditioned by an adjunct. U
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The Dvaitin examines the third alternative, namely  being
the material cause of delusion”. What is it that is meant by the
term “ delusion ” ? Is it the content of the delusive cognition, or
the delusive cognition itself ? It cannot be the content of the delu-
sive cognition, because it is unreal; and for the unreal there
is no material cause. It cannot be the second, becawge the defini-
tion “ being the material cause of delusive coggzipn” is over-
pervasive in respect of the internal organ. Tbﬁ{nternal organ is
the material cause of the cognition in general vurther the defini-
tion is also inapplicable, because nescienc%ns not directly the
material cause of the delusive cognition.

The Advaitin points out that no -%‘eptance of the position
that nescience is the material cause (glusion would result in the
admission of the reality for the delyde cognition. The Dvaitin
points that such a position is a <§-t;.ble to him. The Advaitin
points out that the acceptance the reality of the delusive cog-
nition contradicts the possibiliti\gf sublation. 1f the delusive cog-
nition is to be real, there &ould be no sublating cognition as
invalid knowledge; but th is the sublating cognition. So the
delusive cognition is nu{{e l. The sublating cognition denies the
reality of the conten v'the cognition. The Advaitin’s argument
leads to the concl that if the content of the cognition is real,
the cognition is re

XII (89-13 he Dvaitin after dismissing the definition of
nescience, prgce€ds to point out that nescience has no pramaina.
It is not ne ce as such that has no pramana ; but it is nescience
as defined the Advaitin that has no pramana. The Dvaitin

also admits a kind of nescience that is beginningless; but it is
not indeterminable.

The Advaitin puts forth this inference to establish the positiye
nature of nescience. (See Tattvapradipika, p. 58). The 'subject of
the inference is Devadatta's valid cognition and the pfobandum
is positive nescience. It has to be established; so it cannot be
stated barely. If it is barely stated, the Dvaitin would urge the
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defect of non-established qualification ; so it is stated in an indirect
manner. The valid cognition of Devadatta i.c., the subject, des-
troys its anterior non-existence as well as the positive nescience.
To secure the intended meaning we have to exclude anterior non-
existence: so the following words “being other than anterior
non-existence ”’ are used. The probans is “ being—galid knowl-
edge”. This is in the subject i.e., Devadatta’s\?i cognition,
The example is the undisputed valid cognition& et us take one
Rama’s valid cognition; there is the probans Weing a valid cog-
nition . There 1is the presence of the p ndum also there,
Rama's valid cognition destroys what is inningless and other
than the anterior non-existence of Devad Q’s valid cognition.

The Dvaitin criticises the Advaids inference by erecting a
counter-inference yielding conclusio, at are not acceptable and
desirable to the Advaitin. The cofhdmentator states the inference
in detail ; * Caitra’s desire hasQr-its material cause something
other than that which produc sQand is unsublatable, because it is
a desire, like Maitra’s.,” Thj rence is unacceptable to Advaita.

This inference of théAdvaitin is from the Advaita work,
the Vivarana. 1t is v‘s{e to establish the positive nature of
nescience. Jayatirtha, @Tes the inference in full and points out
the significance an @ction of the words therein. The function
of the word “re ble by itself ” is to make it inapplicable to
adrsta 7.e., uns potency ; unseen potency prevents the effect
from coming info existence though the causes be present. So
valid cogni{iQf cannot remove the unseen potency, because it pre-
vents the rsé of the said cognition itself. The words “ present in
its own locus " are used to avoid the applicability of the definition
to cognisedness i.e., jiatatda., The Bhiatta school of Mimamsa re-
cognises that cognition of an object is inferred from the cognisedness
that is found® in the objects cognised. This special quality is said
to be gentrated in the object by the cognition at the mememt of
the cognition. The attribute “ cognistdness” is found in objects,
and not in cognitions. So the words “ present in its own locus”’




170 VADAVALI

are used. Non-cognisedness is not present in the locus i.c., valid
cognition. Besides this, the aim of the Advaitin is to establish the
positive nescience having for its substrate the Atman and that is
secured by the use of the words ** present in its own locus "’

The Dvaitin criticises the inference in detail. He points out
that the said probandum is not definitely in the su-bjﬁfts. Valid
cognition is the modification of the internal org as such it
has for its material cause Manas. Manas is inﬁ't»~ According to
the Advaitins of the Vivarana school, an inert Rgct cannot be the
content or locus. The inconstancy of the %ans is also urged.
Besides, the attribute  being other than\&s own anterior non-
existence ”’ is urged to be purposeless. ?‘osmve entity does not
destroy its own anterior non-existenc <ZThe coming into being of
an entity alone destroys its anteri Qn-emstence. Being other
than its own anterior non-existenc ig-a'id to be superfluous.

The inference is further (&ed by questioning the nature

lid cognition. If it is real there

t of the established, because, the
is real. If it is said to be indeter-
minable, such indetermiﬁgb lity is not found in the example i.e.,
“ darkness preceding tﬂ'light ”: darkness is not in the example ;
of the absence of the probandum.
defines it as that which is not specified to be
indeterminable al, such a general description is not acceptable.
No such co rga- attribute is said to exist as between a validly
cognised entl¥ and an invalidly cognised entity. . Indeterminability
is not val cognised because there is no pramapa securing its
cognition. A common attribute is possible only as between two
validly cognised objects. There cannot be any common attribute
between the horns of a hare and the horns of a cow, because one of
them is unreal and non-existent. 0

Further the definition of the probandum is applicable to
demerit. Demerit is admitied to be destroyed by valid cognition.
The commentator cites the example of the cancellation of our sins

of the entity said to precede
is the defect of the establi
Dvaitin admits that nesci
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at the sight of the holy waters of Setu’ near Rameg'varam. De-
merit is there destroyed by cognition.

The Davitin criticises the probans of the inference i.c., *“ being
the manifestor of the non-manifested ”. The term manifestor is
resolved to mean three alternatives. It does not mean the instru-
ment of cognition., The sense-organ of sight is an-gstrument of
cognition., In it there is the probans and not%probandum.
Hence the inconstancy of the probans. Besid the example
i.e., the light of a lamp as it first comes Wexxstenee from
darkness, the light is not considered as an in ument of cognition,
It is treated as an accessory to the inst nt of cognition. It
only destroys the obstruction ‘.e., dark R‘ So in the example
there is the defect of the absence of probans. In the subject

L]

“ valid cognitions ”’ there is the a e of the probans 7.c. being
the instrument of cognition. n cannot be the instrument
of its own self. Hence the def of the non-establishment of the
probans in respect of the subjec

If the term ‘“ manifest eans ' the accessory to an instru-
ment of cognition”, thergg.)the inconstancy of the probans in
respect of collyrium (apvﬂied to the eyes). This collyrium is said
to have the power of le??hg the eyes to see through darkness. So

it is an accessory e instrument of cognition. In it i.e., the

eye-paint, the pro
inconstancy of

um is not present. Hence the defect of the
robans. The term manifestor means * being
cognition ”’; sinc® in the example, i.e., light, there is no jiatatvam
there is the ect of the absence of the probans in respect of the
example.

The Advaitin urges that experience is the Pramana in respect
of the positive nature of nescience. He points out that the re-
collection “1 did not know anything > is the evidence for it. This
recollection i# from the man who has just got up from his sleep.
The Dvattin urges that the recollection has for its content the
non-existence of cognition and not pdsitive nescience. It cannot
be'so, says the Advaitin, because m deep sleep, as all the senses are
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at rest, there cannot be any knowledge. Further the cognition of
non-existence is dependent on the cognition of the locus as well as
the counter-correlate. In the absence of both the cognitions, the
Dvaitin cannot hold that the content of the recollection is the non-
existence of the cognition. The Duvaitin replies that witness-con-
sciousness cognises the locus as well as the countersgorrelate and
hence the content of the recollection cognition is t\hcp -existence
of cognition. According to S'ri Madhva, Saksi lways awake.
It is of the very nature of the self (svartipa, ike the other six
sense organs (indriya), which are elemental. é is this saksin that
cognises the locus as well as the counter- co

The Advaitin cites another infere Q‘ to prove the positive
nature of nescience. The subject of t§1ference, nescience, is the
non-existence of cognition; the pro being not cognised by
the appropriate pramana.” There_iShthe defect of the non-estab-
lishment of the probans. As neSdence is said to be the non-exist-
ence of cognition, the proba “being not cognised by any
pramana  is not there. N ce is not cognised by pramana,
because it is destroyed by ana, like certain knowledge.

The Dvaitin criticiseé\ s inference as being inapplicable. Once
we state that nescie c?'i’s not cognised by pramana, it is con-
tradictory to state ference to establish it. Inference being
a pramana cannoto nise nescience. Hence the inapplicability of
the inference.

The Advai tries to get over this contradiction by positing
the presenc Q'the pervasion by psychosis and by negating the
presence o@e pervasion by cognition in which consciousness is
reflected (phala). Through the positing of the cognition of the
subject by psychosis the cognition for the subject is secured.
Through the negation of the cognition of the fruit (the cognition
in which consciousness is reflected) the defect of the on-establish-
ment of the probans in respect of itself is refuted. ‘

. To this the Dvaitin rkplies that the Advaitin does not admit
the pervasion by the psychosis of %nescience. Nescience is destro;'ed
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by vrtti-jiana and it is beginningless, whereas the psychosis lasts
only for some time: so it cannot be pervaded by it. Further the
Dvaitin points out that the Advaitin's pervasion is vitiated in
respect of impressions. The impressions are located in the manas.
They produce recollection or recognition and after that they die
away. Recognition destroys impression; so impressigns are de-
stroyed by the pramana i.e., recognition. Impress'kozsig'e cognised
by pramapa. ‘ Not being cognised by pramiﬁ@’ is the pro-
bandum. This is not present in impressio ut there is the
probans i.c., “being destroyed by pramana<__ Hence the incon-
stancy in respect of impressions. Recogni&kﬂ'according to Dvaita
Vedanta is a pramana that is subsumed ‘er perception.

The Advaitin cites another pramaQ& from usage in support of
the positive nature of nescience. Q_ tes the following form ‘1
know not the sense stated by yquX. Here the content of the
cognition is positive nescience it is not the non-existence of
cognition. The content of theNsfatement cannot be the non-exist-
ence of cognition. The cogdy
the cognition of the locu

of non-existence is dependent on
nd the counter-correlate. The ad-
mission contradicts the/% se of the usage in question 7.e., ‘1
know not the sense w'ed by you”. If he denies the need for
cognition of the lo nd counter-correlate, the absence of that
prevents him fromMuaintaining that the content of the statement
is non-existenc@cognition. So the Advaitin concludes that it
is necessary to smaintain that the content of the statement is
positive nesgipdce,

The stidhantin resolves the usage “I know not the sense
stated by you” to mean two things. Does it mean that every
particular stated is restated and said to be not known, or does it
mean that the thing in general is not known? It cannot be the
first, because® the moment we admit that this is a restatement of
every particular, there would be impossibility for the usage. If
the Advaitin further contends that tlfere is such a usage, then the
Dvaitin interprets the statementp “ I know not the sense stated by
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you” to mean ‘I knolv not the sense stated by you as valid.”
There is the cognition of the sense stated, but not the sense as
valid. The content of the statement is the non-existence of the
cognition as valid. The sense of a statement can be cognised as it
is and at the same time be not cognised as valid. In a polemical
debate the proponent first comprehends the sense-st%ted by the
opponent and refutes it after restating it.

The Advaitin maintains that the position I‘samtained by the
Dvaitin is self-contradictory. The usage “ I k Wnot (validly) the
sense stated by you” is valid. This stat®gent is a qualified
cognition and its immediate content is n xistence of cognition,
The content of the ‘“ that ”’ of that cog &H 1s some object. The
Advaitin contends that the object o@e second cognition is also
the content of the original cogniti ecause it is an attribute of

QZ also urged to be valid. If

it. Once it becomes its content it
that be valid there is contra(&l of one’s own words in the
statement that what is known as™walid is not so known.

The Dvaitin does not 1t that the content of the second
cognition is to be treate the content of the original cognition.
The content of the usaéq s what is immediately in touch with it,
and not what is remot Qtonnected with it.

The Dvaitin @s that the knowledge of the locus and the

counter-correlate :; ecessary, He holds that it is known of the

particular, first general way ; and there is non-existence of the
cognition. Such'a position is unacceptable to the Advaitin, because
it establish§ﬁat the content of the statement under discussion is
non-existends/of cognition. He may contend that if the particular
is cognised, it is necessary for the cognition of its non-existence,
because cognition of the counter-correlate is indispensable to it.
Hence there is no possibility for the statement.

The Dvaitin retorts that we have at times a geneval knowledge
that there is some particular. For instance we say thut there is
some particular point thers. We do not know the nature of that
particular, but still we refer o particulars from our general
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knowledge of them. Usage with referdnce to the particular is
intelligible with the presupposition that we have some general
knowledge of them. (For Advaitin’s refutation of Dvaitins criti-
cism. See Advaitasiddli, p. 133).

XIIT (131). It is pointed out that the Advaitin too has to adopt
a position similar to that of the Dvaitin. The nesctegce which is
considered to be positive must have a content. W2s that content
known earlier or unknown ? If it be said that it istﬁnpwn, there is no
possibility for usage of nescience in respect g’ We cannot be
ignorant about what is known. If it be said the content is not
known earlier there is no possibility for%e usage of nescience,
because the cognition of nescience pre; R;oses the knowledge of
its content and locus. As against this Q:ition the Advaitin points
out that all things whether as knog Qr as unknown are contents
for the witness-consciousness. Th %.ects are cognised by witness-
consciousness in a general way priQ&to the vrtti-jfiana and the usage
“ 1 know not the sense stated by ou.” If it be said and contended
that though the sense ise fshed by witness-consciousness still
the desire to know the prasfiana for it is sufficient reason for the
usage, it is not so, say&e siddhantin. For a thing that is estab-
lished by witness-co %usness, the desire to make known a
pramana is fruitles he Advaitin has to admit like the Dvaitin
that what is cog in general is restated with a desire to know
the particular. re is no valid instrument of knowledge for the
Advaitin tcga; lish the positive nature of nescience. The non-

establishme the nature of nescience leads logically to the non-
establishmen¥/ of its effect. Hence the refutation of the positive
nature of nescience on account of its unintelligible nature.

XIV (132,133). The seventh and the last of the Advaitin’s
definitions of illusoriness is, ** being cognised in the same locus as
its own Abselute non-existence”. If the term ‘‘ absolute noi-
existence’s in the definition means “asat”, then the definition
of mithyatva applies only to asat. Such a position is opposed
to *the Advaitin’s view that the gworld is neither asat nor sat. If
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the term ‘‘ absolute nom-existence” means something other than
existence i.e., being indeterminable as real or unreal, such a thing
does not exist at all. Hence the non-establishment of the pro-
bandum. If it is contended that the term under discussion means
“ being other than real” that turns out to be unreal; hence the
adduced defect is not got over. There is no middle grea.(ld between
the real and the unreal.

XV (134-142). The first of the probans is takcﬂup for criticism.
The probans cognisability is resolved to m ?‘two things : (1)
the object of cognition and (2) non-self-lumifiqsity. (See Tattva-
pradipika, p. 3+.) The first alternative agayris resolved into two:
(1) is the cognition of the nature of REOsis or (2) is it of the
nature of consciousness ? If it is the § there is the defect of the
inconstancy of the probans in res of the Atman. The pro-
bandum mithyatva is not found jnthe Atman and the probans

cognisability is found in it. Atman is the object of the
psychosis generated by the st Vedanta. The Advaitin further
contends that in the Atm re is not that cognisability which

is in the form of the fruit ofyepgnition. There is then the discussion
as to what the term, frjt," means; is it cognisedness or empirical
usage ? If it is cogn'swﬂess it is not present even in objects of
cognition. Cognis S according to the Mimarhsakas is present
only in the objeof{present, and not in the destroyed and past
ones. Hence Q_ efect of the non-establishment of the probans.
There is alsothédefect of partial non-establishment of the probans
in respect L&e subject. The destroyed, future, and eternally to
be inferre jects have no cognisedness, because cognisedness can
only form a part of the subject ; hence the defect.

If the Advaitin contends that the destroyed, future and eternally
to be inferred objects have cognisedness, the Dvaitin points out
that such a position is opposed to the Advaita scheol 6f thought.
In support of it, the Dvaitin quotes a passage from Citsukha who,
while defining self-luminosity, points out that the definition should
not include the destroyed, future, and eternally to be inferred
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objects. In order to achieve their exclusion he used the phrase
“capacity to be the object of empirical usage of immediacy.”
Else, because there is no cognisedness in them they too would
be self-luminous. Hence it follows that there is no cognisedness
in them. So the defect of partial non-establishment of the pro-
bans in the subject stands.

If the term “ phala” means empirical usag h’e is again
the defect of inconclusiveness of the probans j spect of the
Atman, because the Atman is an object of v-empirical usage
arising from psychosis. If the cognition is to be in the form
of consciousness the Dvaitin does not adrit it in the object like
the pot etc., which form a part of the subject. Hence the defect
of partial non-establishment in respecQ he subject. (For a re-
futation of Dvaita criticism, see Adva@iddki, p. 10.)

XVI (143-146). The second “4ehinition of cognisability is
examined in detail and criticis Tt is defined as the non-exist-
ence of self-luminosity. Self-l@inosity is defined as “ not being
an object of cognition”; iQ\n_on-existence, cognisability, turns
out to mean ‘ being an @ct of cognition . Such a position
has been already criticiK The defects urged in there holds good
in this case also.

Self-luminosity gbe defined as that cognition which does
not depend on an sciousness other than itself for the empirical
usage in respecf@ itself. The non-existence of it would be cog-
nisability. ThQ—there is the defect of the inconstancy of the
probans in ect of the Atman. The Cognition of the Atman
as non-d elf-luminous etc., is dependent on the psychosis
generated by scriptural statements like “ One only without the
second ’. Thus there is cognisability in the Atman and there
is the non-existence of the probandum. Hence the inconstancy
of the prebays.

The, Advaitin contends that the probans is not inconstant in
respect of the indeterminate cognitipn of the Atman. Such an

indeterminate cognition is not dependent on any consciousness other
12 ’
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than itself. By the indeterminate usage is meant a thing which is
neither real nor unreal, 7.e., cognising a thing as neither real nor
unreal. The Dvaitin points out that the objects like pot also can
be treated likewise. The Advaitin does not accept that there is
indeterminate usage in respect of objects like pot etc. To this the
Dvaitin replies that similarly let there be no indetermigate usage in
respect of the Atman, too. % ’

The Advaitin instances the experience of the‘sg in deep sleep
as the evidence for indeterminate usage. 'gvaitin does not
admit that in deep sleep the self is indetermi The individual
after a good sleep recollects that he had soq&d—and enjoyable sleep.
The attributes ‘ sound ™ and “ enjoyable ’Wust have characterised
it. So in deep sleep the self is not indeterQigate as the Advaitin holds.

XVII (147-151). There is anot efinition of self-luminosity
by Citsukha i.e., it is the capacit$ to be the object of empirical
usage while not being an objeﬁ' cognition.” This definition is
said to be contradictory, becalse/ that which is not cognised can
never become an object of b&ﬂition and there will be no usage
about it. ‘The definition iygmpossible. Granting that the defini-
tion is somehow not a‘q adictory, still there is the need for
clearing the definitio V‘self—luminosity which is a complex one.
Its opposite is co ility. The non-existence of a complex
character can resulj$ one of the three ways, (1) by the non-existence
of the qualificatjigine., the attribute (2) by the non-existence of the
substrate or (3)'By the non-existence of both. If it results through
the non-ex@& of the attribute, ““not being an object of cogni-
tion ”’ mayN{lelf be the probans. Defects of the position have
already been noted.

If it be the non-existence of the substrate, then there is the
defect of the non-establishment of the probans in respect of the
subject. The probans is not present in the subject;"its non-
existence alone is present. Objects like pot etc., are objects of
empirical usage of immediagy. The probans is “ not being objects
of empirical usage of immediacy”. Hence the defect of partial
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non-establishment. Though the probams be treated as present in
merit and demerit which are said to be not the objects of empirical
usage of immediacy, still the Dvaitin contends that even merit and
demerit are objects of mind’s perception which appears in the
form of recollection. So they too are objects of empirical usage in
the whole subject of immediacy. Hence the defect issaqn-establish-
ment of the probans and not partial non-establidament of the
probans in respect of the subject. &

The manas is accepted by the Dvaitin ?Eeparate Karana.
It has two functions. It cognises all extern;%bjects through the
instrumentality of all other senses. Its in%pendent function is to
be the pramana in respect of recollection v{'is this special function
that makes the Dvaitin admit the §pendent nature of mind
as a karana.

If the non-existence be of t ggztribute, there is the defect
that the substrate has no functi@for it. Besides the substrate is
non-established.

XVIII (152-179). The rsability referred to by the Dvaitin
can be neither of the valihror of the delusive type. If it is said
to be of the valid type 1& opposed to Advaita. If it is said to be
of the delusive type V‘Is not accepted by the Dvaitin. The
probans in a vali %erence must be acceptable to both the
disputants. Henc ither of the alternatives is established. The
Advaitin finds Q\y out of the difficulty and contends that the
probans is de %in general terms and not in a specific manner.
Besides, he nts out that it is not right to analyse into specific
particulars robans defined in general terms and thus refute
it. Such a procedure would lead to the total non-existence
of all inferences. In the ordinary inference where we establish
fire with the help of the probans “‘ smoke,” if some one were to ask
us as to*what exactly is the probans, whether the smoke that is
related te the present place and time or smoke that is related to
some other place and time, we cannot give any answer. If we hold
the smoke related to the presenfyplace and time to be the probans,



180 VADAVALI

then such a probans is ndt established in the subject. Thus there
would be no valid inference.

The Dvaitin answers in detail. The inference which establi-
shes fire with the help of the probans, smoke, has for its probans
the smoke defined in general terms. It is by itself able to establish
fire. So there is no need for the analysis of the prgbans, smoke
into particular kinds. The particular kinds of \sZsok have no
function in inference. &

It is not so in the case of the probans, c@?sability. There
is no common attribute between delusive céisability and valid
cognisability. A comparison is instituted\% illustrate this point.
There is no common attribute, lotusne Qﬁresent in the sky-lotus
and lake-lotus. The sky-lotus, just ]ighe delusive cognisability,
is non-existent. Then how is it th speak of delusive cognis-
ability ? It is just like the refer rg-to the sky-lotus and nothing
better. é-

Besides, the probans is c@'adictory, because it is found in
places where there is no ﬁé,bandum i.e., illusoriness. In the
Atman there is no illusorin ut there is cognisability. It is only
found in the real i.e., X&man. This contradiction is sought to be
refuted on the ground?ﬂt cognisability is found in the shell-silver
also. There the cogsition is of shell only and not of the silver,
says the Dvaitin, @question as to how shell can be the content
of silver-cognit@as to be answered. The Dvaitin resolves the
term silver-cognition to mean two things : (1) the cognition that has
silver, for if8{content, (2) the cognition that has the form of silver.
It cannot the first because there is no silver in the shell. It is
the cognition that has the form of silver. The shell-silver-cognition
has for its content shell; owing to defect it cognises the form of
silver. Further such cognisability is not found in the subject.

The probans cognisability is criticised by .the Dv4itin and
he points out that it is inconstant, because it is present in the
Atman where there is no probandum i.c., illusoriness. The Ad-
vaitin contends that the Atman,is not cognised. To say that the
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Atman is not cognised is self-contradiction. We cannot affirm
an attribute or negate an attribute, when we do not know the
substrate. The statement that Atman is not cognised implies that
Atman must have cognisability. Without such an implication
the denial is of no meaning. Hence the self-contradiction of the
Advaitin’s statement.

The Dvaitin, in support of the cognisabilit the Atman,
cites two inferences. The first inference has its probandum
cognisability and the probans is *‘ being a thi &" The defect of
the non-establishment of the probans in reSpect of the subject is
likely to be urged. The subject i.c., the\@tman is not a thing.
Hence the Dvaitin states a second it&?ﬁce which is not open
to the said defect. The cognisabili f the self is established
in a round-about way by this inf g?e. This pot is other than
that cognisable which is differer m that world that is other
than this pot plus self. TheQ nple is any other pot, say X,

this pot being “ Y plus the gelZ . X is different from Y ; Z is
W

a cognisable entity which 2 er than the world different from
Y7 thus by implicatio@nisabi]ity of 7 is secured.

The expression Br&mn-knowledge points out that Brahman
is the content of th Wnition. Brahman-knowledge is not pos-
sible without Bra n being the content. The genitive case
points out that Bsdfman is the content. The Advaitins contend
that Brahman-] edge means knowledge whose form is Brah-
man, That ﬁtion is dismissed after examining the several
meanings g‘ﬁe term “form”. The Dvaitin concludes that
Brahman 13\an object of cognition and is cognised. Thus the
adduced inconstancy of the probans, cognisability, in respect of
Brahman is maintained.

XX (188-200). The second probans “inertness” is taken up
for criticisme and declared to be defective. Inertness is resolved
into fours alternatives: (1) If inertness is construed as “ not being
the substrate of cognition”, there issthe defect of the partial non-
establishment of the probans in respect of the subject. The subject
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includes the empirical Atmans. These Atmans are substrates
of cognition. Hence the non-existence of the probans in this
part of the subject. Besides there is the inconstancy of the pro-
bans also. It is found in Atman and in absolute non-existence,
places where the probandum is not found.

(2) 1f inertness means “‘ not being self-hood ” 1s not very
clear. This definition means one of two things: Lz&:mg different
from Atman or (2) not being the substrate o&g If-hood. The
former alternative is not accepted by the (Qa'itm. According
to them there is no world apart from Bra%m In fact there
is nothing apart from Brahman. W ha.tevs&u-ppears as apart from
Brahman is only an illusory manifest %‘of Brahman. If it be
contended that though there is no ct really different from
Brahman, there is the phenome different object, such a
position is not admitted by the Dvaitin. The probans must be
acceptable to both the disputapl¥ in a discussion. Besides, the
probans is inconstant in re of absolute non-existence. In
absolute non-existence ther E‘ﬂo probandum, but there is the
probans “ being different f{%the Atman"”. Hence the inconstancy.

(3) If “inertness " fheans ““ not being a substrate of self-hood "
such a position is alre &Eriticised. [n sections (16-23) the several
alternative definitio % self-hood are.examinéd and they are found
to be tainted by § of three defects, (1) non-distinction from pro-
bandum, (2) nQ_ ablishment of the probans, (3) inconstancy of
the probans. A

(4) If &Jess means * being the form of ajiiana ” there is
the defect partial non-establishment in respect of the cognition
i the form of psychosis. This forms a part of the subject. And
in it there is non-existence of the probans f.e., the form of ajfidna.
Is it the form of cognition or is it cognition itself ? Such a posi-
tion is not easy to maintain. A Cognition must have a content.
When we refer to Atman as cognition, what is the eontent in
that cognition ? It cannot be Atman itself; then there would be
no difference between the content and cognition. The content of a
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cognition and the coguition cannot be identical. Such a position
is contradictory. The content of the cognition cannot be any ather
entity. (For Advaitins refutation of Dvaita criticism, See Advaita
siddhi, p..13.)

XXI (201-210). The Dvaitin criticises the third and the last
probans of the Advaitin, namely, * finitude . The t * finitude "
is analysed to mean three things: (1) spat1al ﬁmk\gg ) temporal
finitude, (3) difference. If it is the first, therﬁ\ the defect of
partial non-establishment of the probans in Q@ct of the subject.
Time and Akaga form a part of the sul% though they are
divisible into parts. The Arg/ikala is no%ﬂrticularised. It does

not admit of divisions. So also the non- ental Akdsa. In Time
and in Akas'a there is the absence of t obans * spatial finitude ”’
Hence the defect, If the proban ns ‘‘ temporal finitude ',

even then there is the same defgct) because the probans is not
preseet in Akaga and in Time. &-

The Advaitin may conte d@at everything other than Brahman
has spatial and temporal %’de and that there is in this way the
establishment of the pr@s in Time and Akds'a; hence the
absence of the contradicﬁsm. The Dvaitin urges that the contradic-
tion is not removed. \fe term spatial finitude means ““ being the
counter-correlate o@olute non-existence located in some place.”
When the AdvaitiQQdeclares that everything has spatial finitude,
in order to m ﬁntelligible the spatial finitude there must be the
counter-correlate> Such a counter-correlate forms a part of the
subject. lﬁ; spatial finitude cannot be established. If another
counter-corre¥ate outside the world be admitted, there is the
defect of partial non-establishment of the probans in respect of
that counter-correlate. Hence the defect of contradiction. The
Advaitin then contends that the Brahman is the counter-correlate,
because *evarything is super-imposed on it. These objects are
denied there. With Brahman as the counter-correlate finitude
can be attributed to Kala and Akaga. Hence there is no
cdntradiction. .
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The Dvaitin points out that the Advaitin's definition of finitude
means sublatability. If sublatability is the probans there is the
defect of non-difference of the probans and the probandum. The
probandum illusoriness is defined as the sublatable. Hence
the defect.

The Dvaitin in criticising temporal finitude aukich is the
second alternative, points out the same defect as)wn 'the case of
spatial finitude. The defect is contradiction. iﬁhen the question
as to what exactly is the pramana that establis Qfemporal:ﬁnitude
in Akasa and Time is taken up. It caé be the probans
* intertness ”. The probans intertness i%already refuted. If
according to Advaita the temporal fini %’present in objects like
pot are due to inertness, the Dvaiti &bjects to it and attributes
the temporal finitude therein to an énct i.e. " being an effect ”.
The pervasion is not invariable. . The probans is inconstant in
respect of nescience. Nescien<§1's not an effect but is inert.
Hence the inconstancy. If pedelence be said to be an effect there
is self-contradiction. Throu%ct Advaita literature nescience is
spoken of as beginningleizx here is no cause for it ; so it cannot
be an effect.

The term “ ten ?Zl finitude " is resolved to mean three
things : (1) being I%emal, (2) having a beginning, (3) not being
in all three timead{lf we accept the first alternative there is the
inconstancy of Q@ probans, ‘‘inertness” in respect of moksa.
Moksa is eterpak So there is the non-existence of the probandum
“ being no&nal ”, There is the probans, “inertness” there.
Hence the™defect. The description of moksa as the fifth form is
not without its significance. The inconstancy of the probans must
be pointed out outside the subject. In order to secure the exclusion
from the subject, moksa is defined as the fifth. (1) It is not real,
(2) nor is unreal, (3) nor is it real and unreal because siuch'a concept
violates the law of contradiction (4) nor is it indeterminable.
Exclusion from the indetermjnable results from mokga =destruction
of avidya, where avidya itself ig indeterminable. Mention of the
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fifth prakara view is to exclude these, According to whom moksa
is atma-svaripa; in such a case moksa is sat or cit, not jada ; if
however it is of a fifth form, it must be jada. If moksa is said
to be characterised by temporal finitude, there is contradiction for
the words of the Advaitin who maintains non-return. (For the
Advaitin’s refutation of the criticism, see Advaita siddlg, p. 15.)

XXII (211-218). The term temporal ﬁnitude\%iﬁerpreted as
“being the substrate of reciprocal non-existende.” “ Being the
substrate of reciprocal non-existence” is just\dTother name for
difference. If temporal finitude is differenc%ﬁe scriptural state-
ments like “ neti—neti” declare that Brahm&rxis different from the
world. Thus the probans is inconstant it %ect of Brahman. The
probandum, “ illusoriness ”’ is not pres$§nd the probans, “ being a
substrate of reciprocal non-existencg~™4 there. Hence the defect.
If the difference predicated by t g-riptures be said to be pheno-
menal i.e., the difference resul from nescience, the Dvaitin
does not admit that. Then thk ans would be “ real difference .
The probans, ‘“real differed& is not established in respect of
the subject, becauese the ject is illusory. Desides, the same
probans can establish thé\r ality of the universe. The form of the
inference will be as ws. ' The world under dispute is not
illusory, because it i % substrate of real reciprocal non-existence.”
For in the self gh is different from the unreal there is real
difference: nacge™flver, though illusory, does not possess real
difference. Q-

The gﬁn urges that perception sublates the truth of
the Advait inference. Perception warrants that the object of
cognition is real. Then there is an examination of the term real.
It is resolved to mean six different things. The acceptance of
any of the first five alternatives does not lead us on to the
contradictioneof the Advaitin’s inference by perception. The sixth
alternative ¢.e., being real=unsublatability, is not accepted by
the Advaitin. Perception has not d&he necessary capacity to
apprehend what is in the futuse. Perception can comprehend
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what is present and infmediate. Perception cannot comprehend
the non-existence of the sublation located in the future. If it be
held that perception can do so, then the reality of such a per-
ception will be on a par with the reality of the fata morgana
(the mythical city of the gandharvas).

The Dvaitin admits that perception has a capagity to com-
prehend the non-existence of the sublation in t pa&ure. This
is clear by its very capacity to cognise tha‘qon-sublatability
in the present. But there is an essential d'ﬁ'ence between the
two perceptions. Validity according to Maﬂ%a is intrinsic and
invalidity is extrinsic. The validity press&'in cognition is pro-
duced as well as ascertained by th Ve'ry instruments which
produce and ascertain the cognition. e instruments that origi-
nate the cognition originate its y ty. The -Cognition and
its validity are manifested by . witness-consciousness. As for
invalidity it is originated b Q- defects associated with the

’1@ Saksin cognises the cognition
aspect of the invalid cog and invalidity in it is inferred.
Invalidity is extrinsic. @erception of the mythical city of the
gandharvas is invalid Meciuse in it there is the defect “‘non-
existence.” The cog im of unsublatability is established because
there is a defect undefQiining it. Hence the difference.

XXIII (219-£4). The Advaitin argues that inference sub-
lates the know derived through perception. The Siddhantin
points out thaf) inference cannot sublate perception, because
inference i Qpendent on perception. [f inference be said to
have the Qacity to sublate perception, then the perception of
heat in fire can be sublated by the inference that establishes the
cold nature of fire. Such a conclusion is abusurd on the face
of it. Inference as such has no capacity to refute the content of
perception. Inference is not an independent pramana like per-
ception or verbal testimony. The cognition derived through
perception cannot be sublated by a perception of equal strength,
let alone of inference. (See Adveita siddhi, p. 28.) )

instruments of knowledge. |
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The Advaitin points out an inferente, where inference sub-
lates perception. The perception of the colour of the sky gives
us the impression that it is blue. This is refuted by the
inference ‘‘the sky is not blue, because it is incorporeal.”
The cognition of the colour of the sky is due to verbal testi-
mony and not due to inference. The Ad\altms me an in-
ference to refute the validity of the perceptions Perceptlon
which is under dispute is delusive Lognmon& cause it is a
perception, like the perception of the non-e %‘nt mythical city
of the gandharvas.” The Dvaitin frames %unter-inference in
order to occasion the undesirable. It lS Ilows “The vedic
statements with reference to Brahman 1t is existence, know-
ledge etc. are invalid, because they §tatements like the mean-
ingless statements about an aged The adduced invalidty of
the vedic statements is not acce a to the Advaitin. The term

perception has to be explamed 1t is interpreted to mean the
semblance of perception, the the absence of such an entity in
the subject. Hence the n blishment of the probans. If it
is said to be valid perceppigh such an entity is not present in the

example. If itis deﬁned(gs mere knowledge there is over-pervasion
of the probans in r sE'Ct of the cognition generated by Vedic
statements like *“ kn dge, existence bliss” etc.

XXIV (225-2 The Advaitin’s inference establishing the
illusory nature e universe is contradicted by scriptures. The
mantra in the R@weda, I11-24-12 is cited as an instance for it. This
mantra prﬁfes reality of the universe. The reality predicated
by the scriptlire, the Advaitin holds, is phenomenal, The Dvaitin
argues that it is futile to declare phenomenal reality because nobody
disputes it. So scripture predicates absolute reality because it has
to refute the position popularly held by the Advaitins, namely, the
ascription® of phenomeual reality to the universe.

The Advaitin urges that scriptural statements like * there are
no differents whatsoever here” negafe the reality explained by
stdtements that ‘ the universe isgeal”. The scriptural statements
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that ascribe reality to the universe are modes of restatement which
are refuted by other scriptural statements that deny reality to the
universe. As against this position the Dvaitin points out that the
reverse of what the Advaitin holds is the truth. There is nothing
to prevent us from explaining scriptural statements like *‘ there are
no differents whatsoever here' as restating the-unreality of
differences and that scriptural statements like “ ?jse is real ”
as refuting them. It is possible at this rate to h&d hat scriptural
statements like ‘‘ there was non-existence in glginning " refute
the statements like “‘ the Brahman is knowfsdge and infinitude”.
Before restating and refuting a position ther%s the need to establish
it through a pramana other than scri Qe'. The Dvaitin points
out that the illusoriness of the uni is established by the
probans, “ cognisability ” and the ty of Brahman has to be
the substrate of delusion. Delugion™is not accountable otherwise
than on the assumption of Brahg-as the substrate.

The reality of the worl{b gnised, is it an object of valid
cognition or not? It ca e an object of valid cognition,
because what is a conte a valid cognition cannot be refuted.
The Advaitin does no mit validity for what is negated. It
cannot be the object mn invalid cognition, because that which
is not established @)t be restated. Besides, whenever there is
a restatement of act it takes the following form * what they
say,” even wh@uch a form is absent. There is some special
reason to justify~the ascribed repetitiveness. Thus in ““ kill not a
Brahmin ”, hmanicide due to natural hatred is said to be
restated for™he sake of a prohibition, though the form of the
test is not “‘ what is established by lust or hate viz., brahmanicide,
that should be avoided . The special ground for this treatment
is that the proximity to a negation can only be of the already
established ; and in respect of this element there ean 'be only a
restatment. .

XXV (236, 237). The Dvaitin points out the contradiction
for the Advaitin's inference by ¢a verse in the Gita (XVI-8). ‘In
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the 16th Chapter there is the classification of men into two types, the
devas and the asuras (demonic tempered men). There is a detailed
and eloquent description of demonic tempered men. They never
reach my feet says the Lord Krsna. The men of asuric temper
hold that the universe is unreal and that is has no substrate.
They say that there is no Is¥vara. Hence the oppagition of the
smrti to the Advaitin’s position.

If the Advaitin contends that the unreal’vﬁgpredicated with
reference to the world in the Gitd verse is not %mte unreality, the
Dvaitin replies that there is no disputant who$iglds such a position.
If the Advaitin seeks to point out that %'Buddhist holds that
the universe is absolutely unreal, it is &.30 says Madhva ; since
even the ¢Gnyavadin admits empirical Qity called samvrta-sattva.

XXVI (238-252). The Duvaiti Q\tes his inference to prove
the reality of the universe. Th Q;rence is as follows. ““The
universe under dispute is realgﬁuse it is an object of valid
knowledge, like Brahman . etailed examination of the formal
correctness of the limbs 9?&& inference is undertaken. The
probandum of the infere{%\ s clearly stated. It is reality 7.e.,
being unsublatable. Thﬁ\probans “ being an object of pramana "
is resolved to mean t Mings : (1) being an object of the pramana
that makes known % real or (2) being the object of the pramana
that makes know e phenomenal. It cannot be the first alter-
native, because QAdvaitins do not admit that pramianas like
perception ca; ke known what is real. Nor can it be admitted
that pramé§|ike perception can make known the phenomenal,
because it ¥/ not acceptable to the Dvaitin. To know a thing
through a pramaga and then say that it makes known the pheno-
menal is contradiction in terms. Pramana always makes known
what is real. Further the example i.e., Brahman, is devoid of the
probans f.c.,e " being an object of pramapna.” (For Advaitin's
refutation of criticism, see Advaita siddhi, p. 64.)

The Dvaitin holds that there is jo pramana to establish the
fact that pramanas like perceptign do not cognise the real. The
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Dvaitin states an inference to prove that a pramana like perception
does make known the real, because it is a pramana, like *‘ reality
knowledge.” After establishing the fact that perception makes
known the real, the Dvaitin goes to prove the reality of the uni-
verse.  The universe is an object of a pramana that makes known
the real, because it is an entity other than the contentof a delusive
cognition.” The Dvaitin says that the inference jS)mot’ vitiated by

the adjunct self-hood. &
XXVII (253-260). The Dvaitin puts f vﬁd a second pro-
bans to establish the reality of the unive That probans is

examined in detail. Practical efficiency (o&hakriyik'éritva) is the
probans. The Advaitin urges that thi ?r'obans is inconstant in
respect of the enjoyment of a fair d§] in dream. The dream-
damsel is unreal; but still the dre@_ ffects certain physiological
reactions. N
The Dvaitin points out tﬁﬂ\e instance cited is similar to
the subject and that the incomstancy of the probans should be
pointed out only in places han the subject and those similar
to the subject. The Adydih points out that the probans is in-
constant in respect of tfse‘ fear generated by rope which is delu-
sively cognised as the e. The point is that though it is unreal,
it still has the profans ‘‘ fruitfulness”. The Dvaitin in reply
points out that w generates fear is not the delusively cognised
snake, but the ition itself. It is the cognition that is res-
ponsible for the~ fear. Those who maintain that the delusive
object is th éaTlse of terror in men cannot account for the absence
of terror inen who have no knowledge of the harmful objects
near them. From this it follows that what generates fear is the
cognition of the object and not the object. (For the Advaitin’s
answer, see Advaita siddhi, p. 68.) If it is the cognition that
gives rise to terror, does it by itself gives rise toserror or with
its content ? If it by itself gives rise to fear then there is the
possibility that all cognitigns could do so. If with its contents
it gives rise to fear, then the spake too is responsible for the f&ar.
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The Dvaitin makes out that the rope which is cognised as the
snake 1s the content of the cognition. It is not the snake that
generates fear. Hence there is no inconstancy of the probans.
The example of the inference is criticised 7.c., Atman. The pro-
bans fruitful activity is said to be not present in the Atman.
The Dvaitin refutes that and points out that th-a.% are many
"scriptural statements whose purport is Atman a\%@ ause of the
world. The Atman is said to be the creator& troyer, etc., of
this universe. So the example Atman is not d of the probans.
If the Advaitin urges that the Atman v has fruitful acti-
vity is included in the subject, then there%no difference between
nihilistic Buddhism and Advaita in reg of denying the self.
If it 1s further urged by the Advaiti at he admits an Atman
which is other than the one includ% the subject and that hence
his position is not the same as thattef the Buddhists the Dvaitins
reply that the attribute beinﬁ?r than " is an attribute enough
to secure the inclusion of théNAtman in the subject. Besides,
the fruitful activity presen %ﬁhe qualified Atman is bound to be
present even in the Atman scending the qualified cognition.
The Dvaitin puts i&( ard a third probans for the establish-
ment of the reality e universe. The same difficulties that
were urged in the c f the last probans can also be urged in the

present case
XXVIII (%@ The Dvaitin urges an adjunct to vitiate the
Advaitin’s inferéfhce. The adjunct is * being the content of a cog-
nition that j8{generated by a defect.” This adjunct is present
wherever e is the probandum. Both the adjunct and the
probandum are found in the shell-silver. The probans is not
co-pervasive with the adjunct. The adjunct is not present in the
subject and the probans is there. The adduced defect satisfies the
definition of ag adjunct.

As against this if the Advaitin urges that he would establish
the presence of the adjunct in the sub‘iect, the Dvaitin holds that
such a position is defective. Fugther illusoriness alone being in
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question, there will be the defect of arthantarata. The text may
also mean that in establishing dosagamyatva, because of cognis-
ability, there are as many defects as in establishing illusoriness
with the same probans.

XXIX (262-265). The example in the Advaitin’s inference is
criticised as being devoid of the probandum. Ths\grobandum
*“ indeterminability,” or *‘ being nescience or a propyct thereof "
is not present in the shell-silver. The Advaititf\b Ids that it is
present there. In the inference, “ shell-silve as some cause,
because it is occasional (i.c., not constant) pot. The shell-

silver is not a product of what is real or g&eal ; s0 it must be by
exclusion a product of nescience.

it mean “being cognised at some ?  There is in this case
the non-existence of the pervasion iff\espect of Atman and Akas'a
which, though eternal, are ongﬁgnised for some time. If it
means ' being born at some timg” there is the non-establishment
of the probans in the subjésl™~The probandum is *‘ possession
of a cause.” This has be proved. The probans *being
born at some time” & he same as the probandum. When
that is not establishe®pthis is also not established. Hence the
non-establishment e probans. The author concludes that
all the three inf ces stated by the Advaitin turn out to be
invalid.

XXX (266@%)). As against the Advaitin the Dvaitin urges
a reductio absurdum. The antecedent of the hypothetical
inference Q‘ If the universe is illusory, the consequent is the
acceptance of two real universes.” The consequent which is not
desirable to the Advaitin results as follows. Delusion pre-supposes
the existence of two factors, the substrate and the achetype. With-
out these two factors delusion is impossible in any cuse. These
two facters must be real and similar to the contents of the delusion.
So the moment we accept the delusion there is the necessity to
admit two real entities, The A.glvaitin is out to disprove the reality

The Dvaitin examines the probans;Qeing occasional . Does
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of one universe; so it is not acceptable to him to admit the reality
of two. (For the Advaitin’s answer to this see Advaitasiddhi, p. 95.)
The vyapaka (pervader) is the prior existence of a substrate
and archetype, and being illusory is the pervaded. The pervader
is not present in the subject of the inference i.e., the universe.
So the law of parsimony requires us to accept the reality of this
universe than the addmission of the reality of two umyerles.

- XXXI (271-294). The Dvaitin proves the K illusory nature
of the universe with the help of two probaxsyd.e., (1) because
it has no substrate, (2) because it has chetype. These
two are necessary for delusion, and w@ut them we cannot
account for delusion. The 'Advaitin poi out that the probans
is inconstant in respect of dream- X‘:s‘ The objects seen
in dream are illusory and they h@ no substrate. The pro-

bandum “illusoriness’” is there, the probans “having a
substrate” is not there. The vaitin elaborately sets forth
his arguments to prove the sory nature of dream objects.

The dream objects cannot Q\beginningless and eternal. If they
be so, we must all be a f%to cognise them before and after the
dream cognition. We l&\not able to do so. If they are said to
be born and destroyed @ and there, it is a very unsound position.
There is no materiaNand efficient cause for the production of

dream objects. I not be inside the body, because huge objects
like elephants, m@ntains, etc., cannot get into the body. If the
objects are sai be outside, then it must be visible to all others

that are ne the dreamer. It is not so. Besides there is no
sense-orga q‘iib can cognise the dream objects. It cannot be
the outer sense-organs; for all of them rest in sleep. It cannot be
mind, because mind cannot cognise outside objects independently,
It needs the help of outer sense-organs. There is no substrate for
dream objeats. The Atman cannot be the substrate of the dream
objects. » For a thing to be the substrate of the object it must not
be cognised as different from the illusory object. The Atman is
cdgnised as different from the jllusory object. When we see an



194 VADAVALI

elephant in a dream, we mever say ‘1 am the elephant.” We
cognise the “ 1" as different from the elephant.

The Dvaitin states that dream-objects are real and not illusory.
So in dream-objects there is the non-existence of the probandum
and there is also the non-existence of the probans. Thus there
is no inconstancy of the probans in respect of dream-ohjects. The
material cause of dream objects is the impressions (gsdna). The
impressions of all our past experiences are depos‘tq in the manas
and not in the Atman. The bundle of impress'c@stored in manas
constitutes the material cause of drea.m-o%ts. The efficient
cause of the dream-objects is God. The%thority for this is the
Vedanta sttra ' God creats dream lﬁ?ﬁts in dream states”
(III. ii. 1). If it be contended that s &-sensible cause alone can
produce a super-sensible effect, the I%ébn denies it. Eor example
the two primal atoms constitute a “pinary atom, and three binary
atoms go to make up a triad. &thing less than the triad is not
seen. The binary and primal ms though super-sensible still
produce the cognisable tria, a\l-n the same way dream-objects too
can be cognised though are produced by a super-sensible
material cause. Thus tb&{ lity of dream-objects is established.

The Advaitin crit s the probans of the Dvaitin’s inference
ie., "not having a strate . This is pointed out to be non-
established. The an is the substrate of the world-illusion.
As against this tention, the Dvaitin points out that the Atman
cannot be treat W as the substrate. In any illusion the substrate
is cognised hon-different from the super-imposed object. If it
is cognised@ different, there is no possibility for delusion at all.
In the shell-silver delusion, if the individual cognised the shell as
distinct from silver, there would be no delusion at all. As the
Atman is cognised as different from the world it cannot be its
substrate. Besides, the universe and the Atman have ‘contrary
qualities. In a delusion there must be certain similar ‘qualities
between the super-imposed ,object and the substrate; we never
mistake the shell to be a tiger. . Between two contrary objects,
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the relation of substrate and super-imposition is not possible. The
super-imposition of the world on the Atman is as unimaginable as
the super-imposition lof the mustard seeds on a mountain. The
Advaitin criticises the second probans put forward by the Dvaitin
to refute the illusory nature of the universe. The brobans is  not
having an archetype . The archetype of each illuserg universe is
its prior illusory universe. Thus the probans is n'to be non-
existent there. The Dvaitin points out that AQ prior illusory

universes are not real. The archetype must ?Feal. Hence the
probans is established.

XXXII (295-297). The Advaitin stalesa new inference to
establish the illusory nature of the univer, mhis inference is from
Citsukha's Tattvapradipika, p. 40. § subject of this inference
is * this cloth ” and the probandum j§*being the counter-correlate
of the non-existence present in theSe threads”. The probans is
“being a whole.” The cloth ch is made out of these threads
cannot be present elsewhere. its existence is denied in the
threads, it proves to be no 1§n~:though it is seen. Its being seen
and not being present in @re&ds leads us to the conclusion that
it is illusory. Once cl& is proved to be so, in the same manner
the whole world is proyd@to be illusory.

The Dvaitin ¢ ses the inference and points out the fol-
lowing defects: ({&sublation by perception, (2) establishment of
the established establishment of other than the intended and
(4) partial n n-dstablishment of the probandum. The absolute
non-existen resent in the threads cannot have any counter-
correlate ; ception points out the presence of the cloth in the
thread. Hence the sublation,

The probandum :.e., absolute non-existence of the cloth in
the threads, is accepted by the Dvaitin. The threads and the
cloth are in the relation of cause and effect. Cause and effect
are non-different. The cloth and the threads are in a relation of the
support and the supported. The threads are the supporters and the
cloth is the supported. Both caunot be identical. Hence the defect.
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If the probandum be worded ‘‘not being the effect of these
threads™ it yields a meaning other than the one intended by the
Advaitin, The intended meaning is that the cloth is illusory. The
present probandum points out that cloth is not an effect Z.e., it
is eternal or that it is an effect of another set of threads. Hence
the defect. Further the probans is not present im.objects like
Akasa which are not wholes. Thus there is partiéz:}x-establish-
ment of the probans.

XXXIII (298-311). The probans *bein WOle ” (amgfitva)
of the Advaitin is sublated by perception. %ception points out
that the cloth is in the threads. The %ﬁin resolves the pro-
bandum ‘‘ being the counter-correlate of Vabsolute non-existence
present in the threads” to mean oneQKtwo things, (1) either the
non-existence of the cloth or (2) non-existence of relation
between the cloth and the threads™» The first meaning is un-
acceptable to the Advaitin bege' he does not admit that the
cloth is asat; he holds that jt¥s/Andeterminable. If the Advaitin
urges as against this that kl~a is only a denial of the reality of
the cloth and not the affi ion of its non-existence, the Dvaitin
replies that there is r)é\ iddle ground between the real and
the unreal.

The phrase ‘ bes

in the thread” is pointed out to be futile
because it does nedserve any purpose. The purpose may be said
to be to avoid defect of the establishment of the established,
since on the lofucian’s view, this cloth is the counter-correlate
of the absol@' non-existence present in another set of threads.
But this i@)t acceptable to us since we do not at all admit
absolute non-existence of this cloth; otherwise the cloth would
be unreal (asat).

Again in the example .., “another cloth” the probandum
is non-existent. The Advaitin turns round and pointg out that if
the probandum is denied its non-existence is affirmed. The affir-
mation leads to the fact of 'the presence of another cloth in these
threads, which is a part of the spbject. Such a deduction is net
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acceptable to the Dvaitin. The prior’ question is repeated i.e.,
what is it that it means; is the relationship with cloth deduced, or
the cloth itself ? The first alternative does not hold good because
there is no pervasion as a matter of fact. The pervasion should
be of the form “ wherever there is not the absolute non-existence
of X there is relationship to X”. But the Dvaitin does not
afirm the latter (say relationship to cowness),\grm when he
denies absolute non-existence (say cowness in&e horse). This
samsargabhava has to be admitted even by l?bpponent n cases
like the non-existence of the non-existence% cloth ; else there
would be self-dependence in the case of\%e non-existence of the
cloth; for in this case, the alleged pervaWon would be of the form
“ where cloth is not, there exists relaionship to non-existence of
cloth "' ; and that is absurd. Hence leged pervasion fails.

In the second case there is_tMe defect of the establishment
of the established, since evex&her cloth may be present in
those threads through sarhyagan/ The probandum worded a little
differently fares no better. %e probandum is worded as follows
““ this cloth is not born 329“ these threads ™. 1If it is so worded
there is the defect of noﬁ\e tablishment of the probans /.c., ** being
a whole.” That wh'd?"!s not an effect cannot be a whole. If
that probans is sa@ be ultimately not real such a position is

already refuted.
As for the @ of sublation by perception, the Advaitin points

out that inferen®e can sublate and invalidate the truth established
by perceptg_ For example the perception of the blue colour of
the sky is lated by the inference which establishes the colour-
less nature of the sky with the help of the probans “ grossness .
Likewise the reality of the cloth cognised through perception is
sublated by inference with ‘“ being a whole " as the probans.

The Dwaitin refutes this position from two points of view.
The sublation of the perceptive cognition of the blueness of the
sky is not by inference; it is due,to scripture. So inference
ddes not sublate it. Besides, she very probans which is urged to
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establish the colourless nature of the sky may establish that Akada
(sky) is not the abode of sound. If it be urged that scripture
sublates such a position, the same scripture establishes the colout-
less nature of the sky. There is no need for inference at all.
If it be contended that the sublating pramana must be accepted
as valid by both the disputants, then there is nothi‘nxto deny the
validity of the perception that cognises the cloth. \{\

XXXV (328-330). Difference is the very n of the things.
It is an external fact. It is not an attrib Qﬂat is present be-
tween two relata. For example A and B are%erent. According
to Madhva the difference of A from B aibot the same as the
difference of B from A. Both the diffe R‘es are different. They
have different counter-correlates. (F he Advaitins answer to
this criticism, see Advaita siddhi, p

XXXVI (331-338). The negatiPe element denies only spatial
and temporal negations. The & ananta has no significative
potency in respect of non-limMedion by other things. Else, we
ask, is there difference or ~&l--of ananta from the limited? If
there is, then even for th anta there is limitation by the finite
(vastutah paricheda). Mg@: , the atom unlimited in time is known
to be limited in spa e?'akﬁs’a is unlimited in both the ways, but
is different from p@c Do we because of this consider akas'a

as ananta ?

The exam@ ether. Ether has parts according to Dvaita
Vedanta. If a thing has parts, does it not become non-eternal ?
To this qt&% the Dvaitin says that having parts is not the
cause of efdenality or non-eternality. Is'vara has several different
attributes. Their difference is explained by the help of the category
of vigesa which effects distinction where there is no difference.
Besides there is reason for believing that ether has parts because
it has conjunction with objects. As for its eternaljty “scripture
warrants it. If it be said that owing to an adjunct difference is
effected in ether, the Dvaitin contends that it is not so. The
adjunct merely reminds us and does not create difference. Let s
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examine as to whether the adjunct enters into contact with the
whole of ether or with certain parts of ether ? If it enters into
contact with the whole of ether then there would be no difference
at all. If it enters into contact with a certain part of ether, there
is the establishment of the parts in ether and the adjunct only
reminds us of it and does not create it. Thus thereds no way of
avoiding the defect of the non-existence of th &c}
the example. &

XLII (405-412). The Dvaitin concluc:igm difference is of

andum in

the very nature of the substrate and as suc nition of the sub-
strate itself gives us the cognition of di ce. Hence there is
not the defect of reciprocal dependenc V&, because there are no
two separate cognitions. No doubt t&coghition of the thing as
different involves knowledge of all ¢ r-correlates ; but this in a
general way is supplied by the witnes$consciousness. What is sup-
plied by the witness is an inte%éﬁrt of our present cognition, as
may be shown by our apprehen of time, for which the witness-
consciousness is responsibe &‘ﬂ Madhva is of opinion that Time
and Space are pre-conditio all cognitions. These two elements
are not cognised by pe ion or inference but by the witness-
consciousness. The witgess is the svariipa of the soul itself.
XLIII (413-4@T1’me is not perceptible by the senses;

the eye cannot s e colourless ; the skin cannot feel the touch-
less; the mind @\ot cognise the external; it is manifest even to
the deaf from birth ; hence it is cognised but not by the senses.

XLIV -437). The view that cognition and validity are
both inferréd/in Bhatta’s school. This is refuted after the Pra-
bhakara view, set out earlier.

XLV (438-456). Validity is intrinsic to cognition and to-
gether with the congnition validity is manifested by witness-con-
sciousndss., Witness-consciousness cognises the validity in a
cognition only when there is no defect. Defect in the cognition
is the cause of invalidity. The inyalidity in cognition is known
By inference. The witness-cogsciousness does not cognise it. In
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such a place the cogniticn aspect alone is cognised by witness-
consciousness, Wherever the saksin cognises validity there is this
necessity i.e., the prior establishment of the non-existence of defect.
The saksin cognises the validity of a cognition only after the esta-
blishment of the non-existence of defect. This establishment
must be effected through other tests such as agreemea{with other
cognitions, non-existence of disagreement etc. Th{z.xt is not very
clear here and the commentators are at vari Y Presumably
what is need is coherence with other simi ognitions, non-
coherence with dissimilar cognitions, nonmélstence of non-co-
herence with similar cognitions, and nomgseistence of coherence
with dissimilar cognitions. What is W‘dissimilar (vijatiya) ?
According to one commentator it i éo
efficiency suitable to the cogniti ,bhe non-existence of that
samvada (viiitiyasarhvidibhﬁv%%uired for validity. Another

n-existence of practical

commentator would require vi asamvada, not its absence ; ac-
cording to him “this is water/is the primary cognition. While
another of the same form,J&~sajatiya and the inference “ this
water-cognition is valid bedpyse of practical efficiency ” is vijatiya ;
coherence with the latteﬂqo is needed.

The existence of efect is the obstruction for the saksin,
The removal of obs ion is through examination. The function
of the examinatioddjs the romoval of obstruction. Dependence
on the examin cannot be treated as a cause. The need for
the removal o{%e examination is only to the extent of the re-
moval of te%%fect. What is cognised by s@ksin is indubitable.
Saksin doeNdot depend on any other cognition. Its knowledge
is of a self-certifying type. Hence the defect of infinite regress
cannot be urged.

The dependence on examination for the establishment of the
non-existence of defect does not make validity extriesic, because
examination is not a cause for the cognition of validity. Such
a position would amount to this that the cause of the power of
the elephant to walk is the remgval of the thorn in its leg. We
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too well know that the elephant’s power to walk is not dependent
-on any external factor. The removal of the thorn is the removal
-of obstruction.

If it be urged that invalidity too is intrinsic, it is not so, says
the Dvaitin. Nowhere is invalidity cognised without the depen-
dence on examination, whereas only in some placeeq',{ respect of
the establishment of validity is there dependence Opnexamination.
In respect of invalidity it is absolutely necessavf\ ence it is the
cause there. If it be urged that removal %?B’struction is also
a type of cause, then the potency of the a seed in respect
of its giving rise to its own sprout has%—be attributed to the
non-existence of the forest fire. Once Nfe forest fire burns these
seeds, they give rise to a stem, noq cane. It is absurd to
claim that the generation of cane for cause non-existence
of fire (itself a cause of the ggnération of plantain). Besides
there would be the non-existaﬁ-of general laws and exceptions.
rule ; “ Kill the agnisomiya ani-
mal” is the exception; su, elationship would have no special

“Injure no living being,” is

claim to recognition, if i ery case the consequent fails merely
because of a deﬁciency/(ig the causal complex. We do not treat
the production of an Wct, say pot, when all contributory factors
are present, as an nce of a general rule, and the absence of
the effect when a ﬁs absent as an exception.

XLVIII ( 70). The witness-consciousness cognises the
substrate and_the counter-correlate simultaneously. The defect
adduced by Qe'Advaitin as against the concept of difference is
that differ , being a relation, pre-supposes the knowledge of
the substrate and the counter-correlate. Such a position puts an
-end to the defect of reciprocal dependence.

The simultaneous cognition of the substrate and the counter-
‘correlate rukes out the defect. Difference according to S'ri Madhva
1is of thesvery nature of the substrate itself. As aginst such a posi-
tion it is urged that the substrate and the attribute 7.e., of difference
have different characteristics. ‘Bhe substrate is non-dependent and
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the attribute is dependent, the substrate is an object of perception
and the attribute is not so. The attribute is said to inhere in the
substrate. The attribute and the substrate are not referred to by
synonymous terms. These facts militate against the treatment of
difference as the very nature of the substrate.

As against such an argument the Dvaitin points-qut that these
difficulties are not of any consequence, because sug S-Qi%\culties are
present in the Advaitin’s concept of identity alsa& he concept of
identity has also the abovementioned diffic Im, adduced with
reference to difference. Thus though jiva and hman as Caitanya
are non-dependent, identity which is not o‘&r than jiva and Brah-
man is dependent on them. Caitanya Q‘self-luminous, but not
identity. Caitanya is not manifest elated to anything else;
but identity is manifest as relating aitanya. ‘‘ Identity " and
“Brahman "’ hence have the same denotation, but they are non-
synonymous terms. &-

If it be said that the refe eQ to identity is a verbal one, what
is it that is denied? Is B n denied, or is identity denied, or
the relation denied, or is irical usage denied, or the cause of
empirical usage denied P&

The denial of %Q'man leads to the non-existence of the
substrate. Without substrate the concept of non-difference is
unintelligible. If tity is denied difference becomes reality. A
thing cannot be~Mflerent as well as identical at the same time. If
it be urged thafvsuch a thing is possible then let a thing be real

as well as Lﬁf

If the irical usage is to be denied, it presupposes the denial
of the object indicated by the term. If the denial is of the cause,
it cannot be so. The cognition of the effect helps us to assume
the cause.

XLIX (471-477). 1In respect of the object whege there is no-
difference still we can distinguish the non-different aspects in it.
That function is attributed by Madhva to the category of visesa.
It is a very important categQry in Dvaita metaphysics. To
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distinguish those attributes that are net non-different from their
respective substrates is the function of visesa. They are infinite
in number unlike the category of visesa in Nyaya metaphysics
which is found only in eternal substances. The vislesas are self-
differentiating (svotovyavartaka). It is the dharma of padarthas.

Jayatirtha argues that if the category of vislesa ot admitted
the scheme of relations will lead to infinite regress. 2WAt'some stage
at least the relation must be said to be self—eyﬁ@. atory. Those
who accept inherence point out that inherence ot dependent on
any other relation to explain itself. Instead ributing a number
of duties to relation, it is better to ass this category visega
which is only a potency of a padartha. V‘

Further, scriptural statements li Q“ Brahman is knowledge,
bliss " etc., can be interpreted sound ly when we assume visesa
along with abheda. The attributes S knowledge ” and “* bliss ™ are
not different from their substr: Brahman. Yet they are not
non-different, since the terms non-synonymous and there is
also the contingence of a J§t—-of undesirable conclusions, such
as the futility of one of terms, the leaving over of knowledge
or bliss alone by the eli;ﬁLI tion of other, knowledge not being like
bliss the object of un¥pmditional desire and so on. To avoid this
we have to admit -difference, but with a visesa. (For the
Advaitins refutati Qof the category of visesa refer to Advaita
siddhi, p. 570.) 5

L (478-48 The Dvaitin's inference to establish difference
is as follow :The bodies in dispute have souls corresponding
to their m@er, because of the attribute of being bodies.” As
against this inference it was pointed out by the Advaitin that the
probans is inconstant in respect of dead bodies and bodies that
are to be born. Though the probans is there the probandum
“having®a goul ” is not there. Hence the inconstancy. In order
to ward ,off this defect the probans is interpreted to mean “ being
the locus of enjoyment not involvipg reciprocal recollection ",
Such a probans is not present Jn dead bodies, because enjoyment
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in them is not possible. Fhere is the negative instance, ‘ the yogi’s
body . The yogin enjoys the fruit of his tapas through a number
of bodies. In the yogin’s body there is the absence of both pro-
bandum and probans.

, ADDITIONAL NOTES ~

323. The reading in the Kumbakonam as wﬁLas the Belgaum
text is na ca; but the sentence seems to We purvapaksin’s.
For, the next sentence is an objection to ésolution suggested
by the siddhantin (Advaitin). The states&rrt of the prirvapaksin
should be taken to have begun with mresent sentence and to
end with 7¢; before marvam. Henc§ text should, it seems, be
corrected into nanu.

383. What is not even co %(':1 cannot be refuted. And
you, who analyse the concept ifference in order to refute it,
clearly cognise differences amqn e various senses.

387. The rejection of, %nation by a non-defective cause ;
this is the third case. re prominent sublater is something
like perception which, a&g t dependent on other pramanas, is the
clearest of all.

389. S'ruti in %non-dualist utterances may be imagined to
be the sublater ;i not really so, since it can be explained other-
wise; and only t has no other scope in this way can be the
sublater. A

400. @setting out of alternatives and their refutation
proceed onthe basis of difference; hence conflict with one'’s
(Advaitin’s) own activity; and the question like “‘Is difference
different or non-different from the substrate " conflicts with one’s
own reasoning that there is no difference.

418. The natural colour of cloth is whiteness. ¢ Where it is
blue and unclean, it is due to the colour of the dyeing $naterial ;
in regard to the cloth that is dyed (and presents the colour inherent
in the dye stuff) there is the empirical usage “ The cloth is black
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or blue " ; of this usage the cause is the relation between the colour
and the cloth, an indirect relation of inherence in that {stuff) which
is in conjunction (with the cloth).

419. The relation here is not as simple as that between
cloth and blueness; for though the movements are inherent in the
sun, there is no direct conjunction between theﬂn and the
things on earth; hence there is not the relationSf ‘sasiyukta-
samavaya. The four elements, ether etc., be, \gkto the earth
and establish no contact with the sun; Aka annot fulfil this
function since that too has a special quality%und, and is in this
respect on a par with the other elements \further, being one and
indivisible, it could equally link the sun?mth all things without
distinction. Hence some other substhgce has to be postulated
linking the objects of this earth t \§
are inherent: hence the descriptio&'o'f the relation as sariyukta-

.

sun in which movements

samavaya.

420. Non-existences are @ cognised with anything directly
or indirectly ; hence there wc&.],d be no empirical usage of contem-
poraneity etc.; but there is. ,5

424. This explana}QZ\follows the Advaitin’s view of a single
Akasa, being defined objects and having the properties of the
latter superimposed eon. The position really acceptable to
the Advaitin is th€)néxt one, where it is claimed that impercept-
ibility attaches o@ to Asiisin (Mahakasa), not to particular
localities which parts thereof.

425. T syllogism about sound establishes the defect of
counter-proRahs (satpratipaksatva) in respect of the original syllog-
ism. The argument by elimination is shown similarly to be unsound
by the second syllogism about touch etc.

431. The alternatives are: does the absence of sublating cog-
nition relate to the cogniser himself or to other persons ? On the
first, therg is the possibility of sublation arising later. Another
person’s ignorance of sublation cannot v.alidate my cognition. That

no one is aware of a sublater terrp is impossible to establish in any
’
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case. Similarly of the alternatives as to time, space etc. This is
the unintelligibility of the analysis.

443. The quotation is from Madhva’s Anwvyakhyana,
Chapter 111, pada 3.

462. The cognition of the substrate involves also the cognition
of the difference of the substrate from the counter-corgelate ; simi-
larly the cognition of the counter correlate involves é{%gnition of
the difference from the substrate; hence thereAjs™no reciprocal
dependence.

476. Samavaya is defined as a relation le%ed in the substrate
and obtaining between that and qualities e% Now the location is
not another relation between samavﬁya?ﬂsamav(iym. Rather
does samavaya have to explain its owg§ation.

486. There is no inconstance, Jn/the first alternative; for
there too is presented a difference %veen the real and the super-
imposed moons; the reality of QS'.too being in dispute, it cannot
legitimately be claimed as an ex ion to the pervasion ; vyabhicara
cannot be set up in respec&ef. the subject or what is on a par

with it. ,5

498. The non-intepﬂl;: of the specification applies both to
“ relation ”” and non-exjgtence ’. No specification is intended of
the relation whetheréKz sasisara or literal fetters, and no parti-
cular form of no Qistence is intended either, whether absolute or
that subsequent estruction. Thus there is no inapplicability
either to the pa @tman or to released prisoner.

499, VQ-{ is the use of taking the words * all relations " ?
The objec@ any qualification of the probans is to ward off in-
constancy of the probans. Here  abhavadhikaranatva” can
itself serve as the probans, the pervasion being kevalanvayin,
admitting of no exceptions; why qualify the probans further ? The
reply points to other instances of keval@nvayin perv‘asion e.g.,
between namability and knowability, where the latter is the probans.
Since there is pervasion even between contentness and namability,
why specify the former with the words “in respect of knowledge' ?
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The truth is that such wvisresanas are a‘part of the probans itself
and require no independent fruit to justify their mention.

513. The quotations are from the Bhagavadgita, Chapter 4,
verse 5 and chapter 10, verse 4.

524. Those which enter as organs into a single organism are
supposed to be thus conjoined ; others are disjoined despite physical
proximity, as of the child in the womb.
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