5 TLLE

[‘l ]

LE; PADARTHADHARMASANGRAHA
[LE OF PRACASTAPADA

k] WITH THE NYAYARKANDALL OF QRTDHARA.

TRANSLATED INTO ENGLISH

G Lall /.,

2T

Ay MAHAMAHOPADHYAYA
II:” GANGANATHA JHA, M. A., D. Lire,
’Bl_ll Pro) ssor of Sunsivil, Muwir Central Colleye,

"!"““

ALLABABAD,

Ty | pemie
o | o o

=

T i g
e || et
U

PRINTED BY AMBIKA Crf%[w\? f’ﬂ%T&P?ARTI AT THE
MAH -l‘u.—DTD AL SH \ETRX PRAKASHAK SA\IH‘! P"CT’SS Lrp.

Aot GRS PR TR S BERC AR TIA S [ LB ] S SR A

AXD
PUBLISHED BY BHAGAVATI PRASAD B. A,
FOR PUBLISHERS,

; E J. LAZARUS & Co.,
Eé MEDJCAL MALL I'RESS, BENARRES.

{1 1916.
A1l rights reserved, Price per copy, Ra 10.

’j—ihm. f
B | pe by g phaae

r~—-—--
il

@mm SESEEEET

SEEERs




PRACASTAPADA BHASHYA-CHAPD, VIL, 663

objects that bappen to be brought into existence at these
iatervals,—this being due to the peculiur force of the causes.
Conjunction comes about only when one object comes, from
another place, and into contact with the other thing; or a
thing remaining in its place could have conjunction with
another thing that would move up to it. Inberence however
ia of a different character; and hence wherever the requisite
caltises are set going towards the producing of the object, there
in that object we huve the inherence of the Community which
does not come from anywhere else, and yet which had no existence
at thab point of space before the appearance of the object ; and
this peculiarity we cannot take objection to; as we caunof
object to the nature of things as they exist.

—

The Bauddhas hold that there is no such thing us
¢ Community ’;as we are never actually cogunisant of anything as
inhereing in a wumber of individuals, in the manner of the
thread passing thraugh all the beads strung on it.’

But this is not right; because as a matber of fact we are
coguisant of something that exist in all individual cows, and
serves to distinguish them from all other avimals, such as the
horse and the like, TIf there were no such common character
possessed by all the variouskinds of cows,then one iudividual
cow would be cognised to be as different from.another individual
cow, as 16 would be from an individual horse ; or conversely,
the cow and the horse would be regarded to be as like each
ofher, as two individual cows ; ag there would be no difference
in the two eases. As a matter of fact however, we find that
all individual cows are perceived to be alike ; and this dis-
tinctly points to a certain factor which is present in all cows,
and is vot present in horses sud other animals; specially as
‘this factor is found to sexve one and the sume useful purpose
(that of differentiaiing the cow from other animals), avd as
it hus.one and the same canse (in all cuses). -
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It might be argued that the unity is that of the dndizidual

cows, But this is not possible ; as if there were no Community,
there could be no unity either among the Individuals, or of
the canses of these Individuals; as all these are distinct from
one another. Then again, if the unity were to-be due to the
mere unity of the cuuse, then there would be ne sort of unity
in the case of those individualg that have diverse causes. As
a matter of fact However, we find that there are different causes
for thingsof the same kind ; forinstance, fire is praduced from
such diverse sources as the rubbing.together of two pieces o f
wood, electricity, the rays of the sun falling on the S#tryakanic
gem aud so forth,  So also if unity of many things were due to
the fach of their producing the same effect, then such unity would
have to be admitted in the case of totally different objects ;
for instance milk is found to be produced from the cow, as
from the buffalo ; and thus the cow would be the same as the
buffalo ; and the non-milch cow would not be a eow at all !

Then again, if there were no Community, what would
be the object of denotation by a word? The ‘ speeefic indivi-
duality * of any thing could uot be such an object ; as having
a momentary existence and being excluded form all things, it
could uever form the object of any verbal convention (vn which
the denotations of words chiefly depend). Nor could the
vikglpa,: or ‘ determinate concrete qualification of a thing’, be
the object of denotation ;as this also has ouly a momentary
oxistence, and 18 nol common to any number of things. It
might be argued that the denotation of the word would be
of the form of the ‘concrete qualificatian.”  But in that case,
is the ‘ form of the conerete quahification’ something different
from that ‘ql.na.liﬁcai.iou Lor 1s it non-different from 162 If i
iz different, then 1z 16 coramon to all sach qualifications ? or is
different with each qualification ¥ If it is common to all, then
it does not differ from what we call ‘Communits *; aud the
only slight difference that there is between you and ourselves
is that you regard this ¢ Community’ to belong to the cognition,
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while we attribute it to the objeck, om account of its belag
cognised as something. outside of ourselves. If then, this form
be regarded as distinet from the * qualification’, and changing with
each cognition,—or even if it were non-different from the
cognition,—in either case, it Would not be capable of any verbal
relationship ; as like coguition it would never form the object of
any verbal conveation.

It might be urged that, * what the ‘ concrete qualification’
dJoes is to indirectly impose ita own external form on the cognis
tion, and thus make it also concrete ; as it is only thus that the
cognition could come into existence, and . this externality
of form would form the basis of the verbal relationship.”

But in that case, the form of the concrete qualification
‘externally imposed, having its character dependent upon a
single thing (viz the qualification itself), would be destroyed as
soon as it would ba produced on the production of the ‘ con-
erete qualification *; and thus being cognised as undergoing des-
truction, it would be different with each concrete quali-
fication”; and we have already shown that there can be
oo verbal convention with regard to any such thing as would
differ with each individual. "

Objestion: “ The ‘concrete qualification’ of the cow
“ imposes its appearance externally ; and the appearance imposed
“by another ‘concrete qualification would be gimilar to that
“ imposed by the former. The concrete quelifications too are com-
“ prehensive of their own forms only ; and as such they could
« never lead to the apprehension of the difference among the forms
“ imposed by themselves ; as the apprehension of difference
“ dapends upon the apprehension of both the members (between
« whom the difference exists). Hence as this difference i‘s not
« apprehended, we come to look upon the forms imposed by the
* gonercte qualifications to be all oue only; and thus speak of
« ghere heing a single objective for all these qua_liﬁégtiéng.‘ It is
« this objective that consbibutes the Samanya’ or * community ;-

e
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“and this community is negative :in: its character; being
¢ devoid of any absolute " difference from the externally. imposed
«forms of the ¢concréte qualifications’; and: ¢ombining with
% the four other factors—of (1) the  specific individuality ; (2) the
“ cognition, (3) the form of theé cogeition, and (4) the imposed |
« form,—comes 0. be spoken of as ¢ ardhapancamakara (with a
“ four-and.a half-fold form);and bavieg externality imposed upow
#3t, it becores expressible by words, and thereby comes to be the
“ objective of the verbal relation. And it-is the cognition of this
« that consititutes the cognition of ther spec{ﬁc individualiby "3
“and, the form in which the eommanity is imposed is that
¥ of t‘hafc‘indi'._ridua,lity. This ‘community’ again has, the character
“ of the preclusion of all other things ; it has both positive and
“ pegative forms, as is proved by such assertions as “the cow is),
“¢the cow is not’, and so with all other things ; if the communi-
“u__i‘sy expressed by the word f cow’ were only in the positive form,
% then we could not bave the assertion * the cow is’j as such .
“an asserlion would be tautological (the idea of  is ’ being cox-
o ié.ined in the word ° cow' itself); nor could we have the
"_"_asse,r_tion “ the gow is mot”; as this would be a contradiction in
“terms (a0 neéaﬂou being compatible with positive charae-’
“ ter) ; similarly, if it had a purely negasive form, ‘the asser-
tidn “bhé oo is not’ would be taatological, and that.® the
“oow is’ would be a contradiction in terms; as has
“peen - declared in the following words :—We cannob say thab’
«thie jar ewists, as the jar is o real entity ; nor can we - say the
‘?_'f,?h'q- does mot exist, as there is contradiction between existence
4 yind non-exsistencs. Itis for this reason that even distimct
«individuals appear as vne. e
* «This ‘ community’ is the objective of all * concrete quali-
@ fieations’ ; and the sivgleness of this leads to the singleness of
~ * thiese qualifications; and the singleness of these latter leads
- “to- the singleness also of their - origin in the shape of the
“gbstracs unqualified cognitions ‘that we have with regard to
| egch ihdividual object ; and ‘this leads to the singleness of the
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“nngm of tbese abstract notwns—namely, the objects them- .

“gelves.. This has been , thus ‘ declared :—The- cognition being
“ the cause, a single idea cannot be diverse; and as the cause
“ of a single coguition the individualities must be one”, |

To the above we make the following reply: The ahove
reagoning is "ot sound ; ‘ay'is ‘would seem that the Bauddbas
give thé name ‘community’ to ‘the unity that ia lmpoaed by
réason of - tha non-apprehension of the difference among ‘the
forms of the ‘concrete quahﬁc‘autlonﬂ ' —this non-apprehension
being infarred from the f).ct. of no other alternabwe being found
to be. possible. ‘And on this point we have the following
ebaervatlons to make -—-Does the ® imposition of non- -difference’

consxst in the non- 1pprehenszou of diffsrence among the forms? -

or does it consist in the apprehensmn of non-dlﬁ'erence ; 'I.‘he
former could not be the case; asin thay case the imposition
of difference too would be as likely; that is to say, just as the
differences among the forms of the concrete qualifications are
not apprehended, so also is nou-dli’l':'erence not apprehended ;

and hence just as n011d1&erence is imposed by reason of Lhe
non-appehensmn of d:i’ference,——am in the same manner, would
difference be imposed by the non-appreliension of non- difference ;
and thence there could be no usage based upon non- “difference.
Nor is the second alterna.twa quite reasonable—rviz : that the
1mp051tmn of non- dl&'erenee consists in’ the apprehension of
BoD- dlﬁ'erence Bacause it is only when the *existence of t.he
soul is admitted that a singlé perceiver can’ apprehend both
difforence and non-difference ;. when however, the existence of
the soul is denjed (as it is by the Bauddha), there can be no
one observer of many things; speceally as:the ‘ concrete quah-—
fications® are each restricted to their own individual forme
Fven thourrh there be asingle observer of many thmns,-—yet unless
there be any ground for singleness, there can be no apprehen-
sion of non-differénce among ditferent thmgs In facf aven

4 *The reading abhm‘adw: does not-agtord s.ny mﬂamug . hence the tr:msla.-
tion adopts the reaﬂmn dtmavdde.) : T i
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if there wéfe §uch ari apprehénsion; it would be possible also

in the cass of such différent forms as those of the cow, the
korse afid the buffalé | as thére would be no différence in the
character of the differences i the two cases.

Page 320.] Objection: “In the case of the forms of the
cows, we have such a ground for gingleness in the form of the
preclusion of non-cows.”

Repliy : What are the ‘non-cows’ the preclusion whareof
imposes singleness on the form of cows? It might be urged
that those animals that are not cows are the * non-cows.' Bat
then, the question would arise—what are the cows thas are not
¢ non-cows’ ? And thus it would be necessary to determine the
forms of the ¢ow, the preclusion whereof would determine
the form of the non-cow ; and conversely it would be necessary
to determine the form of the mon-cow, the- preclusion whereol
would determine the form of the cow; and thus the ignorance
of one would imply the ignorance of both, As has been thus
declared by the great teacher (Kumﬁrila) : ‘It would only be

"the well-known ecow that could be precluded; and as this
preclusion would be in the form'of the negativing of the cow,

it becomes necessary to say what this cow is that 18 negatived ;
until the cow is known, there; can be no mon-cow ; and when
there is no non-eow,whence could there be the cow? (Cloka-
vartika—Chapter on ¢ Apoha ).

-

Tt might be urged that whab constitutes the denotation of
the word is the Apoka or negation of the contrary. To this we
make the following reply : what is this ‘ apoha 7 Is the ‘apoha,’
'« the negation of the non-cow’ a positive entity, or a negative one ?
If the former, then, is this positive entity of the same character
as the individaal cow,? or is it in the form of the individual
wen-cow? If the former, then it becomes something specific
{as pertaining to a defnite individual) and not generie (pertain-

' . s
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ing to all individuals; aud we have already shown that mo
verbal process caniapply to any such specific entity, If how-
ever, it be held to be of ‘the naturejof the individual zon-cow,
then too the same objections would apply; and over and
above these there would be the further objection that the cow
in that case would cease toform the denotation of the word’ cow’.
_ Ifthenthe * Apoha’ be regarded as a positive entity apart from
the particular individuais,_:and pertaintng te all of these,—then
the difference in our views would be orly verbal (as in this case
what you_lcall ‘apoha’ we call ¢ Samanya ).

Fuarther, if Apoha be regarded as a negative entity, consisting
as it does, of negation or preclusion,—then (being a negative
entity) it could never be apprehended by a direct positive sen-
suous cognition ; as it is only that which produces a cognition
that can have the apprehensible or coginsable character ; and a
negative entity is, py its very nature, wholly devoid of the pro-
ductiveness of any effect. And when a thing is not cognised by
Sense-perception, there can be no ecognition of a verbal conven-
tion with regard to it ; and thus no verbal process could apply
to a negative entity. When a nugative entity is cognised by
means of a word, the person hearing the word could not, by
its means, be moved to any activity towards a positive object ;
for the simple reason that the negative is wholly different from
the positive entity, and the two are devoid of all reationship
between” themselves, \ :

Objection : “ The verbal process applying to the ‘specific
individuality ’ must be regarded as due to non-discrimination
or ignorance ; snice the individuality is cognised ia the negative
form ; that is to say, the cognition of the cogniser is mistaken,
being due to their unifying the perceptible and the imaginary,
and then attributing a character to & thing to which it does pob
belong.*”

*This sentence is rather obscure ; and appears to bea guotation frem an old
Rauddha work.
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Reply : This is not right ; that wnich is nob cogunised can-
not have imposed on it any thing as identical with
itself, in the form of a negative entity. Asa matter of fact,
the parson hearing the word uttered has at that time no
cognition of the object signified ; as the word (according to
you) pertains to something wholly ditferent ; and there i3 no
other means available for cognising it ; and yet we find the
word giving rise to an activity on the part of the hearer, to-
wards a positive object. And hence we cannob regard a
negation to be the denotation of a word,

Nor have we any other ground for singleness (of the forms
of individual cows). If all positive entities were to be mere
negations of one another, and appearing as a new object at
every moment, then no such entity could be cognised by means of
any word ; and that which is not-directly cognised cannot form
the object of avoidance or acceptance, as its gapablities would be
absolutely unknown. And yet as a matter of fact, we do find
usage based upon words ; and so have we also the activity of all
living beings in the world tending towards the obtaining of the
desirable and the avoiding of the undesirable, and proceding
fromdirect sensuous perception, And 1t is this usage tiat
establishes the existence of a commusity common among many
individuals; and it is to these communities that we find
‘the denotations of words to pertain ; and when a man knows of
the capabilities of a certain class, and he comes! to know that
‘such and such a thing belongs to that class, hs acls towards

the obtaining of that object, even though he may never have
perceived the particular object “efore,

Thus then the compreheasive cognition pertafning fo distinet
Individuals serves as the basis for Community; and if this were
& mere negation, then the whole activity of the world would be
impossible. ‘




