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KhandanaKhandaKhadya is the highest order of text studied in the philosophy of non-dualism. It forms the
triad of AdvaitaSiddhi by Sri Madhusudana Saradwati, Chitsukhi by Sri Chitsukha Muni and finally the text
at hand. This is one of the finest treatises which can be given as an example for the logical thinking.
Though this may not be the original idea in this line of thought, there were other texts like the tattva-
upaplava-simha of Charvaka system, or some texts in the Buddhists school. Nevertheless this is conceived
in a proper way and the logic is mind boggling, the to say least.

The Author : the author of this text is Sri SriHarsha (the second Sri is part of his name, distinguished form
the first which is for respect), was born to Sri SriHira and Srimati Mamalla Devi. It is important to know the
parents, at least in this case, to better understand the man behind this text. Sri SriHira was a great man of
unsurpassed knowledge, when he was visiting some King and there was a debate between a minister of
the kingdom and Sri SriHira, in which Sri SriHira was defeated very badly. He wanted a son to take
revenge for his loss, and was blessed with Sri SriHarsha. But still, the defeat was not taken lightly by Sri
SriHira, and thus his health was affected. In deathbed he took promise from the child Sri SriHarsha to take
necessary action to defeat the minister. Thus after the death of his father, Sri SriHarsha left the
responsibility of managing the family to the relatives and went to Kashi (Varanasi) for studies, vowing not to
return to the homeland before defeating the minister.

He was initiated in the mantra called “Chintamani”, which he meditated upon for five years. There is
another story relating to the initiation — his mother wanting the son to fulfill the promise, initiated the boy in
“chintamani” mantra (in tantra it is accepted if the mantra pertaining to a female deity is initiated by the
mother will bear fruit (siddhi — accomplishment) very soon), after initiating the boy, she made him to sit on
her body and slit her throat (some mantras are accepted to produce result if it is chanted sitting upon a
corpse). Whatever may be the truth about the initiation, the final truth is he was blessed by the vision of the
Goddess Chintamani Devi, who blessed Sri SriHarsha with unlimited knowledge. After this, studying the
different schools of philosophy was a child’s play, in a very short span of time he acquired mastery over
almost all the philosophy.

There is no need to say, he defeated the minister, and it was easy too. He presented himself in front of the
King and Minister and sang a song on each one of them, seeing the mastery in the poetry, the minister
immediately accepted defeat even before entering into a debate.




But still, the logic he used was beyond the grasp of the common learned men, so his knowledge became
an obstacle to gain the desired result. Therefore as per the advice of the deity, he practiced a penance of
taking cold shower in the night and eating buffalo’s curd (yogurt). Thus he was able to write a book this
simple!

Though there are many other texts written by the same other, this and another poetical text called
Naishadiya-Charita still stands the test of time. Naishadiya charita is a text on the story of the king Nishada,
written on the request of the King of KanyaKubja, the patron of the author. Though superfluously may
sound like a poetical story, is a vedantic treatise written in the style called “dwi-sandna or dwi-arthaka”
(double meaning) literature.

This text is called Khandana-Khanda-Khadya because, 1. It negates the different substances accepted by
the logic school and which is easily understandable (bhakshya - eatable), 2. Because it negates the kha
(space) etc. substance, 3. But the important meaning of the name is, there is medicine called khanda-
khadya accepted in the ayurvedic text which improves the immune system and gives good health,
destroying any type of disease.

This is also called as Anirvacaniyata-Sarvasva. Nirvacaniya means explicable, anirvacaniya means in-
explicable and Sarvasva means everything. Thus it means, everything here is inexplicable, which is the
basic principle of advaita Vedanta, anirvacaniya-vada.

The text is written in keeping with the cannon of the nyaya school, “maana-adhina meya siddhi, maana
siddhi ca lakshanaat” (the object is dependent upon the means of right knowledge, which in turn is
dependent on the definition). This is accepted by the logicians to negate the Buddhists, who negate
everything from the standpoint of (shunyavada” (voidism — the basic tenet of madhyamika buddhusts).
They say “na pratignaa maatrena vastusiddhi” (just by naming the object cannot be established, but by the
definition and means of right knowledge). Though the logic school in general is negated, since the minister
one who defeated the author’s father is Sri Udayana who is a follower of Sri Udhayanacharya’s
Vaisheshika school, the author negates them both. It may also be interpreted as the anger for the very
name.

Therefore, Sri SriHarsha, rattled their basic idea by negating the base for all this “lakshana” (definition).
Without a definition nothing can be established. And he declares, whoever desires to win a debate if he
follows this process of logic explained in this book or repeats the same lines given here, will win the debate.

This book is written in four parts, and like advaitasiddhi or other famous Vedanta text does not follow the
naming convention of Brahma Sutra, which is Samanvaya, Avirodha, Saadhana and Phala (corroborating.
non-contradictory, practice and result). Some opine this is loosely based on the logical school text with
three chapters. But the acharya has a style of his own, which he follows-up here in the case of the chapters
too. Each chapter condemns different aspect 1. Pramaana-Tadaabhasa, 2. Nigraha-Sthaana, 3.
Sarvanaama-Artha and 4. Avashesha-Lakshana.

1. Pramaana-Tad-Aabhasa-Anirukti — this is the biggest of the chapters, here he condemns the
pramaanas (in this case as in mimamsa, 6 pramaanas only) and things related to it.

2. Nigraha-sthaana-anirukti — there are different nigra-sthaanas, place which the opponent falters.
Like, when he gives a wrong reply, not following his philosophy, taking a lot of time etc., if pointed
out by the other causes the defeat of the opponent.

3. Sarvanaama-artha-anirukti —the meaning of the pronoun, here only ‘kim’ is discussed.

4. Avashesha-lakshana-anirukti — the rest of the definition is negated.

We can explain this with a simple example, when we are asked, “who are you?”, our answer invariably
revolves around the height, weight, colour etc. which are comparative and therefore are not definitive. For
example, when we say ‘| am 75 kg’, this is not a constant even in this planet earth, as there is a small
difference in the gravitational force in Europe and India, and when weighed in a different planet, it differs
according to the planets gravitational pull. If we say, ‘I am brown / white / black / yellow', this is again
comparative, as there are more shades to each colour we have specified. If we say ‘| am son of so and so’,
this is a great confusion, as the mother is the pramaana for establishing the father, and nurse is the proof
for the mother. Even if we say that it can be proven scientifically through DNA analysis, there also, the DNA
of the whole family will have similar trait, and the DNA belonging to a group will have other similar traits etc.
etc. Therefore, finally we have to surrender by saying ‘| don’'t know myself. When a simple question about



us cannot be clearly answered, should we say about the rest of the things, which has existence because of
us.

Another example, when we are asked ‘what is a table’, we have to answer, it is something with four legs,
this definition also fits for the cot. We may say, table is something on which | keep my books etc., but again
this fits for the cot, because some people keep their books or eat on the cot. Finally, we have to say, table
is something which | place before the chair. Then, we will have to ask, ‘what is a chair’, finally, we have to
say ‘chair is something that is placed before a table’. This is a knowledge which is inter-dependent, even if
it be accepted as knowledge. Thus, we see everything is inexplicable. Therefore, instead of going into the
reality or non-reality of the things, accepting it for the transaction is what is done in Vedanta.

Even a mere translation of this book is difficult. Because, it requires a lot of knowledge of all the other
philosophies, to understand the opponents supporting dialog. And here | have tried to put in writing my
understanding of each of the passages, with some insights for each of the difficult ideas presented here for
an easy and better understanding for the readers. Sometimes, even if one understands, it is rather difficult
to put those ideas in another language, and definitely very difficult in English. Hope the ideas conveyed by
the Acharya Shri ShriHarsha are presented by me properly.

The Hindi Commentories of Sri Swami Yogindrananda ji (my Grand-Guru) and Sri Chandi Shukla Prasada
ji was very useful, in understanding some of the intricasies, which could otherwise be lost in the translation.
| have followed the latter's way of presenting it as Supporting and refuting arguments, for ease of
understanding, And | thank my Acharya Sri Shanti Dharmananda ji for teaching this text to us. To Thank
them will be very formal, | will always be indebted to them.

We include the Devanagiri version of the Text, along with the translation in Italics and commentary in plain
text.
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| salute that which is discussed in the scriptures as “ekam eva advitiyam” (here in the sloka as “eka sthanu
purusha” (one only non-dual)) and gained through the non-qualified knowledge, who is the Iswara himseff,
gained by not only Uma (Shiva’s wife) but also by the inference. — 1 —

Here the author salutes Shiva, who is the supreme God for the logicians, to gain his blessing to defeat His
own followers.

In the first line the “svarupa-lakshana” (inherent definition) for the Self is explained and in the next the
“tatastha-lakshana” (the implied definition), implied through the creation, sustenance and dissolution.

Avikalpa means Vikalpa (attributes / quality) vina (without), i.e. nirvikalpa Samadhi. Nirvikalpa means
without any attributes. Nirvikapla is explained as nishprakarakam gnanam which is unqualified /
unattributed knowledge. Here it is the knowledge gained as a thought function through a means of valid
knowledge (pramaana) is said, as the knowledge (Self) per say being the substratum for the ignorance
cannot be the negator of the ignorance.

Sthanu means pillar generally, here like a pillar that is the base for the superimposition, this Self also is the
base for all the superimposition. If the Self transforms itself (called parinama vada —the idea of
transformation) either partially or completely then it will be non-eternal.

Purusha means Self. It can be said, if Self is transformation-less than all the karmas (actions / rituals)
enjoined by the scriptures are useless, because, all the actions are based on the Kaarya-Karana-
Sanghaata (the body-sense organ complex) and not for the Self.

Still, the superimposition is accepted in both ways, the Self on the non-self and non-self on the Self,
therefore, if it be negated then there will remain nothing but void, cannot be true, because the negation
anywhere is accepted only till the substratum. And there cannot be any superimposition without any
substratum, as in this case the void.



Here the term Anumaya can be understood in three different ways

1. Anumaya —through the inference. The logicians desire to prove even the objects directly
perceived by inference. And, since there is no perceptibility of Iswara, they prove Him through
an inference. The syllogory being — “kshit-ankuraadikam sakartrukam, kaaryatvaat, ghatavat”
(the earth and the plants have a creator, being a creation (effect), like pot).

2. Anu maya — Even by me after studying the scriptures. Author himself declares this in the later
portion of the text.

3. An-umaya (ha umaya) — Uma is the consort of Shiva and one who is not Uma is Anuma, here
the Author as though blackmails Shiva into blessing him for the success, by reminding Uma of
the other wife, Ganga who sits in the matted lock of Shiva.
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I humbly bow down on your lotus feet which have shrunk due to the cool rays from the crescent moon in
the forehead of Iswara for the destruction of all my vice earned in multiple births. OR When people worship
your lotus feet for the removal of the ignorance, it (ignorance) shrinks due to the luminous rays of the
meditation on the feet. — 2 —

This sloka should be understood from the standpoint of the three explanations for Anumaya.

1. The firstis the desire for victory over the logicians. Therefore, the author seeks the blessings
of Iswara for the removal the obstacle which the logicians put forth, namely the pramaanas.
The blessings in the form of “maanam nivartataam” (let the veil of the pramaana etc. be
removed)

2. Inthe second case the author seeks the blessing of Iswara for the removal of the ignorance of
the Jiva. The blessing in the form of “maanam nivartataam” (let the veil of ignorance seen as
ego is removed).

3. Inthe third the story is developed to the next stage, being reminded about the ‘other woman’,
and who is given a higher place then herself, the ego of Uma is hurt, resulting in her moving to
her chamber in anger. Thus Iswara wills “maanam nivartataam” (let me remove the ego), and
enters the chamber of Uma.

Now the words “indho bhaasa” (light from the moon), plays a key role in the understanding. For the first two
it is the removal of the ignorance because of the illumination of knowledge. But in the case of the third,
when Iswara enters the chamber and bends towards Uma, due to the soft cool rays from the crescent
moon placed in the forehead of Iswara which reaches the feet of the Uma, she feels the chill and shrinks it
a little bit.

Bhetum — to destroy, Bhavaani-Shacitam — Here Bhava means samsaara, the cycle of birth and death.
Shacitam means earned. To destroy the vice and virtuous karmas earned in multiple births.

Bhavaani —is calling Uma by another name.

Namri-Bhavaani — | salute with all humbleness.
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O learned one; even by repeating whatever said here like a parrot, by condemning the definitions they
make for the word and its meaning (substances) can defeat the egotistical logicians, and make them
speechless. — 3 —

The author leaving aside all the show-offs declares clearly the greatness of this text. By repeating the text
even without any understanding one can gain victory over the opponents, if one has the necessary wit to
understand, he can further develop the logic to condemn the other things in the same line of thought. But,
this is said for the people who are interested in the debates and its victory. But for a genuine sadhaka
(seeker of Truth) this means, he can negate all the doubts with respect to the duality which arise in him
using this logic.



Here the vedantin will be the one who refutes and the other one accepting things will be the other
philosophers. Therefore, when we see ‘Supporting’ it is the other philosophy and when we see ‘Refuting’
it should be understood as the vedantin. But in majority of the dialog, instead of using the vedanti as the
opponent Author uses the Madhyamika (shunyavadin — voidist) to condemn, and by resorting to “prathama-
malla nyaya” (the worldly logic of defeating the world champion, by defeating him all the others are as well
defeated). Later negates the Shunyavadi through Advaita. Author though seem to give equal importance
for both shunyavadi (by showing great respect for Buddha by calling him Bhagavan) and advaitin (even in
the very beginning referring to Bhagavan Bhashyakara Shankaracharya as Bhagavatpada), very clearly
distinguishes himself as Advaitavadi. [vedanti, vedantin, advaiti, advaitin etc. are synonyms for the non-
dualist].

Before starting a dialog, the parties decide what is called as “samaya-bandha’ (the rules of the dialog). This
includes the philosophy each one will accept, if they will use the others philosophy too for negating one of
the other party in the dialog, the time limit for answering etc. And the judge also should be one who has a
complete knowledge of both the philosophies, and the philosophies they are going to use in the dialog.

1. Condemning the acceptance of Pramaana etc. as part of dialog
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Supporting: The logician accepts the pramaana etc. different substances as a necessary pre-requisite for
any dialog. They say “since they are accepted by all the philosophies it should be accepted as part of the
dialog”.

The pramaana etc. are “pramaana-prameya-samshaya-prayojana-drshtaanta-siddhaanta-avayava-tarka-
vaada-jalpa-vitandaa-hetvaabhaasa-chala-jaati-nigrahastaanaani shodasha padaartha:” (means of right
knowledge, object of knowledge, doubt, result, example, conclusion, parts, logic, dialog to know, dialog to
win, dialog to condemn, illogic, deceitful logic, self-contradictory, logical pitfalls are the sixteen substances).

There are three types of “katha” (dialog) which one can enter into:

1. Vaada — A dialog between two people with the intent to know the truth.

2. Jalpa — A dialog between two people with intent to defeat the other. Though the first and
second type maybe similar in majority of the aspects, in the second, people resort to the
“chala” (deceitful logic). An example for this type of deceit is, “nava kambalam aanaya” here in
this statement nava may mean new or nine, so according to the opponents statement the
meaning is changed to form the other, bring a new / nine blanket/s.

3. Vitandaa — This is the form of dialog which resorts only to negating / refuting / condemning the
opponents, and not proving anything. Though nyaya sutra bhashyakara (commentator) Sri
Prasashtapada declares, even if the one doing vitandaa accepts his position of being a
follower of vitandaa-vaada, he loses the dialog. But the later authors of logic and others
accept, he may declare his intent / idea but should not follow it up by trying to prove it. This is
what the author here does in many a place to show the standpoint of the Advaita.

There are four types of “siddhanta” (definite valid conclusion)

1. Sarvatantra — If something is accepted universally by all the philosophies. For example, the
object of knowledge is dependent upon the valid means.

2. Pratitantra — Things which are exclusive for each of the philosophies. Like things accepted in
nyaya is not accepted in Vedanta and vice-versa.

3. Adhikarana — If on proving something, something else is also proven. For example, while
proving the knower to be different from the sense organ of sight and sense organ of hearing
etc., we have established not only the knower, but also the existence of manifold sense-
organs, and each one of them having different objects for its perception.



4. Abhyupagama —When something not explicitly said is inferred. Like the mind as a sense-
organ.

From here the Opponent (in this case Vedanti) speaks
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Refuting: The others (vedantins) do not accept this. They ask — the existence of pramaana etc. which is to
be accepted, what is the reason for this?

From here the Vedantin’s refute the idea of the logicians of accepting the pramaana etc. as the pre-
requisite for the dialog. Inthe next paragraph, the author gives four possible clauses for this.
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Is it because 1. Both the parties in the dialog who do not accept it cannot possibly enter the verbal
transaction which is based on (the concomitance of) its acceptance or 2. It is the cause for the verbal
transaction in the dialog or. It is an established rule of the world or 4. Non acceptance of it will be a
hindrance for deciding the conclusive knowledge or the victory.

The difference between the first and the second is the former is based on the concomitance and the latter
is based on the reason. The concomitance being, wherever there is acceptance of pramaana etc. there is
verbal transaction. In the latter, because there is pramaana etc. there is verbal transaction.

The worldly rule being, the pramaana etc. is accepted as the reason for the dialog.

All the four options are refuted one by one. First we take the first option - based on concomitance.
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It cannot be the first, because even by the people like “charvaaka” (materialist), “maadhyamika” (Buddhist
voidism) who do not accept it (pramaana etc.) too are seen to elaborate (in dialog fashion). If that
elaboration itself is not acceptable, then there is no possibility of you putting great effort to negate it.

Chaarvaaka literally means one who speaks beautifully. But here in this context it is the materialist, people
who accept the body / sense-organs as the Self. They do not accept any pramaana except Pratyaksha
(direct perception). Though so, they use inference to negate the others, like when they negate the
mimamsakas (ritualist) ask, if you say the cow or any animal killed for the sake of the ritual reaches
heaven, why not kill your father for the sake of the ritual, do you not want him to enjoy the pleasures of
heaven.

Maadhyamika are people who follow the middle path. They do not accept any extremes of existence or
non-existence, since everything is void in reality for them.

Thus if someone does not accept the pramaana then it is easier to negate them by not entering into a
dialog, and if a dialog is started to negate them, then as the dialog has started already, one should not stick
to the rule of accepting the pramaana etc. for the dialog, as it stands vindicated.
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This Is some unforeseen mantra you have devised for blocking the speech of the opponent in the form of
acceptance of the existence of the pramaana etc. Because of its super power, Bhagavan Brihaspati has



not written the sutras on the charvaka system, Bhagavan Buddha has not preached the system of middle
path or did the Bhagavatpada Sri Shankaracharya write the commentary on the sutras of Sri Badharayana.

Vaak-stambhana mantra — in the mantra shastra there are different methods of application according to the
need prescribed, though it is negated for the real sadhaka (as it is said, the mantra becomes an enemy,
and it makes him be associated with the kamya karmas (the karmas propelled by the desire)). They can be
distinguished as sattvic, rajasic and tamasic - the karmas like attraction (vashikarana) fall in the first
category, the karmas pertaining to creating of enmity (vidveshana) in the second and the karmas like
stambhana and maarana (blocking and killing) fall in the third. Stambhana is also of different levels,
blocking the body — from activity, speech from talking or the mind from thinking, these types of chants can
be used to control the nature too. Here the logician’s acceptance is similar to this stambhana - if you do not
accept the pramaana etc. as pre-requisite for dialog, then do not have the right to speak.

There is a general rule — “pramaanavanti adhrushtaani kalpayaani, bahuuniapi na nishpramaanaka” (one
should imagine different effects with respect to the pramaana and not without a pramaana).

From nuunam author pulls the leg of the logician, by pointing out to the great people who have not though
accepted this standpoint have written great works. Here, by referring to all these three schools, he is
presenting them as the refuters.
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Supporting: let them do verbal transaction who speak beautifully (charvaka and Buddhist, even you
vedanti) without accepting the pramaana etc. as the pre-requisite, but still their words won't have the ability
to establish or refute anything, if be said.

Sadhana-badhana-kshama — Sadhana-kshama is the ability to establish ones idea. Badhana—kshama is
the ability to refute the opponents idea. Thus, to be able to prove or win a dialog, you still have to accept
the pramaana etc. as the pre-requisite.
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Refuting: No. The verbal transaction accepting the pramaana etc. is not the cause for its ability to prove or
refute anything. But, even you should accept it as the one that has in it the eligibility of being endowed with
wrong logic. Thus, the verbal transaction accepting the pramaana etc. belonging to a different school
(mimamsa philosophy) is negated by the people who accept the pramaana etc. in the verbal transaction
(logicians).

Sad-vacana is the statement which has the right logic. And the contrary is the sad-vacana-aabhaasa —the
statement which has seeming logic, and not right logic. This Sadvacana-aabhsasa can be understood in
other words, as the statement which has hetvaabhaasa (illogic). Here we are not talking about completely
wrong logic, Asad-vacana.

Here one school of logicians — nyayika condemn the other school of logicians — vaisheshika, too can be
accepted.
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If you do not have the capability to show the illogic in our statement, then even if you repeat a hundred
times that ‘you have entered the verbal transaction without accepting the pramaana etc. (therefore it is



illogical)’ we do not care. Otherwise, we can also say that ‘you have entered the verbal transaction
accepting the pramaana etc.’, therefore your statement too is illogical.

If we start negating something without resorting to logic, anything and everything can be negated. One may
say buffalo is black; therefore buffalo’s milk is black too.
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Supprtive: But, if there are no pramaana etc. (attributes) then how can there be the existence of it’s
attributed, the verbal transaction, or how can there be the existence of the negation etc., since, the entire
injunction or negation are based (dependent) on the pramaana.

As said earlier, “manaadhiinaa meyasiddhi, maana siddhi ca lakshanaat” (an object is dependent on the
means of right knowledge, and that in turn is dependent on the definition), is the dictum of logicians. If we
do not accept the pramaana, then there can be no object of knowledge like the injunction or negation is
dependent on it. Injunction — existence, negation — absence.
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Refutive: Not so. We do not say to start the verbal transaction accepting ‘pramaana etc. do not exist’. Then
what, we say without being bothered about the thought of the existence or non-existence of the pramaana
etc. As you do the verbal transaction accepting it (pramaana etc.), similarly we should start the verbal
transaction in the dialog.

As we vedantin’s do not accept anything other than the Self to be eternal, we cannot accept the pramaana
etc. as eternal, but that does not mean we cannot accept the transactional reality (temporarily permanent
status) still as the world etc. is accepted to be pramaana, until there is the experience of the body-sense-
organ complex or the non-experience of the Self.

[Paramartika — permanently permanent. Vyavaharika — temporarily permanent. Pratibhasika — temporarily
temporary]
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Otherwise superimposing that ‘we (vedantin) do not accept the pramaana etc.’, whatever defects you
explained, that is impossible to say too.

Though we never said, we do not accept the existence of the pramaana etc., the logician thought we think
so. Thinking thus, he is pointing out the defect in our system that is impossible. The impossibility in all the
three ways is shown.
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On what basis (rule) did you refer to the defects in a dialog which is taking place? Is it in the dialog taking
place between both the parties (defendant and opponent) who accept the existence of the pramaana etc.
Or is it in the dialog accepting the non-existence. Or in which one accepts the existence and the other the
non-existence (of pramaana etc.).

We have three possibilities in any type of dialog with respect to the pramaana: 1. Both accepting 2. Both
not accepting and 3. One accepting and the other not accepting.
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Not the first, because in the one who accepts, there is no possibility for this kind of defect. In the second,
even one will have the defect. Not the third, since there is a similar possibility in other dialogs too.

1. Both accepting — since both accept, there cannot be the defect of non-acceptance in any one of
them.

2. Both not accepting — if we show the defect in the other, since one is not accepting to the same
defect will be common.

3. One accepting and other not accepting — Since the dialog has started about the acceptance and
non-acceptance. Similar dialog on other subjects too can be started.
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A dialog is always dependent / based upon both the parties. Otherwise, (if one shows defects from ones
standpoint) the other will also show defects in your verbal transaction with reference to one’s own idea,
then who will be decided as the victor. And for the one accepting the pramaana etc. there will be the more
trouble.

If everyone shows defect from one’s own standpoint there can be no decisive winner or loser. If one says
1+1=2 and the other says after A it is only B and not C. There can be no winner or loser, even if both are
correct, the defect pronounced has nothing to do with the others statement.

The greater trouble for the one accepting the pramaana etc. is, he has to find a way to establish the validity
in accepting the pramaana etc. and also should remove the defect pointed out by the other party.
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Therefore without being bothered about accepting the existence of the pramaana etc. one should form the
rule for the dialog, then the defect established by you (if we do not accept the pramaana etc., then there
can be no verbal transaction) will be proper. When you are not capable of understanding your own
viewpoint, expecting you to understand our (vedantins) viewpoint is highly improper.

The defect he imposed upon us (or anyone for that matter) is possible, only if we are not bothered about
the existence or non-existence of the pramaana etc., and not in the other three types of dialog as shown
earlier.

Since the opponent thought we do not accept the existence of pramaana, and not what we said, that we
should not be bothered about the existence or non-existence of the pramaana etc. for starting the dialog.
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Supporting: Now, we do not say that we show the defects in the dialog where there is a bad vaitandik
(follower of vitanda form of dialog), but to teach our own disciples his ineligibility in the dialog.

We (vedantins) negated the logician’s idea of the defect in the dialog where the pramaana etc. is not
accepted, giving choice. For this the logician, holding to the proverbial final straw, replies; we are not
showing the defects of dialog in the dialog where the opponent is someone like you, where the opponent is
as ruthless as you. Butto expel the doubts in the mind of the disciples, about the dialog regarding the
people who do not accept the existence of pramaana etc.



For proving this idea, he brings in the statement from Bhasya, here Bhasyhakara does not mean Sri
Shankaracharya ji, but Sri Prashastapada ji who commented upon the nyaya sutras.
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This Is the reason Bhagavan Bhashyakara (commentator Sri Prashastapada ji), if he is seen to refer to an
idea, and not as you refer.

The idea here is, the vaitandika according to the sutra is “svapaksha-sthaapana-heena” (one who does not
establish his own idea). Therefore, to him if someone asks what your idea is, if he says anything in answer,
even ifit be “| am a vitandavadi” (| am just a refuter), then he loses the status of being the vitandavadi. The
point being made here is Sri Prashastapada ji refers to the vitandavadi in third person “pratipadyate” and
not in second person “pratipadyase”. Thus the choice accepted by you to refute us is not proper.

But, here irrespective of this defect, we see the Author explain the salient features of the vedantins
position, even accepting this form of defect on himself, shows his (Sri SriHarsha’s) great compassion. This
can also be seen as (not negating his great compassion) the later form of logicians accept the vitandavadi
too to express his views, but he should not follow it up with some proofs, to establish the ideas.
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Refuting: Not so. Because even to the disciples you can only tell that these are the defects in the
philosophies like Charvaka etc. And how is that possible, since it does not have the eligibility to negate his
right in the dialog. Since, only in a dialog can there be victory (refuting).

The idea is, even if it be accepted for argument sake, the teaching is for the disciples, outside of the dialog.
Still, what use can that be of, since it is useless any which way. If the opponent is eligible, negating his
eligibility is a defect. And if the opponent has no eligibility there is no need for you to teach these things,
since he is not going to use this logic anywhere. Whichever way, the logic is useful only in a dialog, which
he can never enter into.
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Refuting: The second choice (accepting pramaana etc. as the cause) too is not correct. Since — Even if it
be accepted that for the party (defendant and opponent) to enter into a verbal transaction, on non-
acceptance of the existence of the pramaana etc., is negated. But this does not happen so, if it be so then
for the people who do not accept the pramaana etc. there cannot be any verbal transaction (the effect),
since there is no cause.

Though our position is different from the Madhyamika Buddhist, since we though accept the pramaana etc.,
but do not accept its existence, since for us vedantins, nothing other than the Self is eternal (has
existence).
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This was said earlier (just because existence of pramaana etc. is not accepted) the maadhyamika Buddhist
verbal transaction cannot be completely negated.

After giving four choices, when we spoke about the “vaak-stambana-mantra” (the mantra to keep our
mouth shut), we ridiculed with the statement, fearing this Chaarvaaka Guru Sri Brihaspati, or Maadhyamika
Guru Nagaarjuna or Vedantins Guru Sri Bhagavan Bhashyakara Shankaracharya ji, did not speak.
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Supporting: Therefore if you accept, being the reason for the verbal transaction between the parties the
existence of the praamana etc., and due to its existence its acceptance, since that which has existence
should be accepted.

Here the logician implies two syllogories: Praamana etc. has existence since they have a cause and
pramaana etc. should be accepted since they have existence.

The rule of the world too states that whatever has existence is accepted and whatever is otherwise (non-
existent) is not accepted.
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Refuting: No so. This can be said so only in the dialog where both the parties accept the existence of
pramaana etc. as the rule for the dialog. If the pramaana etc. exists they should be accepted.

If we accept the existence of the Pramaana etc. as the rule for the dialog, then there will be defect of
interdependence (anyonyashraya). Only if the pramaana etc. are accepted the dialog can start, and only in
that kind of dialog the pramaana etc. can be accepted.

And in a dialog since the pramaana etc. are accepted as its cause, through it you may accept it too. Still,
since in the dialog proving the existence of the praamana etc., there will be defect of non-existence or non-
acceptance and as this dialog is done to prove the existence the other dialogs can be done too without
pressurising the others to accept the existence.
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Before the dialog starts, whatever is the basic (bare) necessity for both the parties to establish their ideas,
without which it’s conclusive knowledge or victory is not possible, only that much should be accepted.
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And that desired result can be possible by fixing the rules for the dialog, for both of them; this is why both
decide upon the rule for the dialog.
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And that rule for the dialog is of the form of — One (defendant or opponent) should try to establish his idea
through pramaana (means of right knowledge) and logic. And the other (opponent or defendant) too should
also show the defect of shortfall like negation of one’s standpoint etc. through wrong knowledge than the
accepted (said).

Kathaa-Tattva-Gnaana — the knowledge accepted (declared) as the part of the dialog as to be one’s
philosophy that needs to be proven or the method one will accept to negate the other. Since, sometimes
people accept to negate the others philosophy only through their own philosophy, and sometimes through
any other philosophy.

Viparyaya — contradictory to that which is declared. If this is pointed out the dialog ends then and there in
favour of the one who points out, this is called as Pratigna-haani — negation of the declared idea.
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Ifthe other is able to re-establish the negated idea, then the first one should be declared as loser.
Otherwise the other (either the defendant or the opponent should be adjudged the loser). The other one
(otherthan the loser) should be declared as the victor. The one with the logical one will be accepted as the
conclusion.

Here understanding the loser and the victor is little tricky. Let us say, if the defendent wants to prove 1 + 1
= 3 and the opponent shows the error in this then the opponent wins. But for some reason, the opponent is
not able to disprove this, and then the defendant will have to be declared the victor. Though, this may not
be the logical conclusion.

This may be true even in the case of defendant saying 1 and 1 is 1 and the opponent proves this to be
wrong by saying 1 and 1 is 2, still since the defendant has resorted to the deceitful logic, will say, 1 and 1 in
binary is 1, since binary is either 1 or 0.
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Supporting: This is why we should accept the samaya-bandhaa (rule of the dialog) too as a cause (in a
dialog).And that too can be understood only when we enter into a dialog for establishing it, therefore as
said for the acceptance of the pramaana etc. here too we will have interdependence or we should start the
dialog without the rules.
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Refuting: Since both the defendant and the opponent accept the dialog as the means to gain their desired
result of establishing the philosophy or victory, they decide upon the rules for the dialog according to their
interest.



Since the rules for the dialog is acceptable for both the parties, we need not establish it through another
dialog as in the case of the acceptance of the pramaana etc.

T =E T T A wg T T e (A T TATT Y e

S EIERIMER IR R I EEE IR R ]

Supporting: But then, since without resorting to the pramaana (any proof), since the rules for the dialog is
accepted according to one’s own desire, its root is not pure (not valid), therefore the whole of dialog, its
knowledge and the result will be baseless (defective)

Like the tree with a defective root will only produce a defective fruit, likewise, the defective cause will
produce only a defective effect.

And this also will be like the keyword used while hypnotizing. The hypnotizer says “when it is said ‘good’ or
when you hear a clap, you wake-up slowly”. Now, if anyone says the word ‘good’ one will achieve the
desired result. Here in a dialog, | will fix a rule something like, if | say cheers, | win.
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Refuting: Gained through the tradition without a beginning and from the worldly knowledge (transaction)
which cannot be negated and this is self-established through the world and is completely valid.

The tradition of the learned accept this and the world also accepts this kind of desire propelled rules for the
dialog, since they are result producing, whether it be victory or the conclusive knowledge.
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Supporting (doubt): But it should not be said, the existence of the pramaana etc. too can be accepted in
this very manner by both the parties

Refuting: Because even without accepting it, there is the possibility of the dialog even if the rules are set
as said earlier. On the other hand, even if the pramaana etc. are accepted, without the aforesaid rules,
there is not possibility for the parties to come to a conclusion about the conclusive knowledge or the victory.

Next the author starts with the third choice, lokavyavahaarasiddha - accepted by the world.
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Refuting: Therefore the third too is not right. By worldly acceptance what is said, the learned one’s worldly
transaction or the illiterate’s general worldly transaction.
[ anN [ anN o c ol N
AT AT IHAAL T ATTAT dadH A ‘F\c [AIHE TAIAT]

It cannot be the first (learned one’s worldly transaction), because without entering a dialog it cannot be
proven, and only for that dialog we are searching for the proper rules.
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It cannot be the second (illiterate’s transaction), then you should have to accept their idea of body to be the
Self.

The materialists (Charvaaka) accept the body as the Self, and the illiterates too accept the Self as the body
etc. and not as different from it.
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Supporting: We do not accept it (body as the Self) because it gets negated later by the inquiry (dialog).

Though it may be true, that the others accept the body etc. as the Self, but upon inquiry on the Self, in
different dialog on this subject we negate this idea.
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Refuting: Then if the pramaana etc. too if is negated by the inquiry (dialog) then they too should not be
accepted, otherwise it should be accepted. Still, as it is accepted through the worldly transaction we should
accept the existence of the pramaana etc., is not proven.

From the previous standpoint, if something is not proven through the dialog, or if something is disproven in
a dialog, then it should not be accepted.
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Refuting: It cannot be the fourth also. As you accept the existence of the pramaana etc. as the rule for the
dialog, so too, we accept being not bothered about the existence or the non-existence of the praamana etc.

Ifthere is a problem for us in gaining our desired result (victory or conclusive knowledge) you too will be in
the same situation.

The fourth is the acceptance of pramaana etc. for the conclusive knowledge or the victory. The four are : 1
Concomitance 2. Reason 3. Worldly acceptance and 4. For victory or conclusive knowledge.

The idea is — in accepting of the existence of the pramaana etc., one has to first prove it and not just that
because of it he will be bound and therefore will face the defect. But for the vedanti, since he is not for or
against in acceptance of the pramaana etc., his task is easier and does not face any defect.

=Taad - AaqareEEg R aTaHTa=aeT F7 Taaaarstd SAag e Sqai==arl 7 2

FATAT R SHAg ATt aeTg e frar 2 Roomes s agmammorfat am@m
Supporting: Fine let it be. Even for one who enter the verbal transaction you are up to enter accepting the
rules for the dialog, should accept the transactional reality. For, without accepting the existence one cannot
enter the activity of (verbal) transaction. Since the activity is to create, is to bring the non existence to
existence (give existence to non-existence)

Here the opponent wants the vedanti to accept the cause-effect relationship between the acceptance and
the dialog, which we have already negated, earlier in the second choice.
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Supporting: Similarly in the rule we laid for the dialog the statement “we should transact through the
pramaana”, the pramaana is included in as one of the cause.Cause is that which has the definitive
existence prior to the effect, and this (effect — dialog) cannot take place without accepting the pramaana
etc. And since there are rules formed that if the defects exist, the party afflicted by it loses and there is the
concomitance through which the rules based on the existence (of the pramaana, defects) are explicitly
said. Therefore, what was said here, that without accepting the existence the dialog can take place, is
useless statement.

Here the cause — effect relationship is explained. Cause is accepted to be something that has definitive
existence prior to the effect. Like the existence of clay, potter's wheel, stick or the potter. And the cause
can be either material or the instrumental cause. Though we have the existence of the donkey used for
carrying the clay, or potter’s son playing / crying, the cloud above etc., they are not a must for the effect;
therefore they do not come in the causal state.
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Refuting: Not so. Through these defects too one can establish the desired idea (existence of pramaana)
only after entering a dialog; therefore the aforesaid defects have no utility.
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Supporting: As said earlier, we accept the desired rules for the transaction through which we accept the
existence of the pramaana etc.; therefore there is no defect.

Refuting: Cannot be said, since the desire propelled only proves the knowledge of the existence and not
the existence per say.

When we discussed earlier about the rules for the dialog, it was said, the rules are formed keeping both the
parties desired goal, whether it is conclusive knowledge or victory, in sight. Therefore, if this is so, we are
free to accept the existence of the pramaana etc., even without entering a dialog for establishing this.

Therefore there can be no defect as said earlier, of accepting it before or after, if before the pramaana is
not established yet, if it is after the dialog then the other dialog too can function likewise without accepting
the existence.

Here even if it be accepted by fancy, still that only proves the knowledge of the existence and not the
existence.
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Refuting: Now what do you accept, just by the knowledge of the existence do you accept the existence or
through the knowledge that is not negated. It cannot be the first, for even in the mirage water, one should
accept the existence of the water.

We give two choices in accepting the existence: 1. is it just by the knowledge of existence or 2. knowledge
of non-negated existence.
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Refuting: Inthe second too. Is it that during the dialog decided by the defendant, opponent, and the
Jjudge? Oris it in any different time when the knowledge of it being negated is not known to anyone.

It cannot be the first, since there will be defect. Since, even though it is understood by these three people in
a moment, is seen to be negated by somebody else or by them in a different moment. And it is not possible
to accept which is non-existent as existent with respect to the knowledge of the accepted three or four
people, even after it being negated. Therefore the second choice remains, where there is no negation of
any type possible should be accepted as existence.

When three people, the defendant, the opponent, and the judge, decides about something during the
dialog. Later gets disputed or negated by someone else, or by the very same people who accepted it in the
first place. There are a lot of examples to establish this fact, like it was accepted earlier the sun revolved
around the earth so on and so forth.

It is said too, some intelligent fellow may establish something, but always some other more intelligent one
will refute it (prove it to be otherwise). AdvaitaSiddhi by Sri Madhusudhana Saraswati was written
condemning Nyayamrta of Sri Vyasa Tirtha, though contained beautiful logic, was condemned by Tarangini
which was again condemned by Sri Gauda Brahmananda Saraswati.
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Refuting: Therefore thus, even if the defendant, opponent and the judge in their own dialog accept the
existence of the pramaana etc. as a part of the dialog, so what. Since its non-negated knowledge is not
gained by everybody in every situation therefore even if it is not accepted as a part of the dialog there is no
harm. The worldly transaction is seen in things when in general it is seen by some people for a period of
time. And this acceptance of existence too is similarly accepted as a part of dialog.
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Refuting: This is the conclusion. We start the dialog accepting the existence of the pramaana etc. in the
transactional reality. Therefore, whatever be the rules of the transaction which were set, if the judge does
not see one overstepping it in the dialog he wins and in one whom that (overstepping) is seen he loses.
And where the faults pointed by the opponent is found to be true then the other loses, and (wherever that is
disproven the other one wins) wherever the knowledge of it (faults) are not seen he does not loose. Only
these rules are to be accepted to start a dialog.
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2. Acceptance of non-existence too etc. as part of dialog
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Refuting: The meaning of this should be said by this rule, is — the judge should be able to understand that
the party spoke this, following this rule.

The idea said here is —the parties’ logician (supporting) and the Buddhist (refuting) discuss here.
Previously it was said there should be a rule for the dialog which the parties put together for gaining the
desired result. There the logicians accept the existence of the objects and the knowledge of the object. But
for both the Vedanti and the Buddhist the object is Non-real. From the highest standpoint of the Vedanta,
there are only two states (though we do not accept anything other than the Self, from the point of
ignorance) we accept the existence and non-existence. This is what is accepted in Mandukya Karika by Sri
Gaudapada ji. Now, for the sake of the mediocre student, we introduce another order of reality which is
vyavahaarika reality (the transactional reality). But the Buddhist does not accept any kind of reality because
they accept the philosophy of Voidism. Therefore, both the object and its knowledge, pot and the
knowledge of the pot, are non-real. Therefore there is no duality philosophy accepted.

Therefore, the Buddhists say, there is no need for the object to exist for the transaction, but if it understood
it is enough. By object we can understand here, the rule of the dialog.
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Supporting: But, (even though the existence of the object is not accepted) at least the knowledge of the

object should finally be accepted.
Refuting: This need not be so, because when we think about the knowledge, its knowledge is the refuge.

By the refuge in the knowledge of the knowledge, what we mean is, since there is really nothing real, there
is no problem.
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Supporting: But, if we accept the refuge in the knowledge of the knowledge, we will fall in the trap of
regress ad infinitum.

Refuting: Not so, since we do not accept its existence as necessary. As per the rule (logic) there is no
knowledge series accepted after the third or fourth stage.

For the existence of the rule, we have to depend upon its knowledge and that knowledge depends upon the
second and that again on the third, in this way there will be a series of unending knowledges. If we accept
the first knowledge supporting the second and the second supporting the first, it will be Anyonyaashraya
(interdependence) defect. Therefore if we accept the first with second, second with third and third with first
then we will end up with the defect called chakraka (cyclic). Finally if we accept as validity, for each of the
previous knowledge existence the next knowledge, invariably we will end in the anavastha (regress ad
infinitum).



The rule accepted is accepted by the famous mimamsaka Sri Kumarila Bhatta, who says, there is no proof
for accepting the knowledge series beyond the third or the fourth stage / level, since by this time the desire
for the knowing is destroyed. Like in the case of a gem stone or a disease we may take two or three
opinions, and after that we come to a conclusion about it.
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Supporting: If the final knowledge is non-existent too, the whole knowledge series will become non-
existent, and therefore even if one gains the transactional knowledge there can be no transaction possible.
Refuting: This cannot be said. Even if the knowledge is non-existent, in three or four stages since the
inquiry process comes to an end, thereafter without going further accepting that as the final knowledge we
should formulate the rule for the same. Otherwise even if we accept the existence of the pramaana etc.,
one cannot escape the defect of regress ad infinitum with regard to its knowledge.

If the final knowledge is non-existent the penultimate will become non-existent, likewise, till the first
knowledge will become non-existent therefore there will be no knowledge possible. But, if it accepted in the
aforesaid method, of not accepting the knowledge series for more than the third or fourth stage, we will not
face this defect.

But if the logician still finds it difficult, this will be a problem in his own backyard, since to accept the first
pramaana (valid knowledge) he should use some other pramaana, as one cannot validate itself, and the
second needs a third, to escape the defect interdependence, and therefore he will be looking into the same
regression defect.
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Supporting: But in our system (logician’s), since we accept the inherent existence in the knowledge, we
will be able to handle our transaction (without any defect). Therefore we do not have to accept the
knowledge series. But you cannot accept the same with respect to the knowledge for the transaction, since
in that case you will be accepting the inherent existence of knowledge.

Since, the Buddhist do not accept any existence, he will be falling into the trap of “nigrahasthaana” (defect
of accepting the wrong philosophy).
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Refuting: We say no. Even by hiding behind the acceptance of the inherent knowledge of the knowledge,

you cannot escape the defect of regress ad infinitum. This we will explain in the “svaprakasha-vada” (the
topic discussing the self-effulgence).

Until there is not valid proof to express the self-effulgence it cannot be accepted. And as said earlier to
establish the pramaana (validity) to prove its existence we need to depend upon another and so on and so
forth, therefore we will still face regress ad infinitum.
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Refuting: As in your system (logician) since there is no difference in the inherent existence, but still to
explain the transaction you accept the inherent existence of the knowledge as the reason and not the
inherent existence of the pot etc. object. Similarly, though there is no difference in the non-existence we
(Buddhist) accept the knowledge of the non-existence to explain the transaction.

The inherent existence of the object and knowledge is same.

FHY STTEHG T AT AT =
Supporting: To say it is non-existent and it is the cause for transaction is contradictory.
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Refuting: How is it, saying, it is existent and cause for transaction, not contradictory. Since we have not
established (through a dialog) that the existent is the cause for transaction and not non-existent.
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Supporting: But, there is no difference in the non-existence therefore, the effect will take place otherwise
too.

Since the non-existence is accepted as the cause for the creation, and it is there even before the creation
of the pot etc., the creation should take place even before.
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Refuting: No. As with the first instance of the effect (where there is no prior non-existence), there is no
difference in the second etc. instances, then how is it you do not have the effect otherwise too.

Since there is non-existence of prior absence in the first instance, which is accepted as the cause for the
effect, in the second etc. instance too it exists, therefore the logicians too will have the same problem and
not just that, since the effect takes place from the prior-absence of the first instance, you (logician) too
should accept the cause as non-existent.
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Supporting: But for me (logician), the absence of the materials in the first instance is not the guiding
principle for the creation of the effect, but the existence of the materials before the creation, since it is
perceived so.
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Refuting: Then for me (Buddhist) too, the non-existence in a different instance can be the guiding
principle for the creation of the effect, since it is perceived so.

If the logicians perceives the existence of the materials before the creation to be the cause then if someone
perceives it in a different form it cannot be negated. This is called as “Pratibandi-uttara” (an answer
countering the opponent, with a contrary question).
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Supporting: But for me (logician), accept the attribute “avyavahitottara kshana” (that which exists just next
to the effect) as the guiding principle for the effect to take place

There are two states — The logicians accept the attribute near to the effect associated with the materials
like prior absence, which acts as the guiding principle (controller). But since the Buddhist does not accept
any existence there cannot be any controller-controlled relationship.

T FHOHT AR N EETy At e s a e oo | TE0Tg S IaTelT:

HTHAT: T&T HATH IS TET AT G AT AT=TH| TAT T TH: THTIE |

Refuting: No. Since they exist in the same period and they are transitory. Therefore since there is no
difference there cannot be controller-controlled relationship. Therefore, we should accept the materials
existing in a different (prior) instance being the cause for the effect existing in a different (post) instance.
Then we (Buddhist) too accept the same.

They exist in the same period, here they means, the instance of the creation of effect and the instance post
the materials. That which exists in the same period cannot be in cause-effect relationship, like the left horn
and the right horn.

And this “avyavahitottara kshana” (that which exists just next to the effect) is not an eternal attribute, but a
temporary one, and therefore itself needs a controller. If another controller be accepted then we will be
facing regress ad infinitum and if we do not accept another controller, then itself being uncontrolled, cannot
be a controller of something else.

The logician should resort to answering, by saying, the existence of the materials prior instance being the
cause for the existence of the effect in later instance. The Buddhist too accept the non-existence of the
prior instance being the cause for the non-existence of the effect in later instance
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Supporting: But still, what is the difference between the other and the instance of the effect taking place.
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Refuting: The creation of the effect is. Otherwise, whatever other special reason (adjective) given will be
still dependent upon a different instance; therefore will end in the defect of regress ad infinitum.

In the other instance there is no creation of the effect but in this instance there is the creation of the effect.

The idea is similar to the one shown by Sr Vidyaranya ji in Pancadashi (I chapter 50 Sloka). If there is
some other adjective accepted leaving aside the creation of the effect, then we have to explain whether it
(instance) is devoid of adjective or endowed with adjective, it cannot be the former (devoid of adjective)
because the question was raised by the opponent himself, and if we accept the latter (endowed with
adjective) then we will put a similar question for this instance too, devoid of or endowed with adjective.

TATT TERTAATIG T3 TAHTT A
Supporting: Still, what is the form that is flowing through that instance (of the effect).
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Refuting: Again, if another form is accepted, then the question regarding its form will only lead to the
defect of regress ad infinitum.

Anugata — it is what is referred to as “ness” of the object, like potness etc.
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Refuting: Again. Ifthere is existence in that endowed with existence then the cause will be non-
existence. If there is no existence in that endowed with existence then the cause will be non-existence. — 4

As the existence cannot be accepted for the existence, the thing endowed with existence cannot have
existence too (non-existence), since it will lead to defect of interdependence. If we do not accept this
existence fearing the defect, then it is like directly accepting the non-existence as the cause.

This sloka is explained by Author in his own words
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Refuting: The object endowed with Existence if is accepted as the cause-ness then, as the existence is
accepted in the one endowed with existence, it has the defect of inter-dependence. And if the adjective is
accepted as different from the adjective-adjectified, then, since as acceptance of itself in itself is
contradictory; so too is acceptance of itself in the one with itself as the attribute (adjective), as the
contradictory is seen (itself not in itself as adjective).

According to the rule, that whatever is attribute that is associated with the adjectified (endowed) will also be
there in the adjective too. And since, it expects its own knowledge for its existence, has the defect of inter-
dependence.

In the second if the adjective is accepted as different from the non-adjectified (pre), will be contradictory to
the logician’s dictum “vishishtam shuddaat naatiricyate” (the endowed is not different from the pure). There
will be interdependence if we accept itself in itself or itself as adjective. To avoid the defect if it is accepted
as different, since the existence has no relationship directly with the object, the cause will invariably be only
non-existence.
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Supporting: But ifit be said, it is not the same existence that exists there in the cause endowed with
existence.

Refuting: No. If the other (inherent) existence be accepted in the adjectified, then since the cause-ness is
accepted without it, it will only lead to voidism. If therefore, a different existence is accepted for each
adjective, then it will end only in the defect of regress ad infinitum.




The logician tries a different approach, since he has to accept the existence, he says, the existence in the
cause if in “samavaaya sambandha” (inseparable relationship) and the cause endowed with existence it is
in “svarupa sambandha” (inherent nature). Since the “sambandha” (relation) is different there is no
interdependence. The logicians accept, if the relation or the place and time differ, then it differentiates one
object from the other.

The refuters (Buddhists) say, if the existence does not exist in “samavaaya” (inseparable) relation, then
how it can be accepted as the cause itself. And since the existence in the cause is not accepted in inherent
nature, therefore it will lead to “asat kaarana” (non-existence).

Does the other existence exist as the cause or not.
No —then the cause cannot be existence, the logician should accept voidism.
Yes —then again is the second existence, it exists as the cause or not

No - then the cause cannot be existence, the logician should accept voidism.

Yes —again what gives the existence to the second existence, ifit is the first then there is
defect of “aatmashraya” (interdependence), if a third existence is accepted then we will find ourselves in
the defect of “chakraka” (cyclic) and if to escape this we accept a fourth and a fifth existence, then we will
invariably fall in the defect of “anavastha” (regress ad infinitum).
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Supporting: But if we accept multiple existence, since it is experienced so.

Refuting: This too is not right, because stretching beyond limit too cannot help. If multiple of existence is
accepted; then for the people accepting one pervading knowledge (anugata dharma — jati) negate
themselves; the first existence itself cannot be proven. It is indeed a sad state; greedy for the interest you
have lost the principle too.

The logicians though do not accept the existence in existence or for that matter the inherent existence as
accepted earlier, this is presented to negate this idea too. They accept the “jati” (class) of existence as
multiple. The Jati is accepted as “nityam ekam anekaanugatam” (eternal, one and existing in many), for this
reason as the vedantin's do not accept anything other than the Self as eternal; do not accept jati (class).
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Supporting: Then again if we accept the “svaruupa” (inherent) existence (and not “jati” (class) existence)
we will not have any problem.

Refuting: No. If the multiple “svaruupa” (inherent) existence is accepted as the cause for the pervading
knowledge, then you have washed your hands of the “jati” (class) you accept. By accepting the non-
pervasion in the inherent existence, how can you establish the cause-ness in it (since the inherent
existence is different for each individual, therefore there can be no pervasive knowledge).

The logicians accept “jati” (class) for establishing the common knowledge pervading all the individual, like
“gotva’ (cow-ness) in the “go:” (cow).
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Refuting: There is more to it. Since the inherent existence is not different from the inherent (object) like
pot etc. The non-existence too is the inherent nature (of object). It cannot be said, the non-existence pot is
not pot (but it is). Since, if it is not pot, then there cannot be the knowledge “this is not a pot”, since hon-
existence is non-pot.

If the nature of the pot etc. is existence so is the non-existence. If this is not accepted then the negation of
pot through “pot does not exist” cannot be done. Since the negation pre-supposes existence, without
accepting the existence we cannot negate.
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Supporting: Ifthe existence is not accepted in the cause.

Refuting: Then let the non-existence be so too. Since both the existence and non-existence are not in the
state of cause, there is no specialty to accept the existence as the cause (, so why not accept the non-
existence).




By not accepting the existence as the nature, the logician accepts it as the “upalakshana” (pointer). Like the
crow is a pointer when we identify a house from distance, which need not be there in the house upon
reaching. So too, the existence need not be there in the cause.
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Supporting: Therefore, if it is said, the existence is not in the causal state, but the cause-ness is
existence-ness. Since the cause-ness is that which definitely exists prior to the effect.

Refuting: Then let it be the same for us too.

As explained earlier we (logicians) do not accept the inherent or the pointed existence, but accept the
cause-ness as the existence-ness. Since the cause-ness is that which has definite existence prior to the
effect-ness.
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Supporting: Then, since you (Buddhist) have accepted the existence of the cause, therefore have come
round about accepting the same.

Refuting: You (logician) have not understood our (Buddhist) purport (as always). We do accept
existence, accepting the existence of the non-existence. If we do not accept, what is non-existence? You
too accept existence with existence, as the cause-ness. If you do not accept, then as before, will end up
with the defect of giving up the existence (accepting the non-existence as cause) or (if you accept) the
defect of regress ad infinitum.

Ghatta-kutti nyaya — This is a worldly logic. A person trying to escape the toll-tax (or import/export tax),
travels throughout the night taking a detour to come to other side of the tax post, un-identified. But finds
oneself in front of the tax collection booth, in the end / morning.

The defect of accepting the existence for existence and not accepting the existence for the existence were
discussed earlier in the sloka 4.
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Supporting: If non-existence is accepted as the cause there will be no order in creation.
Refuting: No. It is similar in the case of the existence too.

The logicians counters; if the non-existence is the cause, then since non-existence is quintessentially
common in everything, therefore there will be no order in the creation. When we plant a mango tree we
may be reaping oranges etc.

But this problem is common for the people accepting the existence as the cause, since the existence is in
everything, when we plant mango we may get oranges.

There is a rule, “samau doshe, parihaare api tat sama” (if the defects are same in both, the solution too is
same as the other accepts).

A ST AT AT R AT T TSI AT| A eTE J AAATAAUTE AT | T
IS T FIOTATAETET A TATATTITEATATT IR (Heamea: wrorema ua
FRTTA R TATCITRAT| AAE 7 Fraauid aaq| T Tedeardl =]

IR R R RN R G LR e R I E R I E R R DRI ERH]

Supporting: When we accept existence as cause, we have proof of direct-concomitance (co-existence)
and indirect-concomitance (co-absence) for the object or its class. But it cannot be same for you as there
can be co-absence only, since there is no speciality in the non-existence. And that too is not always true.
Since, in the absence of the cause, the effect too is absent, is not accepted, because in the absence of the
non-existence too, the effect is accepted. But, there is no possibility of direct-concomitance.

Refuting: No. The defect is common (for us both). For we (Buddhist) though say there is no direct-
concomitance, too accept the same (even for you (logician) who negate should accept the direct-
concomitance). And if the existence is accepted in the direct-concomitance too, there will be the aforesaid
defects (in the sloka ‘antarbhavitam’).




Anvaya — co-existence or direct-concomitance — This is explained as “tad sattve tad sattvam” (if it exists
then the other exists). The first is the cause and the second is the effect. If the cause clay exists, then the
effect pot exists.

Vyatireka — co-absence or indirect-concomitance — This is explained as “tad abhaave tad abhaava’ (if it
does not exists, the other too does not exists). If the cause does not exist, then the effect too does not
exist. If the clay does not exist, then the pot cannot exist too.

Anvaya is accepted by the logician and the Buddhist too. Since though the Buddhist accepts the voidism,
he too accepts the Pratibhasika (transient / temporarily temporary)
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Supporting: (If the cause is non-existent / if the objects are transient too), the taste, nourishment and the
Jjoy one experiences through the original existent sweetmeat will be the same as the experience of the
imagined (day-dream) sweetmeat.

Refuting: The above logic is a sweetmeat of daydream. The difference between them is through the
existent cause, we gain existent effect and through the non-existent cause, we gain non-existent effect.
And through the imagined sweetmeat too, we see the taste, nourishment, and joy taking place.

We see that through the transient cause like food etc. the hunger is appeased in the dream. And in the
waking state too, we see person bitten by snake escaping miraculously and the person who thinks himself
to be bitten by snake dying too. There is an example in shastra about the monkey finding warmth from the
gunja (a seed red in colour with a black edge).

There is a meditation of drinking from an empty cup practiced by some people.
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Supporting: But how can non-existent be the cause.
Refuting: No. If you accept the effect-ness with existence then as said in the cause-ness we have to face

similar problem, (fearing this) if we do not accept the existence then the effect can as well be hon-existent.

The logician’s idea is, even before the creation there is existence seen in the non-existent pot etc. objects.
The problem persists as in sloka 4, the difference being this is in the case of effect.
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Refuting: Therefore. — We both are in agreement with respect to the cause-ness having definite existence

prior to the effect; therefore the discussion on the existence or the non-existence of the cause or effect is
useless. — 5—

Since, we both (the logicians and the Buddhist) accept the same idea with respect to the cause and effect
relationship. The “kaarya—niyata—purva—vrttitvam kaaranatva” (the cause is that which has definite
existence prior to the effect) and “(kaarana-niyata-uttara-vrttitvam kaaryatva” (the effect is that which has a
definite post existence to the cause).
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Supporting: Let us keep the Pratibandhi answers away. How can we understand that the non-existent
cause. Since, you (Buddhist) do not accept any speciality (of existence) in the cause. And non-existence is
common (not-special).

Refuting: No. The knowledge that, “this had a definite existence before this” is the speciality.




Pratibandhi was discussed earlier, the person answering the same way as the questioner, there is an
interesting statement with respect to the pratibandhi person in AdvaitaSiddhi “when the bride / grooms
father asks the other, what is your “gotra” (lineage) he / she, eager to please the father-in-law, replies,

‘whatever is your lineage is my lineage too””. The marriage between the same lineages is negated in the
scriptures as they will be brother and sister in relationship.
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Supporting: Then there will be over pervasion (ativyapti) in erroneous knowledge with this kind of
knowledge.

Refuting: No. As you (logician) understand the existence in the knowledge series after the third or the
fourth stage, when the non-cognition ceases to exist, similarly we (Buddhist) too through the definitive
knowledge clearly understand the cause-ness. The only difference being, there can be negation of the
cognition even after the third or fourth state, therefore we do not accept the existence in the earlier stages
too.
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Refuting: (Thereis a rule that there will be no negation, if it is non-negated in the third / fourth stage). The
philosophy of the others, though is non-negated in the earlier stages is seen to be negated in the latter
stages. If we do not accept this, then there will be ho manifoldness in philosophy (all the philosophies will
be united).

For example, the purva-mimamsaka accepts the sound to be eternal. But this is not accepted by the
logician, who through a syllogory “shabda anitya, kaaryatvaat, ghatavat’ (sound is non-eternal, as it is an
effect, like the pot) establishes its non-eternality.
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Refuting: With this — though the non-existence is same (for the real and superimposed), how does some
get negated in three or four stages and some not — is also negated.

Since the Buddhist accept the whole world as Pratibhasika (transient / temporarily-temporary), how can
there be a difference of the rope or snake and the snake superimposed on the snake. Since both being
Pratibhasika, should be negated.
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Supporting: But what is that which gives this distinction in the knowledge (between the rope/snake and
rope-snake)

Refuting: We say, the knowledge of them being so (some being negated in earlier stages and some in
later stages).
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Supporting: Please tell me, how knowledge gained in a way can present itself differently. (Since there is
no knowledge of existence in the present) How can one understand the existence and from what
standpoint?

Refuting: It is not necessary that the knowledge gained in the present period or by the person is what is
deciding factor. Even the knowledge gained in different period and by different person is deciding factor,
which you (logician) too accept. This is what is called as SamvritiSattva by us (Buddhist).

Here the knowledge is said to be gained of the cause as that which exists prior to the effect. This
knowledge is impossible to gain as the object is accepted as Pratibhasika. Therefore, there is nothing
which can decide the existence, even a transient one, in the case of Buddhist.

And there is another problem, even if be accepted that there is some way to gain the knowledge of the prior
existence, still there is no way to distinguish between what is necessary cause and what is non-cause. For
example, to make a pot we see prior existence of clay, wheel, stick to rotate the wheel, and the donkey
used for carrying the clay. The donkey though does not fall under the classification of cause, as it is



accepted as “AnyathaSiddha” (non-cause), still there will be the knowledge in this relation with respect to
the donkey as the cause.

The Buddhist accepts the knowledge as Samvrtti and the existence of that knowledge as SamvrttiSattva.
The knowledge through its existence envelopes (veils) the non-existence; therefore it is called as
SamvrttiSattva.
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Supporting: But the non-existence cannot be the deciding factor and the existence is not accepted by you
(Buddhist), therefore you (Buddhist) should answer the state of the SamvrttiSatva, whether it exists or not.
Refuting: We both should accept the knowledge as the deciding factor for all the transactions. If there is a
desire to know about its state, then in the third or fourth stage of the inquiry process concludes in the
establishing the existence we accept the knowledge of existence as the cause for transaction. In case, the
inquiry process concludes in the establishing the non-existence we accept the knowledge of non-existence
as the cause for transaction. As in the case of the erroneous knowledge being the adjectified knowledge.

In the case of the erroneous knowledge of “this is snake”, you (logician) accept the knowledge of the snake
as the reason for the transaction similarly the Buddhist too accepts the knowledge of the non-existence to
be the cause for the transaction.
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Refuting: Therefore the best thing is to start the inquiry, without inquiry into the existence or the non-
existence of the knowledge. If we start picking our brains in the beginning itself, then there can be no dialog
possible. You have also accepted the qualified (adjectified) non-existence with respect to the knowledge of
the object of the future (and past), since the cause is non-existent, its effect too is non-existent.

The attributes of the cause is seen in the effect too (karrna gunaatmakatvaat kaaryasya). Since the cause
is accepted as non-existence the effect will be non-existent too.
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Supporting: The knowledge of the objects which has existence in a different time period is accepted as
the cause by us, but in your (Buddhist) case the object is non-existence at that point too, this is the
difference.

Refuting: The time period when its existence is not required, at that point of time accepting its existence is
like the policeman keeping vigil, before and after the loot takes place.
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Supporting: Even though we both may accept the non-existence of the objects during the transactions,
but objects associated by inherent nature and adjectives with the existence in other periods, and therefore
the knowledge by its nature objectifies it. But in your (Buddhist) case since it is non-existence in all three
periods it is not possible to be this way. Since you do not accept the objects being associated by inherent
nature and adjectives to the existence, how can knowledge be objectified.

Refuting: No. We have said already. The inherent nature of the object is non-existence. Its definitive
nature and definitive adjective is non-existence. Otherwise there will be over pervasion (as said earlier in




sloka 4). Since, you (logician) too objectify it in the erroneous knowledge, as said earlier, this much
explanation is enough.
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3. Dialog on the self-effulgence of knowledge
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Refuting: Again the others (here it is the Yogachara Buddhist, it may also though be Vedanti) who are not
happy about accepting the “chitta” (knowledge) as non-existent (void) too, and who don’t enjoy calling the
whole world as void think thus.

There are four schools in Buddhists —

1. Sautrantika — the people following the philosophy as explained in the sutras. Accepts both the
internal and external.

2. Vaibhashika —the people who follow the commentary called ‘vibhasha’ upon the sutras.
Accepts the internal vignana, and the external as momentary.

3. Yogachara —the people who accept the whole creation as “vignana” (knowledge). Accepts
both within and without as momentary.

4. Madhyamika —the people who accept the whole creation as void. Accepts both within and
without as void.

They explain these four schools in sync with the basic teaching of Buddha “sarvam dukkham dukkham,
sarvam kshanikam kshanikam, sarvam svalakshanam svalakshanam, and sarvam shunyam shunyam’
(everything is sorrow, everything is momentary, everything is knowledge and everything is void).

Therefore the yogachara accepts the existence of knowledge (vignana) for the existence of the world and
this knowledge is self-effulgent therefore there is no need for another valid proof.
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Refuting: The knowledge is established in itself. Since, when the knowledge takes place for the one who
desires to know, there is no doubt ‘do i know it or not’ or erroneous knowledge ‘I do not know it this way’ or
the absence of knowledge 1 do not know’.

Though the refuter does not accept the ‘jignasu’ (one who desires to know) since the knowledge takes
place by itself, there can be no desire. But the desire to know can be due to either doubt for the opponent
and the necessity of explaining for the defendant.
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Refuting: Therefore, “vyapaka” (Pervader) of the absence of the group of doubt, erroneous knowledge,
and absence of knowledge in the desired object of knowledge will generate the inference regarding it
Otherwise (if the knowledge is not objectified), the pervader of the knowledge of the desired which
objectifies the absence of the knowledge of the desired object, the doubt etc. will take place. Therefore, the
nature of the knowledge is established through experience by everyone.

Vyapaka — Pervader —“adhika desha vrttitva” (existing in greated place). And Vyapya — Pervaded — “nyuna
desha vrttitva” (existing in lesser place). In the famous example of fire and smoke, fire is vyapaka and
smoke is vyapya. Though there may be a doubt regarding this, we should understand this properly. Even
though the smoke does not exist, the fire exists and therefore the fire has greater existence.



This vyapya-vyapaka is to be understood in contrary in the case of absence. The vyapya is fire absence
and the vyapaka is smoke absence.
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Supporting: But there can be no doubt in the knowledge since it is followed by a second knowledge.
Refuting: No. If in the second knowledge there is no knowledge-ness, then there will be doubt etc. about
the knowledge of the desired object, which will inevitably lead to the doubt about the first knowledge. If
there is a doubt about the knowledge then there is definite possibility of the doubt about the object too. This
is same even if the knowledge is accepted to be gained in the third or fourth stage.

The logicians accept “vyavasaya gnana” (definitive knowledge) and following it the “anuvyavasaya gnana’
(second knowledge (anu means following)). The knowledge “this is pot” is followed by “| know pot”. This
second knowledge is ‘anuvyavasaya’.

If we want to avoid accepting “svaprakasha’ (self-effulgence) of the knowledge, accept the first knowledge
gets valid by the second and the second gets valid by the first, we end up in the defect of interdependence
(atma-aashraya dosha). Therefore, if we accept the series of knowledge then again there will be no end to
this series, because there will be no end for this validating, as whenever we stop, we should accept that
knowledge as self-effulgent.

To avoid all this complication, if we accept the knowledge is derived, in the third or fourth stage as seen in
the second chapter. Then again, the final knowledge to be valid should be accepted as self-effulgent,
otherwise the whole series will be devoid of validity.
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Refuting: But, in the case of accepting the knowledge as self-effulgent; since there is absence of the
duality of valid means of right knowledge and the object (subject — object relation), there is no possibility for
this doubt. Otherwise (in duality) there will be no knowledge. And if the knowledge is validated by a
different knowledge then there will be regress ad infinitum.
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Supporting: We do not accept the necessity to have the knowledge of the knowledge. And its transaction
(knowledge) takes place due to its inherent existence; therefore there is no place for regress ad infinitum.
Refuting: Should not say so. Since if it is not established through valid proof, how can there be inherent
existence through which the transaction can take place. Who is to validate that knowledge is of the nature
of existence and why not it be non-existence.

The logician tries to escape the regression by accepting the knowledge getting validated by the
transactions itself. But then it should have a valid proof, because without it there can be no definite
existence. And if it is accepted through the power of transaction, as the Buddhist accept the objects non-
existence, why should it not be of the nature of non-existence, since it is accepted without a valid proof.
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Supporting: Through the general (common) knowledge though the desired is established when there is
no special validity gained, then when there is desire to know its validity arises the special transaction then



the knowledge is established by the transactions itself, or some other knowledge takes place will be the
validity.

Refuting: No. When the question is posed about its existence then we will end up in regress ad infinitum.
Ifthere is no other knowledge accepted, then since the previous knowledge itself is not valid, the rest
before will be non-valid too thus making everything till the object of knowledge non-valid. This is explained
(by Buddhist Acharya Dharmakeerti) ‘if one does not accept the perception of the knowledge then the
object of knowledge cannot be established’.

The general knowledge of the object is ‘this is pot’ or ‘i know pot’ and the special knowledge with regard to
it is ‘whose is it’ etc.

When the knowledge is accepted to be based on the experience, then when the doubt about its existence
is raised, since it is knowledge it will definitely be dependent upon knowledge too. Since the self-effulgence
of knowledge is not accepted.
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Refuting: The people who accept the validity of the transaction of the existence of pot etc. should explain
the validity If the existence is accepted without giving any valid proof, then why should it not be otherwise
(non-existence). Therefore the validity for the existence of the pot etc. should be said. And then, for the one
who accepts the validity, this validity (for the existence) too cannot be valid without accepting a different
validity. Since if there is no validity established the existence of the object will be non-valid (cease too).
Otherwise (If the existence is accepted without a validation) there will be a problem of accepting seventh
taste too. The people who do not accept the self-effuigence are definitely staring at the regression ad

infinitum. If one (logician) is interested in accepting the validity without validity, then it is better to accept the
existence of the pot etc. without validity too, since it is useless to explain a valid proof.

The logicians accept six tastes sweet, sour, bitter, spicy (astringent), salty and pungent. If we accept things
without validity, we may as well accept another taste. This does not end here, the basic rule fr realization in
logic is to be able to differentiate / classify the different objects as per the accepted classification. This
basic rule will be shaken, because instead of the stipulated seven or nine substances, we mas start to
accept one or more.
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Supporting: The knowledge which takes place is without any gap and there is no series accepted for this
knowledge. Then what is it, sometime, somehow some knowledge takes place therefore the knowledge is
accepted to be established through a valid means only.

Refuting: No. This is possible if the knowledge series is experienced in which there is knowledge, beyond
the accepted knowledge of ‘This is pot’ and | know the pot’.
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Supporting: Ifit be said that, it is possible for the highly accomplished people (yogi) (knowledge with a
gap and slow due to it being loaded with objects of the form knowledge).



Refuting: No. There is no validity (valid proof), for whomever the knowledge takes place that is loaded
with objects of the form of knowledge is also dependent upon a different knowledge. If it is accepted to be
valid through another yogi there will regress ad infinitum and there will be absence of realization for him.

The logician tries to escape the trouble of regression by using the trump card he always uses, when
discussing the things beyond human grasp, the perception of the exalted (yogi). When he is asked for the
proof of the creation from the atom to di-atom and tri-atom etc. he says that it is perceived only by the
yogis.

If one is not able to validate his own knowledge then there can be no desire for realization.
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Supporting: If we (logician) say, we accept the knowledge that validates the knowledge series also
validates one’s own knowledge.

Refuting: No. Then since you accept the knowledge validating itself, you will be accepting self-effulgence.
For this very reason we negate the knowledge validating itself and the penultimate knowledge, since there
will be defect of interdependence and acceptance of self-effulgence too.
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Supporting: It (the final knowledge) is accepted to be validated by another person and not its absence
therefore there is no absence of the final knowledge (therefore the knowledge series is not negated as non-
valid),
Refuting: You should produce validity for that too, and then the regress ad infinitum remains as before.
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Supporting: Then there will be regress ad infinitum in the case of the inquiry into the material cause of pot
and its material cause.

Refuting: No, this is different. If the inquiry series of the cause of the pot and its cause gets broken, then
(since remains causeless) the pot will become eternal. Therefore through this “Arthapatti” (postulation) we
understand the inquiry series of the cause for pot as unbroken.

The idea behind the question is, since the Buddhist does not accept the object to be produced of an
external cause, but because of its thought imprints. As the logician faces the regress ad infinitum, so too,
the Buddhist will face it when we inquire upon the cause for pot.

The pot will become eternal if there is no cause established. Since the famous rule of the logician is “yad
krtakam tab anitya” (that which is caused is non-eternal), therefore, if we are not able to establish the cause
for the pot then it has to be accepted as eternal.

Arthapatti is a special Pramaana accepted by the Vedanti, as it is in Bhatta Purva Mimamsa. This is also
called anyatha-aapatti. There are two types of postulation -
1. Drshta-arthaapatti — the postulation by seeing. We see person Mr.X to be strong and healthy
and does not eat in the day, therefore we postulate he eats in the night.
2. Shruta-arthaapatti —the posulation by hearing. We hear from the wife, the husband does not
exist, seeing the auspicious pointers we understand he is not in the house but elsewhere.
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Supporting: If we accept the knowledge to be validated in the same way.

Refuting: No. Since there is a possibility of accepting the self-effulgence (there can be no postulation).If
the postulation is not accepted, then it will lead to regress ad infinitum. If we accept the series to be broken,

then as the last knowledge the previous ones too will become invalid. And all the defects pertaining to the
valid proof and object of knowledge will be there too.

From here ony the Vedanti is accepted as the refuter.
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Supporting: Due to the defects said, why not accept the absence of knowledge.
Refuting: No. The knowledge which is self evident for everyone cannot be negated. And we will be

explaining later (in sloka 25), by accepting self-effulgence of knowledge all the defects are negated. And
since only the knowledge which is self-effulgent, no inert attributes can associate with it.

Knowledge is accepted as it is the inherent nature of the Self “pragnanam brahma” (the knowledge is Self).
The Buddhist may ask, if all the other can be negated, as they are associated with the defects, why not
negate the knowledge be negated too? No. Negation of the negator is impossible, the scriptures too
proclaim “ne ho drshter viparilopo vidyate” (the seer cannot be negated).

What is this knowledge that is self-effulgent? The knowledge that negates the ignorance. Though the Self
is accepted to be of the nature of knowledge, it cannot negate the ignorance, as it is the substratum of the
ignorance. The knowledge that is associated with the thought function is the negator of the ignorance.
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Now when the scriptures explain Brahman it declares “satyam gnanam anantam brahma: (the Self is
Existence, Knowledge, and Bliss), therefore the negation of the attributes is not possible, asthe scriptures
itself declare it with the attributes. To refute this doubt-

Refuting: For this is reason; this Self is not the object of the speech and mind which depend upon the
transaction based on the attributes. Taking into consideration that it is not limited by time the Self is termed
as eternal. Considering it being not limited by space the Self is described as all-pervading. Considering the
absence of the attributes (adjectives / qualities) the Self is explained as the Self of all, hon-dual etc.

Any thought function or the speech depends upon the attribute. This is why the scriptures categorically
deny the Self being the object of the mind and speech “mano vaacam agocaram” (that which is not
graspcad by the mind and speech), “ yato vaaco nivartante apraapya manasaa saha “(from where the
speech returns without grasping it, along with the mind), “na manasaa manute” (it cannot be understood by
the mind” etc.

The time and space are two sides of the same coin. The scriptures declare the creation of space “atmana
aakasha sambhuta” (from the Self the ether came into existence). Now, this creation is possible only due to
the association of ignorance with the Self.
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Refuting: The absence is accepted to be non-different from the substratum like the Buddhist, mimamsaka

(Prabhakara system) etc. in the existence and like the logicians in the absence, therefore there is no



contradiction with the Self being non-dual. Like in the negation of the erroneous knowledge, though the
object of absence does not have existence, still there is no trouble.

The Buddhist and the Prabhaakara system of mimamsa (the other system being Bhatta school, of Sri
Kumarila Bhatta) accept like the vedantins the absence to be not different from the substratum. The
logicians though do not accept this with respect to the existence; still accept the same with reference to the
absence. For example, for us the absence of pot on the ground is not different from the ground
(substratum). The logicians accept the absence of pot as not different from the absence of cloth.

But, if it be asked, the negation of existence of something pre-supposes the existence of that object
elsewhere; therefore, the duality is real. But, we vedantins do not accept the necessity of the existence for
it being the object of negation, the knowledge of its existence is good enough.
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Refuting: This is what is explained by the scriptures as its purport, through the logic of pointer / reference
(upalakshana nyaya). Therefore, though in reality there is no word-meaning relationship the scriptures for
the people in the state of our ignorance, accept the Vedas as the ultimate means of valid proof from the
standpoint of others. In reality the Self is self-evident.

The logic of pointer - Since there is no word and meaning relationship the Self cannot be explained through
the words. Since there is no eligibility criteria, it cannot be explained through the statements. These two,
through the words and the staments, are the only means to explain it through speech, the Self cannot be
explained. Then the whole of scriptures explaining the Self will be redundant, as the others (especially the
mimamsaka) would like us to believe. Therefore, the scriptures use the logic of pointer. When we point out
to the house with a crow (kaakavad grham), the existence of the crow upon reaching is not a condition, but
it serves the purpose of a pointer. Though the crow may not be there, it leaves the pointer which aides in us
understanding the house. Or, like the tree, its branches, the moon etc. are used to pount out to a star or
planet in the night sky. Similarly the scriptures use reference points to explain the Self, where the reference
points have no importance. This giving-up of the referrals is called as “bhaaga-tyaaga” or “jahad-ajahad
llakshana” (leaving partially).

Since the non-dualists do not accept anything other than the Self as real. And the scriptures too have their
existence only in the state of ignorance, are accepted to be non-real. The scriptures declare “yatra vedaa
avedaa bhavanti” (where the scriptures become non-scriptures (non-real)).

The Self is accepted as self-evident which does not depend upon any other means for being established.
The scriptures declare “yad saakshaat aparokshaat brahma” (which is directly self-experiential (evident)).

From here the logician from the standpoint of grammarian raises the doubts, to be negated by the
Vedantin.
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Supporting: But saying, the knowledge is self-effulgent, is illogical. Since the action-activity state is
impossible without accepting the duality. The effect of the action is activity, and the cause of the activity is
the action (here by action we mean the Accusative). It is not possible to accept, it was created by itself (it
came into existence from itself). The cause-effect depends upon the prior and post existence. And one and
the same cannot be prior and post in oneself. The time period not associated with the current is termed as
prior. And it the existence of effect is accepted in that period. Then it is illogical to accept the association
and non-association of that period with the effect.

The different levels in a transaction is called as “karaka” in Sanskrit. We have Kartaa Kaaraka - Nominative
(first case), Karma Kaaraka - Accusative (second case), Karana Kaaraka - Instrumental (third case),
Sampradaana Kaaraka - Dative (fourth case), Apaadaana Kaaraka - Ablative (fifth case) and Adhikarana



Kaaraka - Locative (seventh case). The sixth case that is Genitive is based in relation, therefore is not
accepted as karaka.
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Refuting: Not so. The activity is not accepted to be a product of action. Since, it is impossible with respect
to the knowledge of the future objects. And accepting some activity to be cause we explain the level of
transaction (karaka) in the action. The transaction of action as the casue of the activity is possible without
accepting the definitions for karma as’karana-vyaapaara-vishayatvaat” (it being the object of transcation for
the instrument) or “para-samaveta-kriyaa-phala-bhaagitvaat” (being associated with the result of activity
associated with the other).
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4. Refuting the activity-action relationship

From here the definition for the accusative is discussed in this topic, by karma we mean the accusative
case, which is given the name of karma karaka by the grammarians. This is not to be confused with the
other actions or the karma as discussed by the mimamsakas.
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Refuting: But, what is this action (karma - accusative) that is contradictory to itself?

Supporting: “para-samaveta-kriyaa-phala-bhaagitvaat” (being associated with the result of activity
associated with the other).

Refuting: No. Then it will also over-pervade in Ablative too.

Supporting: If Ablative too is accepted as karma.

Refuting: No. Then instead if “vrkshaat parnam patati” (from the tree the leaf falls) it will be “vrksham
parnam patati” (the tree, the leaf falls).

Karma is defined as “kartru ipsitatamam karma” (that which is most desired by the doer through the action).
For example, “raama graamam gaccahti’ (rama goes to the village) — graamam — village is the accusative
case. The result of the activity of going is reaching the village, therefore since the activity is associated with
it, the village is in the second case (accusative).

In the case of Ablative, “vrkshaat parnam patati” (from the tree, the leaf falls).the tree to be associated with
the falling of the leaf, therefore the tree should also be said in second case.
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Supporting: There is a rule "vivakshaata kaarakaani bhavanti” (the levels of transaction is dependent
upon one’s desire) and since there is no such desire here (in ablative) it is not said so (in accusative).
Refuting: No. If it is so, then if someone so desires (to put it in ablative) then it will be so.

Supporting: But the Accusative (apaadaana) is not accepted as karaka (levels of transaction), according
to the tradition of the grammarians.



Refuting: No. Then for one who accepts the action (karma) in a place where there is no possibility, it is
simple to accept the object itself as action. And that can be supported with the rhetoric of tradition. Not just
that, for one who is smart beyond the grasp of the world, should also tell how you (fogician) accepted the
case of accusative (second case) in the place of Ablative (fifth case), which is never possible.

If deciding the case ending is done due to desire, then the place where it becomes fifth case (accusative)
and the same fifth case turning into second case (ablative) should be said.

If one gives an excuse of the rule of tradition, than the same rule can be used anywhere and doing
anything, even illogical.

Now since the first definition is negated, because it over-pervades the fifth case. The logician to remove it
from being karma, tries to do a definition removing it.

Apaadaanetarad idrsham karma......

Supporting: Ifit be said, “apaadaana-itarad-para-samaveta-kriyaa-phala-bhaagitvaat” (that which is
different from the ablative and being associated with the result of activity associated with the other)
Refuting: No. Even here, in the place “nadi vardate” (the river is swelling) the result will be associated with
the bank which has no relation here. And it (the verb) will become transitive verb too.

There are two types of root words — sakarmaka and akarmaka (roughly transitive and intransitive). The root
like “gamlru gatau” (gam - to go) is of the former type, there is action associated with the root. But some
root words like “shing svapne” (shin —to sleep) or the case here “vrddhi” (to grow) does not have action
associated; we cannot do the sleeping, or the growth. The verbal declension of root word, is based on it
being sakarmaka or akarmaka, too.

Supporting: Instead of “apaadaana itarad” (other than the ablative) if it be said “kriya-naashaka”
(destroyer of the activity).

Refuting: No. Still the defect said earlier stays as it is. And in the case of the “vrddhi” accepted as
destruction, it will be impossible too. And in “vrksham tyajati” (gives-up the tree), the separation (to give-up)
is not destroyer of karma, therefore will not become accusative, too.

The same defects will stay because, in the case of the result gained through the association of the water
and the bank is of the form of destruction of the growth, therefore, the bank that is associated to that will
still be declared in second case, as “nadii tiram vardate” (the river, the bank grows).

In the case of “vrddhi” accepted as destruction — In the place the word “vrddhi” is derived from the root
word “vardha cchedana-purnayo” (vardha —to fell and to fill) instead of “varshane” (to grow), like “vrksham
vardhate vardhaki’ (the carpenter fells the tree), here the felling is not destroyer of the activity, therefore will
not be accusative case.

Atmaanam jaanaami....

Refuting: Inthe case of “atmaanam jaanaami” (i know my Self), since there is no “para” (other), to
associate the result, it will not be accusative.

Supporting: Even there, with respect to the embodiment (limiting adjuncts) there can be the other
associated with the result. As the Self is accepted to be, the one associated with the doer-ship and enjoyer-
ship.

Refuting: It may be so, if the Self is dual. Since the knower’s of the Truth, who know the un-embodied
Self; do not accept the knowledge as the attribute of the Self. And, in the statements like “pacyate phalam
svayameva” (the fruit fructifies by itself), what will happen to the ablative.

The knower’s of the Truth according to this s only the Vedantin, Though here the author declares it from the
viewpoint of the other realized, later on in the text, declares himself as knower, as was said in the
invocation verse, with “anu-maya-api” (even by me, following the scriptural teaching).

In the statement “pacyate phalam svayameva” the word “phalam” is declined in second case, even though
there is no duality of doer and done, then the correct statements like this will become erratic.

Sarvagnamishwaram....

Refuting: And, forthe people (logician) who accept the Iswara (God) to be all-knowing, and accept the
knowledge of that Iswara as eternal (like the desire and activity), since there is no destruction of the resuit
accepted the definition will not fit in Him. Therefore, it (karma) should be accepted as one of the



epistemological term accepted by the grammarians to establish the word. And thus, there is no need to use
in doing inquiry into it.

The logicians accept the Iswara endowed with eternal knowledge, eternal desire, and eternal action (nitya
gnanavan icchaavan kriyavaan ca).

In grammar there are terms, which have no resemblance other than the word-from, which are used to
define things. For example, the names nadi, guna or vrddhi will mean in normal language use river,
characteristic and growth/interest respectively. But the same words in Sanskrit gramma mean the feminine
word ending in E or U; the alphabets a, ae and o and the alphabets aa. Ai and au respectively according to
the sutras “yu stryaakhyo nadi’, “adeng guna” and “vrddhiraadaic” in that order. These are used to find a
common ground for simplifying the rules for the grammar for understanding the formation of the words and
therefore grammar dependent. Similarly, the refuter says, the word karma can also be accepted without

any orientation or definition.

Offended by this the logician tries a different route to define the accusative case.
Karanavyaaparavishaya....

Supporting: The object of the transaction for the Instrumental case is Accusative.

Refuting: No. In the statement ‘raamena hastena sharena hato vali” (By the hand of raama, by the arrow
vali was killed). Here since the arrow is the object of transaction of the instrument hand, it should be in
Accusative, which will be wrong.

Refuting: And not just that. The transaction of accusative (action) can take place with an attribute which is
common to all, “kriyaa-janakatve sati vyaapaara-uddeshyatva” (being the producer of activity, that which is
the reason for the transaction), eithout accepting any definition. Will explain the rest in Ishwara-Abhisandhi,
under the topic of Sva-prakasha-vada (the argument of self-effulgence).

Here the author gives an escape route for accepting the karma, by explaining the common attribute without
accepting a definition.

But here the logician may ask, since the definition of “lakshana” (definition) is “asaadharana dharma’
(special attribute), for example the common characteristic of cow is its cow-ness which is accepted as a
lakshana. It is easy to accept this dharma itself as lakshana, if it is acceptable to refuter, and therefore
cannot be refuted. Refuter: Not so. The lakshana is one which does not have the defects of “ati-vyapti”’
(over-pervade) , “avyapti” (under-pervade) and “asambhava” (completely off-tangent).

Ishwara-abhisandhi — this is another famous text by the same author. He refers to it in different places in
different tense (here in future tense, another place in past tense) in this text. Therefore, many are of the
opinion that this is written parallel to this text. But, knowing the authors greatness, it may not be surprise if
he has it all in his head, and just has to pen it down, therefore, he uses different tenses.

[ELRICEIPEICICUEE L

5. Refuting the Subject-Object Relationship

Supporting: But, the subject-object relationship is impossible in the case of non-duality. Being a Subject
means association with the objects. And the relationship cannot exist without the duality. Where the
knowledge of the relation is there the knowledge of relationship is too, but the contrary (indirect
concomitance) is not possible as it is seen so (where there is no knowledge of relation (in the non-duality)
there is no knowledge of relationship).

Refuting: No. The subject-object relation is not different from the inherent nature of the object in relation. If
it be accepted so (to be different), in the end the relation should have to be accepted as the inherent nature
of the object in relation, for the fear of regression ad infinitum. If it is so, then it should be accepted, the
knowledge of the subject—object relationship can take place should be accepted as to be not different from
the nature of the relation, and is gained without accepting the duality of the objects in relation. Since the
nature of the relation of inherent nature is different from the other relations. Therefore, the subject-object
relationship is possible even without accepting the duality if the object in relation. And its knowledge too will
be without accepting the duality of the knowledge of the object in relation. If so, what is the contradiction?

Earlier the relationship of the activity-action was refuted. Now, the impossibility of the subject-object
relationship is condemned.



Since the general idea is, the subject is that which has object in it. The subject has subjectivity or subject-
ness (vishyibhaava or vishiyitaa) and the object has objectivity or object-ness (vishyabhaava or vishayitaa).
Though we see, the subject becomes an object or an object becoming the subject, like when the
becomes ‘me’ it becomes an object etc.

Nacaivam.

Supporting: Asthe pot and its knowledge is in the subject-object relationship, if there is even an iota of
duality in the subject-object relationship in the knowledge of self-effulgence, then it gets negated in a place.
Refuting: The pot and its knowledge superimposed on the “avidya” (ighorance) is definitely negated
Therefore the subject-object relationship too is negated). But in the ultimate reality (absolute reality) that is
self-effulgent its (subject-object relationship) too is absolute reality. Therefore, even if there is no common
attribute, there is no defect.

In Vedanta everything is accepted to be superimposed / imagined in the self due to the ignorance.

Athavaa svaatmanaa...

Refuting: Or. The meaning of self-effulgence is not activity-action relationship or the subject-object
relationship accepted in the self (itself). As it is accepted by you (logician), the pot etc. gains existence due
to the relation with existence, and though the existence is of the form of existence there is no defect of self-
dependence accepted in it. Similarly the knowledge is self-established in itself too.

As explained in the topic discussing the existence, the pot etc. gains existence due to its association with
existence. And when the question of the existence of the existence arises, we have to accept the existence
of existence in it without accepting the defect of self-dependence; otherwise we have to accept the cause
for existence a non-existence which will make the creation void.

Athavaa bahuvriihi samase

Refuting: Or. As in the tad-guna-samvignana bahuvrihi compound the primary word meaning is gained
along with the secondary word used in the compound word. Similarly, only after gaining the Self that is
though not an object of the knowledge, involves one in the transaction of the world (object). This was
explained from the standpoint of self-effulgence accepted by Guru (prabhakara mimamsa), accepting the
objects as real and not from the standpoint of self-effulgence accepted by Vedanta, since there are no
objects (objects are not real). But there is a common ground (similarity), as the bahuvrihi accepts the words
‘kuta’ ect that are not its object, similarly the knowledge too in the state of ignorance pushes in the
transaction of Self, that is not its object.

Among many “samaasa’ (compound word) in Sanskrit there is one calle bahuvrihi. The nameis also a
bahuvri itself, “bahu vrihi annam yasya” (one who has got lot of food). This is explained by the Panini sutra
“anekam-anyapadaarthe” (many words (secondary) are used for the sake of the other primary meaning).

This is of two types 1. Tad-guna-samvignana and 2. Atad-guna-vignana.

1. Tad-guna-vignana - where the secondary meaning also is taken into account along with the
primary meaning, when the meaning of the compound word is derived. For ecample, when we
say “pita-ambaram aanaya / bhajasva” (bring / worship the yell dressed), what we mean is
Lord Sri Krishna. Here the yellow dress is also taken into account along with Sri Krishna.

2. Atad-guna-vignana — where the primary meaning alone is derived, and the secondary
meaning has no use further than denoting. For example, “drshta-saagaram aanaya” (bring the
man who has seen the ocean). Here the man is brought and not the ocean or his current sight
of ocean is expected.

In the bahuvrihi compound the Panini sutra “gang-kutaadibhyo agniNi gnit” (for that kuta etc. which has
gained the replacement of gang, will act like gnit and not as gni or Ni). In this kuta etc., there are root words
kuta, puta etc. Though puta etc. are the primary words and not kuta as it is in the bahuvrihi compound,
“kuta addi yesham te” (for which kuta is the first); and therefore will denote puta etc., still the wotd kuta is
also included.

Tadevam yad yad drshta....

Refuting: Thus, whatever is the perceived difference comes to a conclusion in the self-effulgent
knowledge. This is what is shown through the postulation to prove the self-effulgence, will establish it (the
non-duality of the subject-object or the activity-action).



Tadyatha.......

Refuting: That is — the knowledge perceived in another place as knower is different and the known is
different’ should be given-up postulating the impossibility of the transaction as 7. Similarly, ‘knowledge is
different and the known is different’ should be given-up postulating the impossibility of the transaction of i
know’. This postulation is definitely powerful than all the valid means (pramaana), which will negate
hundreds of logic based only on the perception. This is said (by the great Sri Kumarila Bhatta) — in the
existence of a valid proof, as many unforeseen object can be imagined’.

Sri Kumarila Bhatta (another purva mimasaka, the bhatta school, which we vedantin follow) says in his text
‘tantra vartika’ — many unseen object can be imagined in the presence of a valid proof, and without valid
proof even a single one should not be accepted.

This is summarised in the next two slokas by the author himself.

Anyathaa...

Refuting: Ifthere exists the proof of postulation, to prove the objects knowledge etc., then it will negate all
the perceived contradiction, since it is the most powerful valid means. — 6 —

Refuting: One should either prove the impossibility of the postulation or should give-up the hold on the
perceived. Since, in one and the same place the light and darkness cannot be brought in — 7 —

Thus, through inquiry with the definition you accept in the dialog of existence, you (logician) have
understood clearly (established) the self-effulgence. But we thorough our own experience have gained the
knowledge of the self-effulgence (Self).

As said earlier, the author declares his experience of the Self.

6. Difference between the Buddhist and Vedanti

As explained earlier there are four Buddhist schools, here the voidist of the madhyamika school is negated
through the vedanti. Many people are of the opinion that the Zen Buddhism and non-dual Vedanta are one
and the same. This dialog should remove such misconceptions.

Evamsati....

Supporting: And in this situation, this is the difference between the Buddhist and the Vedanti. The former
accepts everything to be in-explicable. This is explained by Bhagavan Buddha in the Lankavatara —

When inquired through the intellect, the nature of the object is not determined. Therefore, the in-
explicability and existence-less, is taught

As said earlier, the author has great respect for Buddha and always refers to him as Bhagavan. Though we
vedantin too accept the inexplicability of everything, we accept it except in the substratum, the absolute
Self.

Lankavatara-Sutra is the text which describes the teaching of Buddha, purportedly after arriving in Sri
Lanka.

Svabhava —the nature. Here through the inquiry it is not determined as existence, therefore we (buddhist)
determine it to be non-existent.

Vignanavyatiriktam....

Refuting: The Vedantins accept, other than the knowledge the whole world is different from existence and
non-existence. That is —the world cannot be existence, since it is under the grasp of the defect about to be
said. It cannot be non-existence too, if it were so then transactions of the worldly and the learned inquiry
will be erratic.

The gnana is knowledge and vignana is experiential knowledge. This is not based on the experience —
expereincer — experienced triad, as the Self is accepted a self-experential (yad saakshaat aparokshaat
brahma). And this vighana is the absolute Self, as it is declared so by the scriptures “satya gnaanam
anantam brahma” (Self is existence, knowledge and bliss), “pragnanam brahma” (Self is absaolute
knowledge)

In AdvaitaSiddhi the first definition of Mithyatva is “sad-asad-vilakshanatvam anirvacaniyam”. And
whenever ignorance is described, Bhagavan Bhashyakara defines it as “sad-asadbhyam anirvacaniyam”
(inexplicable a existence and non-existence).

When discussing the opponent asks if it is of the third form, which impossible logically.Since it is always in
black and white for the opponents, if it is not the black it is white and vice-versa. But in Advaitasiddhi, the



author Sri Madhusudhana Saraswati says, if it is not goat it need not be a cow, it can very well be an
elephant or a horse too. Similarly, if it is not a black it may be blue or red or green and need not necessarily
be white.

Yadapi...

Supporting: if you do not have the capabilities then approach a proper preceptor, who will teach you the
proper way of explaining.

Refuting: This is just useless talk. It is right. If we have not said the inexplicability as the nature of the
object of knowledge and also it is because of the defect of the speaker. And the opponents identification
(ego) about explaining the objects, he will not be possible to explain due to the defect about to be said.

Na cate doshaa...

Supporting: The defects which you (vedanti) is about to say, how will it not be the defect of Jati (self-
contradictory) which will destroy you.

Refuting: No. Since, the defects through which we negate the explicability, is inexplicable too. Only
through the inexplicable defects we do the transaction (of refuting the objects of knowledge), therefore
where is the question of self-contradiction. And the Jati which you are saying cannot be explained and
established.

Since everything is accepted as inexplicable, the defect of JAti the opponent throws upon the vedanti
cannot be explained too, and since it cannot be explained it cannot be established too. And withour=t
establishing the defect, it cannot be called as a defect.

Nanu sadasatpaksha....

Supporting: Since you seem the defects in both the existence and non-existence stance, you say it to be
inexplicable. Is it a doubt about the existence and non-existence or is it due to acceptance of the things to
be different from existence and non-existence. In the first, it should be accepted to be either an ecistence
or non-existence, and the other stance will be just non-real (illusion). And the defect (of being non-real)
should be accepted in the stance of the existence since it is necessary. If the existence is accepted stance,
then how can the defects relating to the stance of existence be possible?If the stance is accepted ot be
non-existence, then since everything is accepted to be non-existence, how can be the defects gain
existence. And the second (different from both) is not possible either because of being self-contradictory.
(Both cannot co-exist), since “if it is contradictory (existence and non-existence) either of the one should be
existent”

In the third, they cannot co-exist, as explained in sloka 7, the darkness and light cannot co-exist. If it is
accepted as being different from existence and non-existence, that too is impossible. Since, ifit is not
existence, it should be non-existence and of it is not non-existence it should be existence.

Tadaetadanaakalita....

Refuting: This is an answer without understanding the others purport. For one who says everything to be
inexplicable as existence and non-existence, how can he be controlled by the existence of inexplicability?

Since that (inexplicability) too comes under the blanket of the pronoun ‘sarva’ (all), this includes everything
in the world.

Parasyaiva vyavasthaa...

Refuting: From the standpoint of the opponent, and by negating the explicability the inexplicability is
established. As he accepts, in the scheme of the existence and non-existence, when wither one is negated
the other is as well established. Therefore we explain from the standpoint of the others, that the whole
world is inexplicable.

Vastutastu...

Refuting: In reality, we are relieved from establishing the existence and non-existence of the world, and
are accomplished and experiencing the bliss by being established in the self-established knowledge
principle the non-dual absolute Self. For those who desire to know the reality through the inquiry, based
upon the self imagined rules of do’s and don'ts, to them we say — this is not a proper method, since you are
bound (refuted) by your own imagined rules.



Ata evaasmad...
Refuting: For this reason, we cannot be bound by the rules regarding the existence of the defects which
we are going to say. Since, we are refuting your standpoint using your own standpoint.

Na copanyasa...

Supporting: Since you use it (our rules), that itself binds you (to accepting its existence).

Refuting: No. We have already said the possibility of the dialog regarding the inquiry should be done
without being bothered about the existence and non-existence of the inquiry.

Yadi tu vicaarasya......

Supporting: Without accepting the existence of the inquiry (dialog) you cannot do an inquiry.

Refuting: No. Without establishing the (inquiry) through a pramaana (valid means), accepting its existence
is impossible. Since it is improbable, we accept the inquiry as the object of another inquiry, it will lead to
regression ad infinitum, we will even not be able to start an inquiry.

Any establishment of a valid means for the existence of dialog can be done only through another inquiry.
Now, if it is not done there can be no rule for acceptance of its existence.

Therefore, if we accept it (this inquiry) as an object of another inquiry, then it will also be an object of
another, this way it will lead to regression ad infinitum.

Na ca purvapurva...

Supporting: The inquiry is established through the people of the older days (by the older generation
teachers), therefore, there is no need to dependence for one dialog to start another dialog.

Refuting: No. If it be accepted the dialog is already established since it is dependent on an object of
inquiry, then the object of the dialog is as well established, therefore there is no need for the inquiry
process to start.

Atha Vicaaryavisheshasya...

Supporting: The special knowledge of the object of inquiry is not established earlier, therefore to gain that
we need to start an inquiry no.

Refuting: No. Then, the special knowledge of the inquiry is also not established earlier too. This is useless
dry logic.

Yadi ca tvaddarshana...

Refuting: If you (logician) negate the refuting statement we (Vedanti) give, accepting your philosophy, still
it is only negation of the philosophy you accept. If you refute whatever we establish, through the method of
refuting (as established here), still we are the victor. Since, you are following our standpoint of the refuting
logic is negatron and the supporter logic is negated’. Therefore, you should establish using supportive
logic and we should refute it, only if you follow a dialog of this form will you be able to win not otherwise.
Thus, the world of duality is inexplicable. And brahman is the only non-dial absolute reality is established.

7. The inquiry of valid proof in the non-duality

Supporting: What is the valid proof for Advaita (non-duality).
Refuting: It is impossible to pose such question, for someone who does not accept Advaita. When you
(logician) ask about the validity of advaita, if you do not know (cognize) it, how is such a question possible.

The logic reminds of the comic book story about this learned witty man who was asked to speak in front of
the public, which he was reluctant to do. Therefore, he went up on the stage and asked the people, “do you
know what i am going to say” they replied in negative, he answered “if you do not know there is no point in
talking”. For this when they said that they knew about the subject matter then he said “if you already knew
what i am going to say, there is no point to talks”. When the immediately said that they know partially he
replied “in the same way you can know the rest too”, saying this he came down the platform.

Pramaana should be understood as the means of right knowledge. The knowledge is of two types
yataartha and ayataartha. The former is called as pramaa and the latter is called as bhramaa. And the
instrument for this knowledge is pramaana — pramaaya karanam (instrument for tight knowledge).



Nahi pramaana maatram....

Supporting: We are not just asking about the Validity, but relating to the specifics (speaciality / base ).
Refuting: That is possible if that kind of knowledge takes place (regarding the advaita). Since the question
is a transaction of speech, and transaction is dependent on the knowledge for it to take place. Otherwise if
the knowledge which is definite cause for the transaction does not exist, then the all the transactions
become impossible.

Any transaction is based on the desire for the transaction, which in turn depends upon the knowledge. The
rule is “gnana —iccha — pravrtti” (knowledge — desire and transaction). If we accept a transaction without
knowledge, then there can be no transaction possible.

This is dependent on a concomitance — wherever there is transaction there is knowledge — direct
concomitance. And where there is no knowledge there is no transaction — indirect concomitance.

Here the knowledge is vyapaka (pervade) and the transaction is vyapya (pervaded).

Yadi caadvaitam prashnavishaya...

Refuting: If you accept the knowledge of advaita, then you should say whether it is Pramaa (right / valid
knowledge) or apramaa (wrong / invalid knowledge).

If it is the former (right knowledge), then whatever be the means for that right knowledge, is the validity in
the advaita, this you also accept. Therefore the question regarding this is useless.

Na ca vaacyam...

Supporting: Though we have the general knowledge of the validity, we are interested (the question) in the
special knowledge of the validity.

Refuting: Since the general knowledge is the specific knowledge. This is useless like the research about
the number of teeth a crow has.

Since the Advaita (Brahman — Self) is non-dual, there cannot be different levels of general and specific.
There can be general knowledge or specific knowledge regarding the objects of the world, like the general
knowledge of the pot it that it is pot and the specific knowledge is pot s red, is short, is beautiful etc. But
the Self is attributeless, therefore there can be no general and specific.

Saamaanyasiddhireva....

Refuting: The general knowledge will bring in by the bringing an expectancy the specific knowledge too,
therefore there is no need for this question. If you are still interested in understanding the pramaana,
among the pramaana you accept that which does not have any defect. If among the pramaana types you
accept, if you find everyone to be defective, then find another pramaana and end this search.

There is a rule the logicians accept “saamanyam vishesham prati unneyaat” (the general will naturally lead
to the specifics).

The pramaana the logician accepts is Pratyaksha (direct perception), Anumaana (inference), Upamaana
(comparison) and Shabda (verbal testimony). And the additional pramaana the vedanti accepts that is the
Arthapatti (postulation) is included in the inference itself as indirect inference (vyatireka anumaana), and
Anupalabdhi (absence) is accepted in the perception as one of the six relations (sambandha) called
visheshana-visheshya-bhava sambandha (the relation of the adjective and the adjectified).

Among these pramaanas (validity) the perception is invalid as the Self is not an object of the sense-organs,
as said in the scriptures “yat tad adreshyam agraahyam..” (that which is not seen, not grasped...), by this all
the knowledge and action sense-organ (gnaana and karma indriya) is specified.

It cannot be gained through the inference, since it is dependent upon perception. And for an inference there
should be a linga (pointer), and Self has nothing that can be taken as a pointer (as the smoke for the fire).

It cannot be gained through the comparison as there is nothing similar to the Self.

It cannot be gained through the verbal testimony also, as the verbal testimony accepted by the dualist is
not the same as the verbal testimony accepted by vedantin. Though, we accept this as the only validity,
other than the experience.

The final answer was regarding an inference, which the logician is good at, through which he can find a
solution.

Yadi ca kaa pramaanavya....

Supporting: The doubt is regarding the individual pramaana among the many (which we need to find)
Refuting: It is impossible to express all the individual pramaana (nor can anyone grasp all and compare it)
therefore even if we do not specify any, there is no loss for us.

Yadi ca dvitiiya...



Supporting: We accept the second (the knowledge of advaita as apramaa (wrong knowledge).
Refuting: Forthe one who accept the non-validity of the advaita knowledge, the question of ‘what is the
validity for the wrong knowledge’ is self-contradictory.

Atha saa mama mate...

Supporting: We in our system accept it as wrong knowledge, but you (vedantin) accept it as right
knowledge, therefore we ask about its valid means.

Refuting: This too is not acceptable. There is no rule that binds me to give you the validity for the advaita
knowledge that you have gained.

Refuting: But, we (vedantin) accept the advaita always and that does not mean, the means for your
advaita knowledge too is definitely a valid proof. In reality, in the mountain that has fire, for someone who
sees (mistakes) the vapour (or dust) as the smoke and through that infers the fire. Just because of that
does the knowledge of vapour seen as the smoke become a means of valid knowledge?

Refuting: Accepting this question as it is, we say the Shruti (scriptures) are the means of right knowledge.
And indeed it is seen (heard) “ekam eva advitiyam” (one alone and non-dual), “neha naanaa asti kincana”
(there is no multiplicity). And scriptures are validity even in the established objects (Self); this will be
explained by us in the text Iswarabhisandhi.

Shruuyate — as it is accepted “shravanaat shruti” (it is called a shruti as it should be heard). The tradition
does not accept the method of studying from a book by oneself, but should be learnt from a Guru by
listening to him.

The purva mimasaka people accept, “aamnaayasya kriyaarthatvaat aanarthakhyam atadarthaanaam”
(since the scriptures are for the actions (prescribed karmas), the other text not dealing with the karma is to
be considered as praising statement). Though aanarthakhyam means useless, if we accept it to be so, then
the some logician who does not accept the scriptures as validity, will derive a syllogory saying, the whole of
scripture is useless, like this statement.

Siddharthaanaam..

Refuting: If be accepted, the scriptures dealing with the Self be accepted to mean something else, even
then when the corroborating (synchronizing) the words dealing with it, the non-dual meaning which is
gained of them without getting negated, negates the other meanings. The knowledge that is self-effulgent
can only be removed by negation (and there is no powerful pramaana to negate it).

The meaning for the statements even if is understood to establish the eligible person for performing the
karmas. Or is understood to establish the Self for the purpose of meditation, still with the words like one,
non-dual etc., negates the other meanings, and establishes the non-dual Self.

The scriptures too can be negated through the perception. As it is done in the case of “aadityo yupa’ (the
post is the sun) or “yajamaana prastara” (the master is a broom). Now, youp (post) is part of the fire
oblations, where the fig tree trunk is cut and after removing the bark and applying oil over it, it is planted
just outside the place of the fire oblation. When the sun rays fall over this, since the trunk is smooth and
oiled, shines brightly like the sun. Therefore, it is said to be sun, since this cannot be true, the post being
sun, we understand it in this way, similarly with the other examples too. But, there is no powerful
pramaana, as we will discuss here, to dismiss the advaitic scripture.

Nanu naadvaitashrutiinaam riju...

Supporting: But the Advaitic text cannot be valid proof for the simple meaning (the word meaning / literal
meaning). Since that (literal meaning) is negated by the direct perception. Therefore, we should imagine a
different purport (as explained earlier).

Refuting: No. The perception etc. pramaana, that is accepted to negate the advaitic texts, they are always
associated with its object of duality pot, cloth etc.

Na tu pratyakshaadikam

Supporting: But the perception etc. that is gained by us, grasp the objects duality of past, present and
future, that is how it is seen.

Refuting: No. Through that kind of knowledge your omniscience can be accepted and trusted, only if you
are able to tell us what we think now.



Here the logician wants us to accept one of the types of knowledge through which he gains the perception.

There are three types of association for gaining the knowledge —
Saamaanya-lakshanaa sannikarsha/pratyaasatti — The knowledge gained by the simple
association, like the samyoga (seperable relation), samavaaya (inseperable relation),
samyukta samavaaya, (first samyoga is gained and then samavaaya), samaveta samavaaya
(first samavaaya is gained and then another samavaaya), samyukta samaveta samavaaya
((first samyoga is gained and then samavaaya and later another samavaaya), and finally
visheshana-visheshya (adjective and adjectified). The samavaaya associated with anything
cannot be gained, and we vedantin do not accept samavaaya.

2. Gnaana-lakshanaa sannikarsha/pratyaasatti — The knowledge gained by combining two
different perceptions. The eyes see the sandalwood and the nose (ole-factory) smell the
frangance, and we get the combined knowledge of the sandalwood is fragrant.

3. Yogaja lakshana sannikarsha/pratyaasatti — The knowledge gained by the accomplishment of
yoga. This is accepted by the vedantins too.

There is a problem here, even if one accepts the yogic knowledge, the knowledge cannot be (according to
the commentary (bhashya) of Sri Vyaasa on Yoga Sutra of Sri Patanjali), particular knowledge of the
thought function, but a general knowledge. That is, the yogi can understand there is a thought of happiness
or sorrow, but cannot understand the reason for that.

Yadi ca pratyakshaadi..

Supporting: If the perception is accepted to be limited scope.

Refuting: Then the other objects which is targeted by the advaitic text cannot be negated it (perception).
Since, the right knowledge is negator of another, only if it is contrary to it. Otherwise there will be over-
pervasion. Therefore, the injunction of “agnishomiye pashum aalabhet” (the cattle in the fire oblation called
agnhishoma) will not make the scripture “na himsyaat sarvaa bhutaani” (do not trouble (torture) any living
being) redundant.

Only the knowledge in the same scope will be contradicted by a different knowledge in the same scope.
Like the lamp kept in a room will dispel the darkness pertaining only to that room. Otherwise, even a small
lamp in a remote corner should remove the darkness of the whole universe.

The statement pertaining to the cattle killing is limited to the fire sacrifice, and not in general. Therefore it
will not be contradicting the general statement preventing of troubling the living beings.

Yada caivam tadaa...

Refuting: Since it is so, the perception that is negator and the advaitic scripture that is negated, when
there is no obstacle in the knowledge of advaita, will give rise to the knowledge of advaita. Therefore how
can the perception negate itself.

Ghatena patena

Refuting: The knowledge having for its object the pot, cloth and its duality and with the scriptural text
establishing the advaita, how does it (perception of duality) not establish the validity in the Advaita,
because it is not refuted by any pramaana.

Na hi tasya

Refuting: And the object of knowledge is not of the Self or the Self along with the duality of pot and cloth
etc. Because the perception takes place is of the form of “the pot and cloth are different” and not of the
form “i am different from the pot and cloth” or “pot and cloth are different from me”.

Svaprakaashta api..

Supporting: The knowledge is self-effulgent, therefore it will be objectify itself and the other,

Refuting: Still, it is not so, that the intellect, wherever the knowledge is different from (the pot etc.) objects
there it will not objectify its difference too. Otherwise, the duality will also be of the form of knowledge,
therefore how it will not end in Advaita.

The syllogory to prove this is, the pot etc. is not different from knowledge, since it is gained together, like
the nature of knowledge.

Na ca taya dhiya
Supporting: The self-effulgent knowledge will objectify itself and its object (pot and cloth). And therefore
the duality knowledge of the type of inherent nature will be illumined.



Refuting: No. It cannot be (the inherent nature of duality). If it be so, then in the erroneous knowledge of
“this is silver”, if the knowledge of the form of this and the form of silver be illumined, then it will be grasped
separately (and not combined leading to error).

If it be the inherent nature (form) of the knowledge to grasp the duality, then in the case of the erroneous
knowledge, one should be able to separate the knowledge and then there will be no erroneous knowledge.

dharmavisheshamantarbhaavya

Supporting: By including the pertaining attributes the form (the duality is distinguished)

Refuting: No. The knowledge too can be so (as the knowledge associated with knowledge-ness) and the
same knowledge cannot illumine it (cannot be self-effulgent). Therefore, there is expectation of the different
relations (samyoga etc.) and this is impossible prior to the knowledge.

The only possible relation with the attribute is Samyukta-Samaveta-Samavaya. And this too, the mind in
samyoga with Atma (as it is accepted the mind and knowledge seperable association to be necessary for
any knowledge). And with this the knowledge is in samavaya, with which there needs to be knowledge in
samavaya. And this is impossible, because the relation itself has a knowledge, which it has to prove. And
this cannot be there prior to the knowledge.

Atmavadatmadharme...

Supporting: Asthe knowledge, its attributes too are self-effulgent. Therefore there is no dependence
upon any relation.

Refuting: No. Then the knowledge-ness, the remembrance-ness and the valid knowledge-ness too will
become knowledge.

If the valid knowledge-ness too is self-effulgent, and therefore gained along with the knowledge. There can
be no doubt regarding the validity of the knowledge. Every knowledge right or wrong will become valid.

Tadevam saa buddhi

Refuting: In this way the perceptive knowledge of pot, cloth etc. is established as non-dual by the
scriptures. And therefore, how can this knowledge be valid for establishing the duality. When the perception
which is the negator, through which the scripture clearly establishes the non-validity of the knowledge of
the pot, cloth etc. Since there is ho opposition (obstacle) without any hindrance and through the power of
being independent validity (self-validity), supported by the postulation, the knowledge that arises of the
non-duality cannot negate / oppose and therefore without an opposition will establish the validity of the non-
duality of everything.

Bhedapramaanyathaanupapattya

Supporting: The knowledge of duality too, through the postulation can possibly negate the non-duality.
Refuting: No. By the non-dual scripture there is a doubt which is planted in the perception of duality,
therefore there is no possibility of it being valid. And any knowledge of the duality will eventually be negated
similar to the knowledge of two-moons.

When there is doubt regarding any knowledge / valid proof, then it will not be able to produce a proper
result.

But, the logician asks, since both the knowledge of duality and non-duality ois gained by different
pramaanas and since both are not negated during its transaction, why not accept by to be true, as dual -
non-dual. This is called as bheda-abeda vaada.

Ekam ityupaadaya..

Refuting: The scripture after saying “ekam” (one) follows it by “eva” *only) i the form of “ekameva” (one
only). Therefore, we understand the scripture is beyond doubt establishing the non-duality. Therefore, the
duality — non-duality cannot be accepted, and so the perception of the pot, cloth etc. is not valid proof.

Buddherviramya

Supporting: How can it be so, since the knowledge cannot take place sequentially?

Refuting: No. The scripture will though give the knowledge of the non-duality of everything in an instance.
Still, our intellect takes time to process it in sequence of stages, since it is objectifying manifold objects,
therefore processes it in order. This will be explained later.



The doubt here is with reference to the idea established in the paragraph “tadevam saa buddhi”, where
sequence is established as - first, the scripture will establish the non-duality with the perceived objects;
second, will establish the identification with them both through the help of postulation.

There is a dictum in logic, “shabda-buddhi-karmanaam viramya vyaapaaraabhaavat” (the word, meaning
and the knowledge cannot take place in sequence). They are accepted to be gained instantly. Shri
Kalidasa also writes “vagarthaviva samprktau” (Siva and Parvati are inseparable like the word and its
meaning)

Nanu yadi

Supporting: Though the knowledge of perception the duality of the pot and cloth are gained. It does not
differentiate the duality of pot and cloth from itself (knowledge). Then how can the shruti establish the
validity with itself and the objects. Since, through a different knowledge of the form of the perception of
duality of pot and cloth cannot be pot and cloth, will definitely negate the advaitic scripture.

Maivam tarhi tasya

Refuting: No. Then the knowledge of it too finally, giving up its objects (duality); through whichever other
knowledge of the pot and cloth to be different and that too being different from the pot and cloth; with it the
scripture gaining validity will establish the non-dulaity. This way the knowledge of duality of pot and cloth
with the other knowledge will establish non-duality, and thus will end in establishing the non-duality of
everything.

Evam ca sati

Refuting: Ifthe second knowledge is differentiated through the third knowledge so on and so forth,
eventually wherever this knowledge series gets cut, due to the fear of not gaining another knowledge or
due to the fear of regression ad infinitum. In that stage the advaitic scripture will gain a leverage (finding
this gap) and establish the non-duality of all the objects and the objectifying knowledge series. And this
cannot be negated by any pramaana in any knowledge.

This is summarised by the author in one sloka

Tasmaad — suduradhaavanashranta..

Refuting: Therefore, after being tired due to running for long, the series of knowledge of negators
(perception etc.) is negated / dismissed by the advaitic scriptures, which follows it (knowledge of duality)
gains victory. — 8 —

Na ca yatra tasya pratipattu...

Supporting: But wherever the knowledge series of the cognizer stops, there the other person’s knowledge
of that final though of duality becomes valid proof.

Refuting: No. You should have to give validity for establishing that duality, through another duality.
Supporting: That (other person’s knowledge) will be validated by someone else. Or the knowledge this
will be validated by another person’, this will validate the other knowledge.

Refuting: No. In that knowledge of the validated, the advaita scripture will establish itself, and thereby
decimate all the past validity. And the future reference cannot be accepted as a reason for validation, since
it will be illogical. And if that knowledge is also validated by another, will be staring at regress ad infinitum.

If to avoid the pitfall as explained in the sloka 8, the logician should accept the validity of knowledge series
as validated by another person. But still, that validity again should be validated, therefore we come back to
regress ad infinitum or establishing the non-duality there.

If the knowledge with reference to future is accepted as the reason to validate the duality, then in the case
of the logician there will be over-pervasion. As the possibility of the existence of smoke without fire, will
lead to it being eternal, since smoke is without any cause. Therefore, this possibility can also not be
accepted as a validity to negate the scripture.
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Supporting: Ifit be said — The advaitic knowledge is negated by the perception of duality, for a period of
time. Accepting the concomitance gained from It, therefore the final thought will not be able to an object of
another knowledge. Thus the advaitic scriptures will be negated permanently.

Refuting: No. For a period of time accepting some pervade-pervaded state, whatever concomitance is
gained is that the knowledge that negates the advaitic scriptures or is it the concomitance thus gained



along with the PakshaDharma (attribute of the thing to be established in the place of establishment) and
the Hetu (reason).

Through the knowledge gained in a series of limited period, where the duality negates the non-duality, one
can gain the concomitance, the advaitic scripture knowledge will be negated by dualistic perception. Here
the logician is attempting to prove this through a syllogory — the final thought, is either different from itself or
negator of the advaitic knowledge, since it is knowledge of duality, like the first knowledge. Through this
logic, the regression is avoided, and the knowledge is validated.

The logicians accept the knowledge gained through Paraamarsha as the means for inferential knowledge.
And Paraamarsha is defined as “vyaapti-vishishta paksha-dharmataa gnaanam” (the knowledge of the
concomitance along with the PakshaDharma). Paksha-dharma is the dharma (attribute) seen in the Paksha
(the place of contention). For example — Paksha (place of contention) — mountain, Dharma (attribute /
pointer) — smoke, Sadhya (thing to be established) — fire, Hetu (reason) — smoke, Drshtaanta (example) —
kitchen. This is used in a syllogory to establish the Sadhya along with the concomittance.

Here the logician is given two choices — 1. Only comcomittance and 2. Concomittance along with the
paksha-dharma, hetu etc.
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Refuting: No it cannot be the first. If the concomitance itself is accepted to be the negator of the scriptural
advaitic knowledge (or anything), independently, then there is no use for inference. Therefore, if you
accept the inferential knowledge, then since it cannot be an object of itself (cannot establish the duality of
itself (inferential knowledge) with the objects), therefore as said earlier gaining a entrance here, the advaitic
scripture will establish the non-duality of everything.

In the perception both the means (pramaana / validity) and the end (knowledge) are both called as
Pratyaksha. In inference it is Anumana and Anumiti respectively.
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Supporting: Ifit be accepted, syllogory “all the object of contention knowledge’s are different from its
object, since it is knowledge, like the knowledge of pot, cloth etc.” is accepted as the proof, for the
inference to establish its duality accepting itself (inferential knowledge) too in the logic.

Refuting: No. Here too, the scripture which by establishing the non-duality of the knowledge with the
objects will negate the existence of the inference.

Through the said inference, the duality between the object and the knowledge is though established. The
duality of the knowledge with the object is not established. This is what the mathematician’s debate; A
though maybe equal to B, but this does not naturally prove B is also equal to A.
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Supporting: If the inferential knowledge “the subject and object are different from each other”, which will
be a utility in establishing the reason.
Refuting: No. Since the scripture will without any obstacle establish the advaita, with respect to other
knowledge and its object. First starting from one knowledge and its object, then the next with its object, so
on until the scripture establishes the non-duality completely.

The scripture will negate it without any obstacle, because; when you (logician) said ‘from each other’ in the
statement, this first of all should be established. Secondly, both the knowledge or its object cannot exist in
Paksha, leading to the defect Assidhi (non-establishment).
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Supporting: It can be inferred “all the knowledge is different from its entire object’.
Refuting: No. Then the knowledge will become different from itself.
Supporting: We will leave ftself (the knowledge)’ out of this (as, every knowledge, except the knowledge
is different from its entire object)
Refuting: No. Since for the advaitin, one who does not accept anything different from the Self, there is the
defect of the non-famous-adjective.

With reference to the penultimate knowledge, which itself becomes the object to the final knowledge of
duality, there will be a defect. This is either with the knowledge or the objects which are accepted to be the
reason (Hetu), when they do not exist in the Paksha is called as Asiddhi.

Here the adjective “other than itself’ is not accepted by non-dualists. Therefore is a defect.
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Supporting: The statement ‘Everything is different’, without any hindrance will negate the advaitic
scripture, through its self-validity, which will be make the advaitic scripture redundant.

Refuting: No. If it is accepted as ‘everything different from anything’ there will be Siddha-saadhana
defect, as the advaitins accept the duality of Self from the illusiory world. If it is accepted as ‘everything is
different from everything, then there will be a situation of itself being different from itself. Therefore, if it is
accepted as ‘everything is different from everything, except itself’, then as explained earlier (previous para),
being different from oneself is impossible in advaita, therefore the defect of non-famous-adjective.

Prati-shabda — is the contrary statements. When there are contrary statements or multiple statements
made at the same time, then neither will give a valid knowledge.
Siddha-saadhana — if something already accepted is being established again.
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Refuting: By accepting ‘everything’ as the Paksha, there will be absence of Hetu (reason), Drshtaanta
(example) etc. Fearing this if you leave something from ‘everything’, the advaitic scripture will gain an entry
through this given space.

As explained, a syllogory needs different things. And in this the place in which the to be established is

accepted (called Paksha) to be ‘everything’, then there is no scope for the Reason (Hetu) or the Udhaarana
-/ Drshtaanta (example) possible, as everything includes everything.
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Refuting: The first knowledge (the knowledge of pot and cloth are different) and the first object (the duality
of pot and cloth) too depend upon another knowledge, therefore does not negate the Advaitic scripture.

A postulation that is clearly, without any doubt, known is accepted to be the opponent of known. As said
earlier, the postulation made, established the duality of pot from the cloth, but does not establish theself



from its knowledge. Therefore, the final duality is negated through the advaitic scripture, thus completely
negating all the duality.

A T GERNECEelaaed R I R o e cq e : TEaRTg: | I -
AT HHHA Eﬁzmmﬂ?ﬁ-\‘-{wn r

Supporting: The knowledge that arises because of the strong though imprints gained by their experience
many a time, which is of both the direct and indirect concomitance; will negate the advaitic knowledge.
Refuting: No. Because — Even though an object is eternally non-existence the word generates the
knowledge. When the knowledge thus gained (by the words) is negated, the self-evident knowledge gets
established without any wavering.

Here the direct and indirect concomitance gained is, the knowledge of ‘the pot and the cloth is different’ and
‘the blue and pot are non-different’.

The Yoga Sutra too says ‘shabdaartha-gnaanupaati vastu-shoonya vikalpa” (The thing which though may
be an object of the knowledge, devoid of the object itself, it is called as Vikalpa). Like the ‘mare’s hor’ or
‘barren women’s son’ etc., gives rise to the knowledge, though are devoid of their objects.
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Refuting: Even the people (mimamska) who accept the “asamsarga-agraha” (non-cognition of the non-
relation — in other words it is cognition of the relation), as the reason for the knowledge of teh words, in the
place where it is not negated. Therefore the cognition of the relationship is accepted in the form of the non-
cognition og the non-relationship, still the non-duality is established as it is not negated by the other
pramaanaas.
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Supporting: By the advaitic scripture can (will) be negated by the logic of being improper.
Refuting: No. Since the scriptures are not based on the super-imposition, they are powerful pramaana
with respect to the logic.

The logic of being improper is ‘the duality is experienced by everyone, therefore it is not proper to negate
it’.

The word “tarka” (logic) is explained in the nyaya philosophy as “vyapya-aaropena vyaapaka-aaropa” or
“aapaadya-aropena aapaadaka-aaropa” (by superimposing the effect the cause is established). For
example, by superimposing the smoke the fire is expressed. Smoka is vyaapya and Fire is vyaapka.

The scriptures are not based on any superimpositions, therefore is accepted to be a powerful pramaana.
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Supporting: (Then there will be no scope for the logic of improper).
Refuting: No. Wherever the logic of improper is not negated; there it gets its due respect. But, here the
advaitic scripture has negated the root of the logic; therefore it has not effect here.

In the silver the knowledge of silver is proper cognition, but in the mother-of-pearl the knowledge of silver is
improper, therefore is negated using this logic.
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Supporting: Whatever example you (advaitin) present in all that places, as there is no duality perceived
of this from this’, and therefore the advaitic scriptures will enter the frame (in the last thought) and through
that will establish the non-duality of everything, we (logician) will display the duality. Therefore, in all the
places explained or non-explained (for the fear of negation), establishing the non-duality is impossible.
Refuting: No. You (logician) have not yet established the validity of the duality of the final cognition with
the knowledge generated by the non-dual scripture. Therefore you have to establish the validity, which
cannot be gained through the direct perception, since the final cognition is not of the present then.

The logician desires to display the duality between the last thought (cognition) and the object of cognition.

To establish anything through the perception, it is generally accepted the sense-organ should meet the
sense-object. But here during the state of negation, with reference to the advaitic knowledge, the final
cognition is of the previous moment, meaning of the past. And therefore the perception cannot perceive, as
it can perceive only the objects of the present.
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Supporting: Ifthrough some Hetu (reason) or through some postulation we establish the duality.
Refuting: No. Because the Hetu (reason) that you (logician) give is for us (advaitin) similar to the Sadhya

(the object established / effect). Without this speciality there is no difference, therefore cannot establish
anything. Therefore how can there be a doubt of the duality through an erroneous logic.

For establishing the pot is the pot is itself given as the reason, this is called as Saadhya-sama defect. It is

explained as one of the defects in Assidhi (non-established)., when the cause is not different / special from
the effect (saadhya-avishishta).
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Supporting: We cognize the duality clearly through the Svaartha-Anumaana, therefore there is no defect
of Asiddhi (saadhya-sama) etc.

Refuting: No. Since the statement you make will be useless (since the statement using five limbs are
used only in the case of establishing the inference for others).

Supporting: We will not say anything, and will follow silence.

Refuting: (If you do not use the five limbed statement), in silence you cannot establish anything therefore
will fall in the Nigrahasthaana (pitfall) defect called Aprathibha.

Through the given logic we perceive the duality. There are two types of inference accepted — 1. Svaartha-
anumaana - an inference for oneself. And 2. Paraartha-Anumaana — an inference for establishing for the
other. In this second type, the syllogory using the five limbed statement is used to establish the object.
Apratibhaa is a defect when the opponent cannot answer to the other party. Since the answer he
expresses through silence cannot be understood by the opponent, he looses.

Different types of Nighrahasthaana were discussed in the beginning.
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Supporting: What we cognized through the inference, for your benefit we express through words.
Refuting: No. It does not give any knowledge to anyone (since you are not considered as a speaker of
truth / we (advaitin) do not believe you).

Supporting: When For a person desiring the victory (in a dialog), the opponents statement by creating a
desire to know / understand, will through inquiry into it, will conclude in gaining the right knowledge
pertaining to the statement.

Refuting: No. Still you cannot do a dialog with us (advaitins), since for us the reason you gie is laden with
the defect of asiddhi.
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Supporting: Ifthrough my statement (regarding duality the final cognition is different from its object), and
therefore there is doubt about it negating the duality, therefore it cannot establish the non-duality.
Refuting: No. Since, for us who accept the non-duality the duality is completely non-accepted. Therefore,

there is no difference of the reason with the object of establishment, and therefore the defect of Asiddhi etc.
follows you (logician) since there is definitely no place for the doubt.

When there is doubt, there cannot be clear knowledge, therefore, if we (logician) succeed in creating the
doubt of duality in the minds of advaitin, then clearly the scriptures cannot establish the non-duality.
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Refuting: Forthe Advaitin who is holding on to the Brahma-Astra, and therefore there is no possible
existence of the other. For that one with discrimination and dispassion, there is no defeat in the game of
battle.

Brahma-astra — is the most powerful weapon described in the mythology. There is no one or power to
oppose it. Or it cann be accepted as “brahma eva astra” (the non-dual Self is the weapon).

Dhira — knowledgeable one or a person with a lot of mental strength. This shold be accepted to be the
discrimination power.

Vira — discrimination. It also means a person with valour, And here the valour is the strength to give-up this
world for the sake of the realization.

o [N aN

A F -- TGS qiee A T hicRaad faragerdiid, e fayglans | o

oo N o [aNE.N O N oo PO NI\ o N oo onN N
QU &SI I8l a1 <d2EdT W THA G A Hid2d | ddISTedrgdliqHG] | Hdl

~ ~ . S
AFYH:, W7 ('IPEI"('I"”C{(EI SECIGREISIREIS K HSIRICE (SR ISIEREIRE

Y OO0 NN [
dSH TEGEIRA! T AT HTq | a1 --

Refuting: Ad moreover, we do understand in a general way that the other person is thinking about
something and / or he is interested in saying something. But without some special lead, we will not able to
understand what the other person thinks or desires to speak. Therefore the cognition of the final though
function is impossible to establish as valid knowledge, because it is possible the other person too is
thinking about the final thought validity. And therefore the final though cannot differentiate itself from itself.
Therefore the advaita scripture which has gained a foothold thus and will establish the non-duality of
everything, therefore how can that be negated. Therefore -

As explained already the though function can be deciphered in general, even by the yogi, and not
specifically. Therefore this general knowledge cannot have any strength to negate the non-dual knowledge.
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Refuting: How can that which is cognized generally and not specifically possibly negate / obstruct the
advaitic scripture which has gained the foothold.
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Supporting: Ifthe duality is not accepted by you, then how can the different transactions of word-meaning
take place, without falling in the defect of VVyagata (self-contradictory).

Refuting: How can it be self-contradictory, since we are going to negate that (vyagata defect) too? And
also, the vyagata that you superimpose, that too should be an effect (or should have a cause, either way
regression ad infinitum). And there is no cause-effect relationship that we (advaitins) accept (this will be
refuted later). Therefore -

Vyagata — is the defect of self-contradiction. Like, saying explicitly ‘i do not have a tongue to speak’. As
speaking self-contradicts the absence of tongue.

If the superimposition is causeless, then anyone can also superimpose anything on anybody.
Aapaadya and Aapaadaka are the vyaapya and vyaapaka, that is seen as the cause-effect in the
concomitance. And this relationship is refuted in a later chapter.
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Refuting: Even by accepting the manifoldness / duality, the transactions done by the advaitins, still how
can there be the defect of self-contradiction, when we do not accept the duality that is not established yet.

8. Refuting the four types of duality
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Before entering this chapter, we should understand clearly We Advaitins do not accept the duality to be
real, by transient existing only in the transactional realty. As nothing other than the Self is eternal.
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Refuting: This is also to be inquired — the perception etc. negators that you (logician) impose on the
advaitins, that which cognizes the pot, cloth etc. How does it objectify the world of duality. That is, the
perception etc. which cognizes the duality, is it of the 1. Inherent nature, 2. Absence of one on the other, 3.
The contradictory (differentiating) attributes or 4. Something else.
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Refuting: Ifthe duality is accepted as inherent nature — the nature of the pot and cloth is it being different
from one another. And this cannot be possible without accepting the other as inherent nature. The duality

takes place for anything from anything. Without accepting the other as inherent nature, the duality
accepted as the inherent nature’ will just be an epistemological statement (sans proof).

It should be accepted that the other object is the inherent nature of this object; otherwise there will no
possibility to establish the duality between them.

If the inherent nature as duality is not proven, then it will be another kind of epistemological term like the
‘guna’ or ‘vriddhi’ accepted by the grammarians, as explained earlier. And the dictum of logic is “na pratigna
maatrena vastu-siddhi, tat ca lakshana-pramaanaabhyaam’ (just by naming the object cannot be
established, it is done by defining and valid proof.
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Refuting: Ifthe duality of cloth from the pot is of the nature of cloth (the duality having as its object the pot)

as the inherent nature, then the pot is also accepted to the inherent nature of the cloth. The non-duality is
what cognized by the perception objectifying the duality, therefore this is completely contradictory.
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Supporting: As this cognition is explained in terms of non-duality, see it from the angle explaining the
duality too. In the non-duality, the knowledge should be as ‘pot’ or ‘cloth’ and not as ‘cloth is different form
pot’.

Refuting: No. This kind of taunting can be possible, if we negate the duality imposed by the ignorance and
the non-duality as the absolute truth. Therefore -

We accept all the transaction including the transaction of the Shastra, Guru, God etc. in the realm of
ignorance.
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Refuting: Without accepting the non-duality we will not be able to cognize the duality. Therefore the
former is right knowledge and the latter is different from its cause non-duality.

The knowledge of the form of ‘pot, cloth’ takes place even before/without the knowledge of ‘this pot is not
cloth’.
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Supporting: The inherent nature of the cloth is duality and that as in the case of from pot’ will be
established by the object of absence, which is different from the pot.

Refuting: No this too is impossible. The duality devoid of the object of duality is not cognized by any
pramaana. And it is always (as a rule) validated only along with the association of the object of absence.
And how can this be logical, the inherent nature of the cloth is not dependent of anything, and that is
differentiated by the other object of absence, will establish the duality with the it (pot). That which is
naturally blue, cannot be blue because it is established through something that is in yellow.

The absence is always dependent upon the object of absence. Therefore only after establishing the non-
duality, the duality can be established. When we say ‘ghata-abhaava’, we understand the object of absence
pot is absent. And this cannot be the same in the case of ‘abhaava’, where the absence devoid of the
object be cognized.
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Supporting: The dualtty is the nature of the object cloth established through the object of absence that is

pot,
Refuting: Forthe cloth, the object of absence that is the pot, is it the inherent nature or the attribute.
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Refuting: Ifit be the first (inherent nature), then the object of absence that is the cloth should be accepted

as the inherent nature of the pot. Then the cloth too will be in the self (pot), if so, how will it not end in
advaita.

The cloth that is the object of absence for the pto will be an adjective for it. And therefore cannot have a
separate existence from the pot, will be the inherent nature of the pot.
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Supporting: Just object of absence that is cloth is the nature of pot. The one as for the cloth’, (for the pot
established by the object of absence that is cloth, which is not its inherent nature), it will be something
different.

Refuting: No this too is not possible. The object of absence (pratiyogi) cannot be pramaana
independently. Even in the case of for the cloth’, the same choice of is it its inherent nature or its attribute,
kind of defect will follow.

If the pratiyogi (object of absence) is of the nature of duality, then since that too is inherent nature of the
pot.

Note: We will use Pratiyogi (object of absence) and Anuyogi (place of absence), from here on, to avoid
confusion.
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Supporting: The second choice, the pratiyogi cloth existing in the pot, is the attribute of the pot
Refuting: This too is not possible. Since the attribute of pot ‘pratiyogi that is established through the cloth,
will also exist in the pot, Thus the cloth will be non-dual with the pot. That is, when the cloth is the attribute
of the pot, similarly the pot too will be the attribute of the cloth, will be logical.

Supporting: The pot pratiyogi if is established through the cloth pratiyogi, it will be different.



Refuting: No. They will both be attribute for each other, and they will be also base (aashraya) —
dependent (aashrayi) for each other. And it cannot be established through any pramaana, that the pot
exists in the cloth and the cloth exists in the pot.
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Refuting: Another point is, if the attribute is not related to the attributed, there will be chaos (as all the
attribute will exist in all the attributed). If the relation is accepted, as multiple, then it will lead to regress ad-
infiitum. Finally in the beginning or in the end, if the inherent nature is accepted as the relationship, then the
other previous relations too wil follow suit therefore will lead to non-duality. Similar is the case for the other
attributes (of pot-ness etc. in pot). The perception that is accepted as pramaana by you, instead establishes
the advaita.

Chaos - Since there is nothing that guides the attribute — attributed relation, there will be chaos, of all / any
attribute existing in any / all the attributed.
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Supporting: Ifthe pot etc. is accepted in independent form, then the cognition will just be pot etc. But
when it is established through the cloth (in relation to cloth), then the duality is cognozed too.

Refuting: No. The cognition of but is different from the cognition of the duality. And that (duality cognition)
cannot differentiate itself from the knowledge that objectifies just the pot etc.
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Supporting: But there is a speciality of the cognition of cloth too, therefore is different.

Refuting: No. The cognition of the ‘pot and cloth’ too is different from the ‘pot different from cloth’. And no
one equates the knowledge of ‘pot and cloth’ with the from pot cloth is different’. What is the reason? The
words in the Subjective (first case) and Ablative (fifth case) cannot be interchanged (do not mean the
same). No one cognizes ‘pot is different from cloth’ instead of ‘pot and cloth’. Therefore, when there is no
expectance for the cloth knowledge in gaining the knowledge of the pot.
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Supporting: For the knowledge of something that which becomes the cause / reason, there whatever
becomes the object forthe causal knowledge, ‘because of that, this exists’, in this way the knowledge of
the object of the effect is gained.

Refuting: No. From the unattributed the knowledge of the attributed or from the knowledge of the similarity
the knowledge of the memory, which is the cause — effect, let it not take place. Just because; the
knowledge of the form of ‘cloth is different from pot’, which is associated with the pratiyogi pot, will establish



the pot and is accepted by all the learned people, and one knowledge being the cause for another
knowledge; does not establish the cause-effect relationship, as it will lead to chaos.

The cause — effect relationship is accepted between the unqualified and qualified, and similarity and
memory (understood in the sense of remembrance, here and hereafter). But, this does not necessarily
involve the knowledge like, from the ‘cow-ness’ the knowledge of ‘cow’ and from the similarity the memory,
will also be correct, but it s not accepted to be so.

Refuting: For this very reason, the perception of Anyonyaabhaava (absence of one in another), too
cannot establish duality to negate the advaitic scripture. By the aforesaid logic, with which the
anyonyaabhaava is to be accepted in it the other will exist too.

Anyonya-abhaava is an absence among praag-abhaava (prior absence), pradhvamsa-abhaava (post
absence), and atyanta-abhaava (eternal absence). And is the fourth and final in this absence list. Through
this, the absence of pot in cloth and cloth in pot is established, that in turn will refute the advaitc scriptures,
as it has established the duality, is the contention of the logician.

Kinca ghatapatayostadvadanyayosca..

Refuting: Moreover, in the pot, the cloth, and its absence of one another, the taadatmya (tad atmane
bhava — identity) should be accepted as the object of absence (pratiyogi) for the absence of one on other
(anyonya-abhaava), and if it is not accepted, then the one associated with it or referred by it cannot be
established through the pramaana. Nowhere is the something associated or referred by mare’s horn can be
validated.

Taadaatmaya — identity, is a relation accepted by the vedantins, the logicians accept a similar relation
called svaruupa, and therefore do not accept the taadatmya.

Tad kasya heto

Supporting: What is the reason for not validating?

Refuting: Since, a pramaana that tries to objectify that is differentiated by the association or the referral
with respect to the mare’s horn, without objectifying the adjective or the referral cannot be able to validate
the adjectified. And in that non-existent object the pramaana cannot validate anything.

Na ca vaacyam patapratiyogika

Supporting: We accept the the anyonyaabhaava associated with the pot to be the one associated with
cloth as the pratiyogi, and not the atyantaabhaava (eternal absence) as the pratiyogi, therefore the defects
pertaining to it will not affect.

Refuting: No. Then what will be difference (speciality) of samsargaabhaava (absence in association) and
anyonyaabhaava. And you do not accept — the pot absence to be associated with the cloth, therefore the
pot samsargaabhaava in the cloth, similarly, the pot absence is of the nature of the cloth therefore the
identity of pot absence in the cloth. Therefore, accepting the taadatmya (identity) and samsarga
(association) in the state of pratiyogi, you have to differentiate the anyonya and samsarga abhaava. Then,
you cannot escape the defect of the aforesaid, accepting the eternal absence to be the pratiyogi.

The logician wants to accept the anyonyaabhaava is not a pratiyogi in identity (taadaatmya) with the pot,
clot etc. But it is in one-another, the anyonyaabhaava of pot in the cloth and of that of the cloth in the pot.
There is no natural difference between the samsarga and anyonya abhaava, but the difference is due to
the pratiyogi (object of absence) and anuyogi (place of absence).

Na ca vaacyam ghate patatvam naasti

Supporting: The anyonyaabhaava ca be explained by just accepting the absence of the pot-ness in cloth
and cloth-ness in the pot.

Refuting: No. Then since there is no such different attributes accepted between the pot-ness and cloth-
ness.If it is accepted to be bound to each other, therefore the identity between then is accepted. Then
again, there will negation of pot-ness in the cloth and cloth-ness in the pot, thereby the pramaana that
validates will cognize the absence of pot-ness and cloth-ness. Thus there will be no duality of Svarupa
(inherent nature) or of the Vaidharmya (contradictory attributes), therefore what will the anyonyaabhaava
objectify as the pratiyogi or as the object, thus validating the pot and cloth as duality.



After negating the svarupa and the anyonyaabhaava, the third type of duality that is, vaidharmya (contrary
attributes) is refuted next.

Refuting: For this very reason, the vaidharmya will also not able to establish the duality and thus not
capable in negating the advaitic scripture through the direct perception. Even in accepting the vaidharmya
between the pot and cloth, is the vaidharmya accepted in itself or not. If it is accepted in itself, then there
will be not end to this thus leading to regression ad infinitum. And this will lead to the non-cognition of
anything. And therefore, if the vaidharmya is not accepted in itself, then how can it differentiate itself, since
it has become non-dual with its substratum.

If vaidharmya is accepted in itself, there will be atmashraya-dosha (defect of self-dependence). IF itis
accepted in relation with the other, the there will be anyonya-ashraya dosha (defect of inter-dependence).
If the next is accepted to validate the previous there will be anavastha dosha (regession ad infinitum). And
as vedantin accepts anaadi (beginingless) state, if the logician too accepts the anavastha as not defect,
then there will be no cognition.

Kin ca ye te vaidharmye

Refuting: And moreover, the vaidharmya that is accepted by you, do you accept it in the cloth etc. that are
different entity than the pot or in the same entity. Since there is no other possibility, for that which are
opposites to each other.

The vaidharmya can either be in the one or other, as there is no third state. Since, they cannot exist in
both, since it is contradictory or the absence of both, since it is impossible.

Aadye yena bhedena
Refuting: Ifthe vaidharmya is accepted in a different entity, that too will be uncontrolled (existing in a
different entity), therefore will end in regression ad infinitum.

Santu ananta eva bheda

Supporting: Let there be multiple dualities in the entity.

Refuting: No. If it (multiplicity) is accepted in a order (chronological), this cannot be possible in an entity
that is limited (with beginning and end).

Yadi jaayamaanam vastu

Supporting: Let all of it (duality) be there in the entity produced in one instance (moment).

Refuting: No. Then what is the rule that establishes what should be endowed with what duality and what
not. And what should enter first or what not, since there is no kind of such rule, there will be chaos in
between them.

caramacarama
Refuting: The final duality will be the cause in establishing the former duality, thus leading to the situation
of the student who forgets the previous lessons while remembering the current lesson. And therefore, what
will this series of duality objectify. In similar way, one should see in other places too.

Here the similar places said is the class etc. This the author has explained in one-off sloka while refuting
the opponent logician who called the author a donkey. “does the donkey-ness exist in only the donkey or in
other places too, if it is the former then that donkey-ness does not exist in me, so it does not suit me, and
therefore if it is accepted to be the latter, then it exists in you too, so you cannot single me out”.

Sloka 19

Refuting: Ifthere is no rule accepted in establishing the duality, there will be three defects 1. Praaglopa
(the destruction of the previous) — the latter duality establishes the former duality, making the former duality
redundant. 2. Avinigama (chaos) — which duality exists in which, since there are multiple dualities accepted.
3. Pramaana-apagama (absence of the pramaana) — if there are multiple dualities in one, where and how
can it be validated.

As in the medicine (ayurveda shastra), there defects are accepted if the timing of the food is not properly
followed (anavasthita aasthatu). They are vata (gas), pitta (bile) and kapha (phlegm).

Yadi ca kvacid gatva
Supporting: We (logician) accept the duality is established by the svarupa (inherent nature), that
differentiates them both.



Refuting: No. The inherent nature will also be differentiated from them (pot or cloth), thus there will be left
without any nature.

Atha ca svarupamaatram

Supporting: The common nature will not be the differentiator, then what will? The special nature is the
differentiator.

Refuting: No. If the special nature is the differentiator, then the general nature will becomes non-dual. Or
you (logician) should say there is a different special hature that is differentiator (that is different from the
common nature), this is not possible too.

The special nature to be different from the common nature is not experienced by anyone, like the pot
nature exists in the pot and only has pot-ness, and nothing of different nature is expereicnced here.

Atha na svarupam nama

Supporting: We do not accept any common nature to exist in everything, but accept the special
(differntiator) nature in the individual entities, and that too has different meaning.

Refuting: No. This very logic negates any desire in you (logician) to establish the cow-ness etc. class. And
there will be no coomon knowledge of cow or its class (as it is multitude).

Jati (class) is accepted by logicians as “ekam ityam anekanugatam” (one, eternal and existing in many),
which we vedantins do not accept for obvious resaone, as we do not accept anything other than the Self to
be eternal and non-dual,

Yadi svarupam bheda

Supporting: The svarupa (inherent nature) itself is the duality.

Refuting: Then, if the entity is perceived, the duality too will be perceived alongwith, there can be no doubt
or erroneous knowledge.

If the duality is perceived along with the intity, as it is its inherent nature. There can be no doubt regarding
any object ‘is it a person or a tree’ or the erroneous knowledge ‘this is a person and not a tree’

Therefore finding onself in trouble by accepting the first option bhinna (different), if the logician accepts the
other option of abhinna (in the very entity).

Yadi ca abhinne

Supporting: The duality is accepted in the non-dual (itself).

Refuting: No. Then whatever pot etc. is perceived, will be differentiated from itself. Since, there is
absence of even one entity, there cannot be multiple entities.

Etena na bhedaavacchinne

Supporting: (if it be accepted) we do not accept the duality to be differentiated by duality or non-duality,
but by being not bothered about the duality or non-duality association.

Refuting: No. Because there will be defect of itself being in itself.

The logician tries to apply the logic of the Khandana, as seen in the case of the existence and non-
existence of the dialog. He says, we are not bothered about the duality or noon-duality association in
establishing the duality. As there can be the duality in itself, there can be the non-duality too.

Ata eva ca bheda

Supporting: The duality is something that is different from svarupa, anyonya-abhaava and vaidharymya
(as accepted earlier) but is of the different type called prthaktvam (separate-ness).

Refuting: This also is negated as earlier. For in the case of prthaktva, will it exist in itself or not, then will
have the same defects as earlier.

The logician accept an attribute called prthaktvam which is opposite to the samyoga. Samyoga is the
attribute which takes place between two separate things. And when this which is in samyoga is separated it
is called prataktvam.

Svaashrayena ca svasminnabheda

Refuting: Forthe fear of non-duality in accepting the duality existing in itself as substratum, if that itself is
accepted as duality, then the defect of self-dependence will occur. If for this reason the duality is accepted
to be due to different, then for it another and then another, this way it will lead to the defect of regression ad
infinitum. If the non-duality is accepted in the end finally at some point, between the duality and its
substratum, then starting from there till the beginning there will be non-daulity established.



Sloka 20 - 21

Refuting: Negation of the scriptures establishing the non-duality is dismissed by the direct perception, and
therefore you too cannot accept it being negated by the inference etc. The arthapatti (postulation) battalion
does a nice service to the advaitic scriptures by completely destroying the opponents of duality.

Since the perception itself cannot establish anything, the logicians too cannot accept the inference etc.
which are based on the perception to negate the advaitic scriptures.

Nanu advaitashrutayo varnapada..

Supporting: But the advaitic scriptures establish the non-duality based on the alphabets, words, suffixes,
and its meaning without accepting the duality cannot establish its meaning (purport), how can the advaitic

scriptures negate its cause; since the upajivaka (effect) is weaker than the upajivya (cause).

Refuting: No. We do not accept the absence of the duality completely. Then what, we establish the non-

existence of it in absolute reality. We do accept the illusory existence of the duality and that is useful in the
cause-effect relationship.

Etena ekamevetyevakaara

Refuting: Thus, the adjunct ‘eva’ (only) in the scripture of ‘ekam eva advitiyam’ (one and non-dual); duality
in the ‘advitiyam’ (non-dual), multiplicity in ‘nana neti’ (not multiple), by kincana’ (anything) without the
multiple is not possible, therefore it is self-contradictory, is also refuted.

Shrutibhuicaadavaitarthibhi

Refuting: The scriptures for the person desiring the non-duality, establishes the non-duality as the
absolute reality. And the absolute knowledge be negated by the non-absolute (illusory) knowledge. By the
negation of the mother of pearl — silver, the real mother of pearl cannot be negated. But, wherever the
knowledge of the fire is cold (non-hot)” which is based on the knowledge of it to be hot, therefore by the
knowledge of the heat the knowledge of the non-heat is negated, in these places both of them (knowledge)
are a product of the ignorance therefore it being negated is proper.

Nany tatrapi tarhi

Supporting: The why not accept the non-heat too as the reality, and not to be negated.

Refuting: No. The non-heat is seen in the examples like the water etc. which is not different from the
nature of cold etc. are accepted to be a product of the ignorance. If it is not accepted to be so, then the
advaita is accepted in a different name (cold is synonym for Self). Therefore, since the duality of object of
knowledge and knowledge has to be accepted, there is no possibility of the logic that refutes the existence
of the world to not be in its grasp.

Advaite ca dvaitaashrayasya
Refuting: Inthe advaita, since there is no place for the negation that is based on the duality to be reality, it
being a non-reality (absolute) is refuted from far-off.

Nanu kimadvaitaparamaarthataabhyupagamena

Supporting: What is achieved by establishing the advaita to be absolute? Since, by the negation of the
cause (upajivya) the scriptures cannot establish the valid knowledge in the advaita.

Refuting: No. The advaita which is absolute can only be negated by an absolute duality and not by the
illusory duality. Therefore the duality that is based on the illusory and its knowledge that is an effect cannot
negate the cause of all that is absolute non-duality.

Yadi shrutijanya

Refuting: Even if the cognition of non-duality be accepted to be gained by the scriptures that is in the state
of the ignorance, but still the object of knowledge is absolute reality that is advaita. And only if there is
something that is contrary, there can be negation of it (advaita), and there is no such contrary state.

Since whatever gained is limited, the advaita will also be limited, therefore will be non-eternal, is the idea
behind the logician’s question.

Sloka 22

Refuting: The scripture taking refuge in the absolute non-duality will not be afraid even a little bit from the
duality that is the effect.

The scripture too says this, ‘dvitiyaad vai bhayam bhavati’ (from duality there is fear).

Tacca advaitam



Refuting: And that advait (thus gained) is identical with the Brahman (Self), as explained by the scripture
“brahmaiva idam sarvam’ (all this is verily the Self). And by the scripture ‘vignhanam aanandam brahmam’
(the Self is knowledge and bliss), the Self exists as the absolute knowledge and bliss. Thus the advaitic
knowledge that is gained by the scripture, will establish only in the advaita that is knowledge itself.

Though the knowledge gained is through the thought function, and therefore there will be duality, the
thought function has for it the Self as the object and does not objectify the Self (there is only vrtti-vyaapya
and no phala-vyaapya — when we gain the knowledge of pot, the thought function has for its object pot, and
there is the knowledge of the object that is pot, but this is not so in the case of the Self, as it has no form
etc. to be objectified).

Nanu katham shrutya janyatvam

Supporting: How can it (advaitic knowledge) be accepted as to be created by the scriptures.

Refuting: True. This question is valid, if the created knowledge of the scripture too is accepted as
absolute. But, the creation aspect is accepted from the standpoint of the ignorance transaction. From the
absolute, the Self stands as non-created and therefore there is no contradiction.

Ata eve shrutya idam eka sadhyate

Supporting: But the oneness as established by the scripture, what is it —is it absence of duality, or is it
the number, or is it the form of knowledge, or is this oneness a synonym for the attribute of the non-duality
— that is accepted. All these will not stand the test of self-contradiction.

Refuting: If so, let that knowledge of the oneness too along with the ‘created’, not able to withstand the
onslaught of the advaitic scripture get refuted.

Yattu taadrshasyaadvaitasya

Refuting: Whatever remains as cognized as the attributed for those types of non-dual attribute, that which
remains as non-refuted will be the absolute. The mother of pearl that is absolute (worldly) seen as silver,
when is refuted will only remove the knowledge of it being silver, and that does not because of its defect of
identification negate the mother of pear! (attributed) too.

Seyam advaita shruti

Refuting: And this knowledge of non-duality (advaita) should not be refuted by the learned, presenting
hundreds of logic (illogic). This is said by the scriptures ‘naisha tarkena matiraapaneya’ (this knowledge
should not be refuted through logic).

The Katha scripture can be interpreted in two ways, if the final word is accepted as ‘apaneyaa’ it means
refuted if it is accepted as ‘aapaneyaa’ it means gained.

Sloka 23

Refuting: Therefore — you those who are blessed with knowledge! (logician), Should apply your
intelligence to negate the non-duality, only when you desire to throw the precious stone Chintamani in the
hand into the ocean.

Chintamani is a wish-fulfilling precious stone.

Seyamadvaitadrshti drshtaarthaapi

Refuting: And this vision of non-duality gives experiential result. This is said — ‘svalpamapyasya dhramsya
traayate mahato bhayaat’ (this knowledge even in small measure (or gained through past virtue), will
rescue us from greater fear).

There are tow types of result for anything — drshta (seen) and adrshta (unseen). The karmas produce
reaults like ‘swarga’ (heaven) which are unseen type. Here, we experience the result of adcaitic knowledge
namely the ‘ananda’ (bliss), ‘abhaya’ (fearlessness) etc.

Svalpam means normally small, even in small measure, knowledge cannot be gained in parts, therefore
should be accepted as the knowledge gained through the previous virtues without performing the inquiry

properly.

Sloka 24
Refuting: Therefore — only by the grace of the Iswara (God) the advaitic knowledge is gained by two or
three persons, that which saves from the greater fear.

Sloka 25



Refuting: This is strange, this advaita as accepted (perceived) by the non-dualists, that is gained by the
scriptures will fructify as self-effulgent absolute Self, through the inquiry without any obstacle.

Tadidam etabhiratma

Refuting: This well-meaninged teachings laden with strong right logic to establish the Self (or ) ones non-
dual philosophy) that which we have been establishing, you (logician) one who heavily depends upon logic
interested in establishing the world of duality, have conviction (faith) in it. Following it for the one having
complete faith on the teachings based on the Upanishads desiring to know the absolute truth, ones true
Self, in time through a mind devoid of the thought functions, will cognize the self-effulgent witness principle,
which is sweeter than the sweetness of the honey.

Whatever maybe the teaching, whether it be based on the scriptures or not (theist or atheist), the one
common link is to cease the mind of its though functions. This is verily said by the Yoga Sutra as ‘yoga
chitta-vrtti nirosha’ (yoga is cessation of thought functions). Or the Buddhist talking about the ‘No Mind’.

Yatha ca parihrta

Refuting: These methods for the mind to be relieved of its wandering nature and enjoying the bliss of
being immersed in that ocean of absolute Truth without effort, is explained in the canto of ‘paramapurusha-
stuti’ (extolling the absolute self) in our text Naishadiya-charita.

The methods of devotion to Iswara, repetitive practice and the complete dispassion coupled with the
shrabana, manana and nidhidhyaasana (listening, contemplating, and meditating) is discussed there.

9. Applying the refuting logic as desired

This chapter is devoted to discussing the usefulness of this refuting logic. Though the refuting logic on face-
value seems to be for gaining victory in a dialog with unwanted jugglery of dry-logic, still the main purpose
of the text is for the true seeker to gain the establishment in the Self, as explained in the concluding portion
of the previous chapter. Though as a by-product this logic can also be used to refute the opponents and
gain victory in any type of dialog.

Or if the final portion of the previous chapter is taken seriously, then it leads to the defect of Pratigna-haani
(loss of the declaration in the beginning), as the text started with ‘lokeshu dig-vijaya’ (gain the victory over
the world), which literally means to gain victory over the world of duality. This negates the other side of the
possibility, which is to use this logic in a dialog with the desire to win.

Sloka 26

Refuting: The refuting logic used by us to establish our desired object of non-duality is not negated by you
(logicians) similar to the order of a king. Therefore, why not use this very logic as desired to establish your
own philosophies in the respective dialogs.

Tadetadrshishy sarvaasvapi

Refuting: These refuting logics of ours can be used as desired in establishing based on any philosophy.
Without the order of the Iswara (or the King) who rules this world, these logics cannot be negated, so to
show this text is done.

Though the real Khandana-Khanda-Khadya text is over here. The application portion is to be started from
here, to show these logics are irrefutable, without a powerful obstacle in the form of a decry from the iswara
‘let these refuting logic explained here be fruitless’ or the king ‘no one is to use this refuting logic’.

Tathahi - yadi

Refuting: If you are following the philosophy of Shunya-vaada (Buddhist voidism) or the Anirvacaniya-
vaada (the philosophy of inexplicability / advaita), then these logic will be applicable everywhere without
any trouble.

As the voidist and the vedantin do not have anything to establish, they are difficult to refute using this
khandana logic. Still, the voidist can be refuted by the vedantin as explained in the earlier chapter explain
the difference between the voidism and Vedanta.

Yada tu pramaanabhyupagantrnaam



Refuting: Ifthis logic is used by the people, both of whom accept the existence of the pramaana, than
each of them should apply the logic refuting the definition should be applied to refute the others special
(different) definition and the logic refuting the defined to refute the others pramaana etc.

Na ca sautraadilakshana

Supporting: If we refute the definition of the sutra (aphorism) etc., then we will be facing the defect of
Apa-siddhanta (losing our base philosophy).

Refuting: No. Since we are going to refute only the definition if the type explained in the sutras etc.

If the dialog is between two people following the different schools of the same philosophy, then by refuting
the other there will be negation of the base philosophy itself, if be said, this is negated. Since, we only
refute the definition based on the other school there is no trouble, as there can be a different definition for
it.

Na ca vaacyam lakshanavishesha

Supporting: But by refuting the other schools special definition, pramaana etc. and the commentary then
we should supply with a different irrefutable definition, pramaana etc. and the commentary.

Refuting: No. Since we are refuting the others based on the dialog of the type of Vitanda (refuting). And in
this type of dialog, where there is no necessity to establish one’s philosophy, there cannot be any pressure
to do so.

In the three types of dialog as explained earlier (in the first chapter), we are going to use our logic in the
dialog of Vitanda. Therefore, our prime job is only to refute the others and not establish anything, as the
definition for the Vitanda states ‘svapaksha-staapana —hino vitanda’ (Vitanda is a dialog where one’s own
standpoint will not be established / stated).

Evam ca sati vaadidarshanamaashritya

Refuting: Thus, based on any philosophy of the party, these khanda logic is applicable without any
obstacle, as even among them one can present it like a Ekadeshi (follower of a school in the same
philosophy). As in the case of the grammarians regarding the question about the proper word form, though
both belong to the same philosophy, there is a possibility of countering each other.

There are different schools in the Sanskrit grammar, like Aindra, Chaandra, Paanini etc. With regard to the
word-form of a particular word, there can be debate over the methodology. This is the case with the
Logicians too, where there are different schools like Gadaadara or Jagadisha . Or in Mimamsa, where we
have Bhatta and Prabhakara (Guru) schools. Or in Vedanta we have Vivarana and Bhaamati schools.

Vastusthitim

Refuting: Forthe one who wants to know the reality (the follower of Vaada Katha), should definitely
present this refuting logic. Otherwise the truth of the object will net be established, therefore the Khandana
logic are useful in the VVaada type of dialog too.

In vaada dialog ‘tattva-bubhukshunaam katha’ (two people desiring to know the truth) too this logi should
be used other than the Vitanda dialog.

Jalpastveka kathaa

Refuting: But there can be no individual (pure) dialog called as Jalpa, since it is a conglomerate of two
Vitanda dialogs. Otherwise, even by mixing two Jalpa dialog why not imagine another new dialog. In the
topic discussion on the Jalpa dialog, we will discuss this in detail.

Since in the Jalpa too, the opponents try to defeat the other by showing the error in the other dialog
(defintiion or the pramaana etc.), it should be accepted as a combination of two vitanda dialog.

Jalpa dialog though is said as to be discussed in a different portion, is not discussed here, but in the other
text called Iswara-abhisandhi by the same author.

Jalpakathayaapi

Refuting: Even if the Jalpa is accepted as a different form of dialog, when the opponent to escape being
defeated presents a logic which is agains one’s own school, that should be refuted using these Khandana
logic. Therefore, the khandana logic are not totally useless even in the Jalpa dialog.

This is the speacility of the Jalpa, where the Chala (deceitful) logic will be used. Sometimes the illogic will
be presented in the garb of a right logic, when the opponent is able to present the defect he wins otherwise



the other wins. Therefore, here if the opponent is able to dismiss this illogic showing the flaw, using the
khandana logic is possible.

10. Refuting definition —in general

Supporting: How should the refuting logic is used.

Refuting: Let us explain. Any object of experience is dependent on the definition, and this definition is
impossible. Since they are laden with the cyclic defect etc. through the definitions of the knowledge,
substratum etc.

Any object is understood or differentiated from the other through the known definition. Here the question
arises, ‘what is the knowledge’ the answer will have to be ‘that which has knowledge-ness’, as the cow-
ness, goat-ness, pot-ness or human-ness, that differentiates itself from others by giving its knowledge, we
have the knowledge-ness. Because, knowledge is that which is endowed with knowledge-ness. Now we
have another question, ‘what is this knowledge-ness’ , this will have to be answered as ‘a special type of
class’, this ahain will have to questioned as ‘what is this class’, the answer invariably will be, ‘that is
interlude in all the knowledge'. When the knowledge is established the knowledge (interlude) is established
defect of self-dependence (atmashraya dosha). When the knowledge is established the knowledge-ness is
established, and when vice-versa is the defect of inter-dependence (atmashraya dosha). And the classical
cyclic defect (chakraka dosha), when the knowledge (interlude) is established the class is established,
when the class is established the knowledge-ness is established and when this knowledge-ness is
established the knowledge is established.

11. Refuting definition — in specific (prama — right knowledge)

Since all the transactions of the world based on the prameya (the object of knowledge) and pramaana
(means of right knowledge)is based on the Prama (knowledge), this is taken as the first special definition to
be refuted in the application portion.

Supporting: Among the definitions first we take, Prama (knowledge) is defined as ‘tattva-anubhuti’
(experience of the reality).

Refuting: It is also impossible. Since the term ‘tattvam’ cannot be expressed. Tattvam is explained as
‘tasya bhava’ (its state), and tat’ (that) means the current topic of discussion. And we don't see anything as
the current topic, which can be referred to with tat’.

The definition of prama is done by Sri Shivaaditya Mishra ji in his text called ‘Lakshana-maalaa’.
Tattva here means, the reality of the object.

Atha Anubhootya

Supporting: The expreince (anubhuti) always expects a related object, and thus associated that object
with the intellect, and this is referred to as tat’ (that) here. The meaning of the word ‘prakarana’ (current
topic) comes to a conclusion with the idea of the speaker and the listener. Thus, whatever be the idea
(purport) of a word-meaning, that is what is called as tattva’ (reality).

Refuting: No. The non-silver (mother-of-pearl) too has the possibility of being experienced as the silver,
the definition over-pervades in these illusory experiences. The knowledge that takes place is not the reality,
therefore in the dharmi-part (the object mother-of-pearl) and the endowed part (mother-of-pear! endowed
with this), though is prama (right knowledge) will be invalid (wrong knowledge).

In a super-imposition there are three parts, the part of this, the part of the endowed with super-imposition
and the substratum.

Athocyate - avayavaarthavintayaa
Supporting: Stop showing the defect here accepting the parts since it is not proper, as the word tattva’
means the inherent-nature.



Refuting: No this too is not proper. What is this svarupa (inherent nature), is it a class (jati) or an
embodiment (upadi). It is impossible either way, If it is accepted in itself or not. The inherent nature is not a
common factor, and is different from each object (pot, cloth etc.), therefore there can be no definition
possible, and there will be under-pervasion (avyaapti).

If it (svarupa) is accepted in itself, then we have the defect of self-dependence (atmashraya) and it it does
not exist in itself then this will be proper, as the nature itself does not exist in itself, than how can it be
called nature.

Kathanca tattveti

Refuting: Moreover, if the tattva is the inherent-nature how can the wrong knowledge (or the over-
pervasion) be negated. That is, the knowledge is the silver in the mother-of-pear! too is the inherent-
nature. We cannot negate the attributed or the silver-ness as It is the nature too, and the association which
is in-between them is also the inherent-nature.

Supporting: True. The association between the silver and the silver-ness though is samavaaya, the
association between the mother-of-pear! and the silver-ness cannot be samavaaya, since it does not exist.
Refuting: Not so. Though it (silver-ness) does not exist, the inherent-nature (of the relation) cannot be
dismissed. Just because ‘Devadutta’ is not in the house, does not make him devoid of svarupa (existence).

Like the right knowledge or the existent knowledge is the inherent nature, the wrong or the non-existent
Knowledge too is the inherent nature, as it was established during the discussion of existence and non-
existence of pramaana in a dialog.

Any object has three parts —the attribute, the attributed, and the association. In the case of a pot, the pot is
the attributed, the attribute is the pot-ness, and the relation between them samavaaya-sambandha (the in-
separable relation) is the association.

Na svaruoamattam tattvamucyate

Supporting: The svarupa in itself is not the reality, but the knowledge of the object in relation with the time
and space, Is its reality (tattva) in relation with that time and space.

Refuting: No. There can be no existence of time and space in itself, therefore, will the definition will under-
pervade (avyapti)

Supporting: Their (time and space) inherent-nature is itself the reality (there will be no relation of time and
space in itseff).

Refuting: No. If the meaning of the word tattva’ is non-unified (multiple) the definition will not pervade the
defined.

If the definition of the tattva is seen to be in association with the time and space elsewhere and without its
association in itself, to avoid the defect, then the definition changes colour in different places, that is, its has
multiple meanings, which will not be proper for defining anything properly.

Athaivam brushe

Supporting: Therefore if it be said, whatever object seen is in reality endowed with the very same
attribute, then that is called as the tattva.

Refuting: No this too is not right. Whatever is seen in whatever way, that object if in a different time
becomes so (as perceived), then that too will become its tattva. For example, the pot that will become red
after the baking, if is seen due to red-biliousness as red during the unbaked state, that will become tattva
too, and that knowledge too will become right knowledge.

Red-biliousness is a kind of defect (disease) which will like jaundiced vision, make one see everything in
red.

Yada tadeti visheshanaprakshepens

Supporting: When the knowledge is qualified with ‘yada’ (when), tada’ (then), then there will not be the
aforesaid defect.

Refuting: No. The one endowed with time cannot be related to the time.

If the knowledge gained of the object as seen as it is, is qualified with the when and then, as, in whatwver
time the object is seen with its real attributes, that if is seen as it is in the same period is tattva.

As seen earlier, the time cannot be endowed / associated with itself, since the existence of itself is not
accepted in itself. And if it doed not have any association with time, the time qill nit be qualified to be time.

Anyonyupadhi



Supporting: One embodiment being the embodiment of the other is possible.
Refuting: No. Then the Devadutta with a staff will be substratum for the Devadutta with the ear-ring.

Here the logician tries to present the idea — in space the space embodied by the room is the substratum for
the space embodied by the pot or in time the time embodied by the year is the substratum for the time
embodied by the month, fortnight, day, hour etc. Similarly can one time be the substratum for another time
in embodiment.

But this is not tenable, as one person devadutta if is seen as different due to the embodiments, and the
very same becomes the reason for one embodiment being the substratum for the other.

Upaadhibhede api upadheyasya
Supporting: But, though the embodiment is different, the embodied is the same.
Refuting: No. The situation here too is the same.

The situation here, with respect to the time, is the same too, though the embodiments differ.

Etena kaarana
Refuting: (With this the cause is reality is negated too). The cause is not accepted as the reality.

Because the cause is defined as “kaarya-niyata-poorva-vrttitvam” (that which has a definite prior existence
to the effect). And the time cannot exists prior to its existence, and time cannot be accepted in itself, for the
fear of the defect of self-dependence.

There are three reason given for refuting the cause as the tattva they are —
Sarvasya tathaatve
Refuting: All of them are not seen to be the same (as having a cause).

In this first case, the supporter’s logic is, though the others have a prior existsnce before the effect, in the
case of the time it just exists, and does not have to have a different prior existsnce. But this is not
acceptable, as the logician accept in the case of the atom, the size as parimandalya (this is the state of no
mass and no size), and in the case of the final effect, which is not a cause for anything.

Atmaashrayena Ca
Refuting: And for the reason of the defect of the self-decendence.

If the casue is accepted to be the object, then what is it? It should be explained as that which has cause-
ness. Now, does the cause-ness have cause-ness or no. If it is no, then that itself is devoid of cause-ness.
And if we accept the cause-ness, then one is dependent on the othe, and since both are same (cause-
ness) there will be defect of self-dependence. If it is accepted to be different cause-ness then what will it
have cause-ness, if it is the first cause-ness, then it will lead to the defect of inter-dependence. If another is
accepted it will lead to the cyclic, and finally regression ad infinitum.

Pratikshanavishishta

Supporting: As everything is momentary, the previous moment association will be accepted as the cause
for the latter moment association.

Refuting: No. If the cause is accepted to be the non-negatable momentary existence, then since you
(logician) have surrendered to the followers of Buddha, therefore will face the defect of Nigrahasthana
(falling from ones philosophy called ApaSiddhanta ).

Buddha is referred to as Jaina too accprding to the Amarakosha (dictionary).

12. Refuting definition of the experiential-ness class

After negating the first portion of the definition of the Prama (valid knowledge) that is ‘tattva’ now the author
goes on to refute the next part ‘anubhuti’ (experience) as in-explicable.

Kinca

Refuting: Again what is this anubhutitva (experience-ness). Is it 1. The class of the pervaded for the
knowledge-ness, or 2. Knowledge-ness being different from the memory, or 3. Knowledge-ness devoid of
the memory, or 4. The knowledge-ness of the special cause that has definitive existence just prior to the
creation.



Vyaapya is Prevaded — having existence in lesser place, for example smoke and Vyaapaka is pervade —
having existence in greater place, for example fire. The smoke may not exist, but still the fire exists
therefore it is vyaapaka. Here the class is the vyaapya for the knowledge-ness.

The experience ‘anubhava’ is explained as the second choice as given here in the texts of logic.

Na taavad aadya
Refuting: It cannot be the first. How did you (logician) come to a conclusion of accepting the class for the
experience.

Since the experience itself is in question, there cannot be experience-ness, prior to the proof if it. If the
experience is prove through experience-ness (as that which ha the other), the there will be the defect of
inter-dependence (anyonya-aashraya) etc.

Anubhavaami

Supporting: | came to the conclusion because of the knowledge 1 experience’.

Refuting: No. With the strength of the scriptures that declare taking bath in the confluence of the Sita
(Ganga) and Asita (Yamuna) (in Allahabad) in the month of Magha (jan — feb), will lead to the Heaven,
even though one takes bath does not have the knowledge ‘| am experiencing happiness’, on the contrary
gains the knowledge of the experience due to cold. And similarly, the one who is a believer but is inflicted
by the desire, even though the scriptures declare copulating with others wife will lead to the worst of the
Hell, still does not have the knowledge ‘| am experiencing the pain / sorrow’, but on the contrary gains the
knowledge ‘| am experiencing the currently greater happiness’.

The logician explains that in all the four different types of knowledge’s through the four valid means,
pratyaksha (perception), anumaana (inference), upamaana (comparison) and shabda (verbal testimony),
there is the knowledge of the experience of, | perceive, | infer, | compare and | hear, with respect to each of
the different pramaana.

Yadi shabdopadarshita

Supporting: The knowledge gained by the verbal testimony and the knowledge of the inference gained
through the concomitance is experience.

Refuting: No. If so, then the knowledge gained thus will be T am experiencing happiness / sorrow’.

Atha manyase

Supporting: Though with reference to the general experience (of the layman), the knowledge of
‘experience’ takes place only in the perception, even then for the learned the knowledge of ‘experience;
takes even in the knowledge of interference and verbal testimony.

Refuting: No. In the knowledge of the perception if the knowledge of the experience is accepted, there is
no reason to accept the experience-ness class and there is no proof to establish it. There will be the defect
of Ananugama too.

The defect of ananugama is — if we accept the meaning of the experience-ness in the whole (inference,
verbal testimony, also the perception), then there will be no need to accept it only in the perception and if it
is accepted only in the perception then it (experience-ness) will not be there in all of them.

Atha smrtivyaavrttena

Supporting: The knowledge which is different from memory (smrti-bhinnam gnanam — anubhava), that is
experience is seen all the pramaana (perception, inference, verbal testimony and comparison). And there
(in others) there cannot be the perception-ness. Thus, we have to accept the experience-ness as
something different, seen as the special perception and the common non-perception difference.
Refuting: No, this toois not possible. In the knowledge with reference to differentiating other substance
(smrti-bhinnam — different from memory), the differentiating factor that is common thread is the cause and
the class with reference to it (experience-ness) should not be imagined. Otherwise, even in the pot etc.;
which are not the eye, seen as different from it like the scare-crow etc. too; there will be the necessity of
imagining the eye-ness.

The logicians accept the experience as “smrti-bhinnam gnaanam” (the knowledge different from the
memory).

[topi nanubhutitvam smrti
Refuting: For another reason too, the experience-ness is not a class that is different from the memory.
That is, in the Pratyabhignaa (recollection) of ‘this is that pot’ takes place, is it (pratyabhignaa) accepted as



two knowledge of memory and experience, or is it one knowledge with memory and experience patrts, or is
it only memory or is it only experience.

In the recollection of ‘that is this ...", we have two portions ‘that’ and ‘this’. In this ‘that’ is the object
associated with a different (past) time and place and ‘this’ is the object associated with current (present)
time and place.

In this recollection the Vedanti gives four choice for the logician — 1. Two knowledge each of the form of
memory and experience. 2. One knowledge of the form of memory and experience combined. 3. Of the
form of memory only. And 4. Of the form of experience only.

Aadye ya esha

Refuting: In the first (two knowledge of the form of memory and experience), the non-duality that shines
between the object associated with the past stage and the object associated with the present stage, cannot
be included in the memory, as it is not experienced earlier and therefore cannot have the thought imprint.

The knowledge of duality cannot be included in the memory portion. Because the memory is accepted as
“samskaara-maatra janyam” (that which is generated only by thought imprints). This is why, the logicians
accept a dictum, “ya ya smrti sa sa anubhavapoorvikaa” (whatever is memory is gained through a previous
experience). And this knowledge of non-duality does not exist in the precious stage.

Ata eva na trtiya

Refuting: For this very reason it cannot be the third (memory only). And it (non-duality) cannot be included
in the experience, since during the time of recollection the object if the previous stage does not exist for
experience. If it is accepted as experienced, then it will be accommodated in the fourth choice (experience
only), and this will be refuted later.

Ata eva na dvitiya

Refuting: For this reason the second choice (one knowledge with two portions of experience and memory)
too is not possible. If the non-duality is accepted between the previous stage and this object as experience.
The one with the adjective of previous stage, too will be an object of experience, thus will enter the fourth
choice.

Atha praagavasthaavishishtaadabhinna

Supporting: The non-duality of the object associated with the previous stage too has different parts, The
portion associated with the previous existence is memory-ness and the portion associated with the non-
duality is experience-ness.

Refuting: No. Then through the memory and the experience the knowledge of the non-duality of the object
associated previous stage with the object associated with the current stage is gained. But as the
substratum for the object associated with the previous stage, the non-duality is not illumined by any means,
and therefore the recollection of the form of that which is associated with the previous stage is verily this
object’ will not take place.

Atha anubhavena

Supporting: Through the experience the non-duality that is experienced as based on the dharmi (object),
this experience (of non-duality) is impossible without accepting the other Pratiyogi (object of absence),
since it is seen that the non-duality takes place for something in relation to something. Therefore, that
which is gained through the part of the memory, due to its close proximity, the Pratiyogi will be that which is
associated with the previous stage. Thus the non-duality is established to be based on the Pratioyi in
association with the previous stage.

Refuting: This is impossible. By saying that, it will be dependent on the Pratyogi, what is said, is It (the
non-duality will be) generated based in the form of Pratiyogi of the object in association with the previous
stage or is it that (the non-duality) will be cognized based in the form of Pratiyogi of the object in
association. It cannot be the first (generated), If the non-duality is accepted to be generated based in the
form of Pratiyogi of the object in association, then there will be definite duality between the object in
association with the previous stage and the current stage. And in the second (cognized), the non-duality
that is cognized based in the form of Pratiyogi of the object in association cannot be accepted in the
memory and nor can it be accepted in the experience, thus we have the aforesaid defects..

The Pratiyogi and Anuyogi are co-existsnts. The Anuyogi is the p;ace of the absence (need not always be
the absence), and the Pratiyogi is the object of absence. Here in the current stage that is the anuyogi, there
will the absence of the previous stage, which is the pratiyogi. The Anuyogi cannot exist without accepting
the Pratiyogi.



In the first since the Pratiyogi and Anuyogi are established as duality before the non-duality is generated. It
cannot be the cause for the recollection.

In the second, the non-dual knowledge cannot be accepted as the memory as it is non-existent before and
there was no thought imprint of it before. And it cannot be accepted as experience too, as the previous
stage object does not exist now for the perception.

The second choice of accepting partly the memory and experience in a single knowledge is discussed.
Kinca yada pratyabhignanam

Supporting: In the recollection there can be one knowledge that has in the part of ‘that; is memory and
the part of this’ is experience.

Refuting: No. Then you cannot escape the Sankara (mix-up) of the memory and experience with
reference to the Dharmi (object).

Sankara is one of the five defects accepted by the logicians that is an obstacle for understanding the class.
Sankara is the defect that is explained as “vyadhikarana-dharmayo ekatra samaavesha” (accepting the
different conflicting attributes in a same plane). The attribute that which does not exist in A exists in B, and
vice-versa. Whe these different attributes are seen in tha same place C, this is the defect of mix-up, this
prevents the attributes seen in C to be understood as a class (jaati).

Tathaa hi samskaarena

Refuting: That is —is the ‘that’ accepted to be carried forward in the form of though imprint or is it
accepted to be the object in association with that’. In the first, the recolfection cannot be of the form of
‘that’, since the ‘that’is carried forward in the form of thought imprint. And it cannot be the second, in the
experience if the this’ too the object (that) should shine should be explained. Otherwise, if only the this’ is
illumined the recollection cannot be if the form ‘s this’.

The Pratyabhigna (recollection) has two parts as we know, associated with the ‘that’ and the other
asscociated with the ‘this’. The form of the knowledge will be ‘that is this’. The object associated with the
‘that’ is called as ‘tatta’ (that-ness) and the with the ’this’ is ‘idanta’ (this-ness). Therefore the knowledge will
be of the form of ‘tattaa idantaa avagaahi gnaanam’ (the knowledge understanding the that as this).

Evanca samskaarasya

Refuting: The both cause for cognizing the object which is the thought imprint and the sense-organ is
acefted, then will there be two knowledge with reference to the object be accepted or will there be only one
knowledge due to the combination of the means. In the first, there will be contradiction in accepting the
knowledge of the recollection to be one. And the defect explained for the duality (of the knowledge not
being the object of memory or the experience) will be there. In the second, the recollection of the attributed
object will be of the form of memory-ness and experience-ness, there will be mix-up of the memory and
experience, thus the rule of unmixed knowledge of experience will be nhegated.

Athocyate ma bhut vishayopadhi

Supporting: Let there be mix-up with respect to the object with the embodiments (memory-ness and
experience-ness), but with a different embodiment there will be no mix-up. Thus, accepting the
embodiment ‘samskaara-jatva’ (generated by the though-imprint-ness) the memory-ness and the
embodiment ‘indriya-jatva’ (generated by the sense-organ-ness) the experience-ness. Thus there will be
no mix-up (a way out of the contradiction).

Refuting: No. Since the Pramaa-ness is not accepted individually (as there will be mix-up with the
perception-ness in the perception). If the samskaara-jatva and the indriya-jatva are accepted as the
embodiments for the memory-ness and the experience-ness, still the memory-ness and experience-ness
are mixed-up in the same object, the pramaatva and the apramaatva (the right knowledge-ness and wrong
knowledge-ness), will be in the same object.

Separating the object with respect to an embodiment is a famous method applied by the logicians. In the
pot on the table, the existence and non-existence can be proven by accepting the different embodiment of
relation (sambandha) namely the samyoga and samavaaya (seperabke and in-seperable) relationship. But
the object can be said to be existence and non-existence in the same relationship but a different place., like
the left side of the table or the right side of the table. This is explained by showing the existence and non-
existence of the monkey in the branch and the root as the embodiment.

The right knowledge and the wrong knowledge will be in the same object because, though the experience
is accepted to be right knowledge, the memory is not accepted to be right knowledge.

Kinca - ghaanavikalpaanaam



Refuting: There is another problem — the choice of knowledge as existence (of the attributes of
experience-ness etc.) and non-existent are experience of the mind, if the recollection based on the
memory-ness and experience-ness are not accepted to be based on that object (of mind), there will be the
confusion of memory in the this’ and experience in the ‘that’.

Yadi ca samskaarajatvena
Refuting: Ifthe memory-ness is accepted to be generated by the thought imprint, when asked about its
differentiating factor, that will itself be the limiting adjunct, and thus will not be understood by anybody.

The statement generated by the thout function really meany memory, since the memory is generated by
the thought function. And its limiting adjunct will be memory-ness as for the memory. Therefore, it will be
dependent upon itself, the defect of self-dependence (atmashraya).

Athaanyat naama smrtitvam

Supporting: The memory-ness is something different, a class.

Refuting: Still it is defective. That is — generated by though imprints means that which has existence after
the thought imprints (as its effect). And being an effect is impossible without accepting the class that is one
and which exists in many, and therefore the limiting adjunct for that generated by the thought imprint is
memory-ness. Thus the liiting adjunct for that generated by the thought imprint is memory-ness and for the
memory is that generated by the thought imprint-ness, and thus will face the defect of inter-dependence
9anyonya-aashraya). Thus the mix-up if the memory and experience is non-refutable.

Api ca smrtyanubhavayor

Refuting: And also, the cause materials for the memory and experience (though imprint and sense organ),
will they be accepted in the recollection or not. If the answer is no, how can the memory-ness and
experience-ness be even in a small part of the recollection. If the (thought imprint is not accepte for the
memory or the sense organ not accepted for the experience) there will be overpervasion of the other
(memory or experience), thus there will be mix-up of the memory or experience. In the first (if yes), the
effect will take place before, as each of them is capable of producing its respective effect. The difference in
the cause is established as the cause for the difference in the effect.

Atha yatra te prtak

Supporting: But where the cause is different the effect too is seen as different, is the general rule. But in
the recollection they take place at the same time therefore, they will produce the variety effect collectively.
Though this is not seen so in the cause for the pot, cloth etc., still this being of a different type will produce
differently. It is not a rule, that whatever is the nature of an object it will be the same for all the other too.
Otherwise, there will be no variety in the world.

Though the cause for the pot and cloth do not come together to produce a thread pot or a clay cloth. Still
we see, the earthly wick, the fiery fire, and the watery oil coming together to produce the effulgent light.

Naitadasti, yatra hi

Refuting: No this is not so. When you (logician) say collectively should we accept it as, they both
supporting each other produce the effect or should we not. If the answer is no, accepting it to be
complementing each other is useless, because if they are not supportive to each other then there is no use
in accepting it for producing the effect. Therefore, since there is no speciality the effect takes place
independently. If they are accepted to complement each other, then in the experience part too, there will be
the transaction of the thought imprint and in the memory part there will be relationship (transaction) of the
sense organ, and since the cause is common for both of them, in the memory part there will be experience
and in the experience part there will be memory. Thus, there will be a very strong mix-up of the memory
and experience in the recollection.

Now after negating the second choice of one knowledge and two parts memory and experience), the fourt
choice, as referred earlier, is refuted.

Naapyanubhava

Supporting: (Recollection) is only experience.

Refuting: No. If so, (as said earlier) in the non-duality associated with the that’, there is neither thought
imprint nor sense organ association, thus (non-duality) will not be an object of recollection.

Na hi samskaaradvaaraa
Supporting: Through the thought imprint associated with the special relation of the type of knowledge, it
(non-duality) will be grasped.



Refuting: No. In that case there can be no doubt regarding any knowledge of recollection as ‘s that him or
not’.

The special relation here discussed is one of the three types of relation accepted by the logicians. The are
— 1. Saamaanya lakshana sannikarsha / pratyaasatti (the general form of relation) — this is accepted in
gaining the knowledge of the pot and the pot-ness. 2. Gnaana lakshanaa sannikarsha / pratyaasatti (the
special / knowledge form of relation) — this is accepted in the case of the knowledge gained through two
sense organs. For example the fragrance of sandalwood — the fragrance is gained by ole-factory (nose)
and the form is seen through the eyes, but still the mind mixes both the knowledge sans understands to be
one. and 3. Yogaja lakshanaa sanikarsha / pratyaasatti (the yogic form of relationship) — the knowledge of
the size of atom, the combination of atom (di-atom, tri-atom etc.) etc.

The relation accepted is samyukta-samyukta-samaveta-visheshana-vishenataa. The samyukta as we know
is the samyoga sambandha (separable relationship), and samaveta is the samavaaya sambandha (in-
separable relationship). The sense organ is in samyoga with the mind. The mind is in samyoga with the
Atma (Self) as the Self is accepted to be the substratum for the knowledge. The Atma is in samavaaya with
the thought imprint. And the thought imprint is of the pot, which is its visheshana (adjective). And for this
pot, the non-duality of the ‘that; is the visheshana. Thus sense organ — samyoga — mind — samyoga — Atma
— samavaaya — thought imprint — visheshana — pot — visheshana — non-duality of ‘that’ is the special
relation.

If the object is experienced through this (distant) relationship, then there can be no doubt about the object,
when there is a recollection. But, we have doubt about the particular recollection, as whether is it the same
person or not, or same pot or not etc.

doshavashat

Supporting: Due to the defect the wrong knowledge gets illumined, and not due to the special
relationship.

Refuting: No. Then even without the defect there will be the will be this wrong knowledge. But in reality,
the idea about the defect is wrong, since the defect cannot illumine the object.

If the defect is accepted to be the cause of wrong knowledge, then even without the thought imprints and
the aforesaid relationship, there will be the doubt, ‘is it that or this’. And, the reality is, the defect will only
hide or obstruct or ceil the right knowledge adn never illumine the wrong knowledge.

Kvapi tasya
Supporting: Sometimes the defect too does iflumine the non-object.
Refuting: No. Then why not accept the sense organs to be defective too.

In the case of the ‘this is silver’ in the mother of pearl, the defect too illumines the non-object of silver in the
object, the mother of pearl. This non-object is illumined by the sense organ; therefore it should be accepted
as the defect.

visheshanatve

Supporting: Since the sense organ is in association with the defect, the defect is always is of the
adjective.

Refuting: No. In the current situation there may be the defect in association with the sense organs,
therefore the situation is similar. Since the non-object cannoteven of the defect cannot illumine without
accepting the adjective (sense organ).

In the case the defect is that of the association with the sense organ, then the defect is that of the adjective
as accepted, therefore the sense organ will be the defect.

Satyapiarthe
Refuting: Even though there is object, if due the defect the non-object gets illumined, then for the
intelligent on-lookers there will not the possibility of the involvement in it.

vastuvishayatve

Supporting: Though the involvement is of the object, there is an inconclusive-ness due to the defect.
Refuting: No. Since in reality there is no mixed state in the object, if it is illumined then the same object is
illumined in the state if the doubt too, therefore where is the question of inconclusive-ness (caused by
doubt).

The object that is illumined in the case of the doubt too as, ‘is it pillar or person’, here too the knowledge of
non-object, whether it be of the pillar or the person, is inclusive in the doubt, therefore where is the



inclusive-ness, that is accepted to be caused by the doubt. Now, if the knowledge of the doubt is of the
form of, ‘the pillar-person or person-plilar’, then there is a mix-up of the object.

Niscayarthasya

Refuting: The conclusive knowledge of the object is not refuted, therefore though the doubt is of the non-
object (the absence of the object). The conclusive nature of the doubt is there without any obstacle. And
the absence is accepted to be established (exist) in greater place than the other.

In the knowledge of mixed quality (samuhaalambana gnaana) which takes place, as in the case of ‘this
table has pot and its absence’, the absence is accepted to be illumined more, than the existent pot.

Jati samshayatvam

Supporting: The doubt-ness (the speciality in the doubt) is accepted to be a class and defect is its cause.
Refuting: No. In the doubtful knowledge of is it this or not’, when the ‘vaa’ (the word of doubt / choice),
there will be no transaction of knowledge with respect to the word in relation to the doubtful meaning. If the
‘vaa’ (doubt / choice) is associated with the knowledge, then the knowledge would be of the form ‘do | know
this or not’. Even if the word ‘vaa’ (doubt / choice) is associated with the conclusive knowledge, still there
will be no possibility of the doubtful knowledge of ‘is this pillar or person’, with respect to the pillar and
person. Thus, if the meaning of the word ‘vaa’ (choice or doubt) is accepted to be an attribute of the
knowledge, there will be no syntactical connection with the object as in the case of the perception-ness and
valid knowledge-ness.

Na ca pratyasatti

Supporting: Though there is the relationship (samyoga-samyoga-samavaaya-visheshana-visheshana),
since it is discarded due to the defect, it is not grasped by the mind.

Refuting: No. Though there is defect, the object with the thought imprint, the thought imprint with the Selff,
and the Self with the external sense organs, the knowledge will take place only when there is the existence
of the relationship. Then what is this discard of the relation which you accept. If you (logician) accept the
doubt recollection, without accepting the relationship with the thought imprint. Then without having the
experience or only by memory (remembering) one can have such doubt (without any logic).

vastutastu

Refuting: In reality, by the mind which does not grasp the thought imprint, and the sense organ that do not
grasp the Self (Atma), there is no possibility for that type of relationship to be grasped. Through the sense
organ that always does not grasp the Pratiyogi of that” associated thought imprint, one cannot grasp the
knowledge without the aforesaid special relationship.

When the mid does not grasp the thought imprint and the sense organ does not grasp the Self, there can
be no possibility for the relation to be established. As these non-connection do not meet anywhere in a
common ground. Therefore, there is no possibility for the knowledge of the non-duality between ‘that’ that is
triggered by the thought imprint and ‘this’ that is perceived by the sense organs to take place. As the
thought imprints through the mind associated with the Self, and the sense organs again through the mind
also is associated with the Self, though, they do not have the common object of knowledge for the non-
duality to take place.

Anyathaa

Refuting: Otherwise, the atom of the water, the absence of the atom of the earth etc., is not grasped
through the eyes, as it is grasped in the other places (like pot etc.). The sense organ of seeing etc. grasps
the objects that do not have the absence of any type of eligibility to be grasped by it.

The rule for the sense organ to produce the knowledge is, it should be the object for that particular sense
organ, otherwise there can be no relation / connection possible, and therefore there can be no knowledge.

Na hi indriyaviraha
Refuting: It is not logical to accept, that there is absence of the atoms in the path in which the sense
organs travel.

In the path of the sense organ, always there are the atoms of the four elements, as the logicians accept the
atom only for the elements earth, water, fire and air and do not accept for the space as it is all pervading.
Therefore, wherever the sense organs travel, it has to come into contact with one or more of these atoms,
definitely.

Tad-indriya-agraahya-aashrayaka-pratiyogika-itarasya-grahane — through the sense organ that grasp the
object that is not grasped which forms the substratum for it, and that object of this type which becomes the



pratiyogi (object of absence) for the absence, for grasping this object. This rule is accepted for the sixth
type of relationship which is based on the adjective.

Shaabdaabhava

Refuting: The people (among logicians) who accept the perception of the absence of the sound, there is a
seventh type of relationship which is accepted called ‘shrotriya-visheshanata’ (a special attribute
associated with the sense organ of hearing). This absence is not grasped by the special relation (which is
the knowledge of the adjective associated with the object of sense organ), thus there is no contradiction.

There are six types of relationship accepted, generally the samyoga (seperable) and samavaaya (in-
seperable) individually or in combination, other that the ‘visheshana-visheshya-bhaava’ (the relationship
grasping the adjective and adjectified), this last type is accepted for the perception of the absence. But, for
the sound, which is accepted to be in in-seperable relationship (samavaaya) with the space inside the ears,
the absence also is accepted to be grasped by a special seventh type of relationship.

Na ca aatmasamyuktamana prati

Supporting: For the Self in association with the mind, the thought imprint that is of previous experience in
the relationship (pratyasatti) for the Self, thus it being Atindriya (beyond the sense organs) is not a defect.
Refuting: No. If the relationship is beyond the sense organ, then accepting the sense organ connection
(with respect to that’) is useless.

In case of the atoms, they are not accepted to be the object for the sense organs, but are accepted to be
perceived by the Yogis like Sri Gautama or Sri Kanaada (the proponents of the logician schools), in their
trance. But to establish the recollection to be an experience (anubhava), the logician has accepted a
distance relationship for making the ‘that’ too to be perceived. In case the relationship is beyond the scope
of sense organs, then there is no place for the cooked-up relationship.

Tatha sati sa ityamshe

Refuting: Ifthatis so, then since in the portion of the ‘that’ there is no relationship the recollection will
become non-perceived. Thus, if it is said, let the portion of this’ be an object of the sense organ, and the
portion of the that’ be an object of the mind, then their non-duality is not be grasped by any means, thus
the defects aforesaid presents itself again.

If the ‘that’ is grasped my mind and ‘this’ is grasped by sense organ (perception), then since the non-duality
is not grasped either by the mind or the perception, there can be no recollection of the form of ‘that is this’.

Etena samskaara

Supporting: The thought imprint is just an aiding cause (not generating cause) for the sense organs, thus
there is no over-pervasion. In the recollection the object not in contact is projected as in the case of the
wrong knowledge (of mother of pear! — silver). For the sense organs which grasp the object in contact, this
(thought imprint) is only necessary aid. And that (thought imprint) being aid is accepted by the contact with
the ‘this’ portion and need not be for all the objects, everywhere.

Refuting: This too is refuted. There cannot be the recollection of the doubt ‘is he or not’ as said earlier.

Since the cause for the recollection is established, the recollection will be established too, without any
doubt. Thus there can be no recollection of doubt. And the cause for the doubt that was accepted to be the
defect was already refuted.

tadarakshamiti

Refuting: The memory of T saw it’ too will be an experience. The memory of the object that is gained
through the relationship of the mind with the Self aided by the thought imprint too is accepted to be
generated by the sense organ — object contact. Since there is no speciality of the knowledge gained
through the mind in separable relation with the Self in in-separable relation and that of the object of the
memory.

The memory of ‘i saw it’ too will be experience as it is not different from the experience gained through the
mind in relation with the Self.

Etena tattavacchinna
Supporting: The non-duality is accepted to be of the form of the absence or of the inherent nature of the
absence of one on the other associated with the that’.



Refuting: No. The form of the absence of the one on the other (anyonya abhaava) too is the form of one
on the other (anyonya). And that is of the form of the object associated with ‘that’ and ‘this’ and thus cannot
be grasped as one non-dual. Similarly the non-duality of the inherent nature too is not grasped without
understanding their nature as non-dual.

The opponents idea is that, the inherent nature or the absence of the ‘that’ is if the nature of the ‘this’. Thus
with whatever the ‘this’ is grasped, the same cause will be useful in grasping the ‘that’ too.

Whether we accept the non-duaity as the absence of one on the other or the inherent nature, both ways, it
is of the nature of absence of one on the other. And the nature of the absence of one on the other is not an
object of the sense organs.

Samskaropanite ca vishaya
Refuting: Ifthe knowledge pertaining to the object which is gained by the thought imprints is accepted as
an experience, than how is the memory not an experience too.

Atha na samskaaropanitamaatrena

Supporting: The memory-ness is not just defined by it being dependent on the thought imprints, but as
that generated by the thought imprints not associated with the cause for experience. Thus the recollection
based majorly on the sense organ and object relationship will be experience-ness and not memory-ness.
Refuting: No. Why not define the experience-ness as that generated by the cause for experience not
associated with the thought imprints. Thus why should it not be the contrary, the recollection too being
generated by the experience aided by the thought imprint is memory too.

Anyatra na smrtiranubhava

Supporting: Except the recollection in the other places the memory is not seen to be generated by the
thought imprints associated with the cause for experience.

Refuting: No. Then the experience too is not seen in any other place other than the recollection to be
generated by the cause for experience associated with the thought imprints. Thus we will have a tie, and
thus cannot be dismissed.

Tadeva vinigamanaayam pramaanabhaavat

Refuting: When there is a situation of tie, since there is no valid proof to accept any one position, since it
is impossible to accept any imaginary proof, since the recollection is associated with both the causes, it
should be accepted both as memory and experience. Thus there is no place for the desire to accept the
class of experience devoid of the memory.

Na ca vishayaamshe

Refuting: It is not possible to establish the non-duality accepting the parts of the memory-ness and
experience-ness in the object, as we have refuted it earlier (in the second option). That is, there will be a
mix-up of the memory-ness in experience-ness and expereinc-ness in the memory-ness. If you do not
accept the contradiction (caused by mix-up) in the knowledge, then why not accept the right and wrong
knowledge too in the same object of the recollection.

Etena virodhaapattya

Refuting: Asthere is a contradiction, accepting the class of experience-ness by the strength of the
experience, of the common intertwined nature of experience-ness as defined by, that which is different from
the memory, as it is seen as common in the experience of inferential knowledge etc.; too is dismissed as
there cannot be the mix-up of both (experience and memory) in the recollection.

The experience of ‘i experience’ that is seen as the common connection between the perception, inference
etc., too cannot guarantee the existence of the experience-ness class; as there is the mix-up of the
experience and the memory in the recollection.

Nanu anubhava eva sharanam

Supporting: But our only refuge is experience, since there is the experience of only the experience-ness
in the recollection and not the memory-ness and thus, though it is generated by the thought imprints, as it is
more dependent upon the sense organ — object contact it is more dependent on the experience-ness, and
thus the tie (of both memory and experience carrying equal weight) is also resolved. Otherwise there will
not be the knowledge of the experience in the recollection, thus will have to face a contradictory state.
Refuting: No. Since there is the knowledge of experience and memory in the this” and that’ respectively,
accepting by singling-out only the experience portion as valid proof is impossible.

Etena smrtianubhava



Refuting: Thus, since there is a situation of mix-up of both the memory and experience, accepting the
recollection as the differentiating factor (vyavachedya) for the experience (in the definition tattva-anubhuti
pramaa’) too is refuted.

As there is both the experience and the memory, it cannot be singled out as the differentiating factor.

Na ca vaacyam pratyabhignanam

Supporting: Let the recollection not be accepted as the differentiating factor, but a different memory will
be.

Refuting: No. Since you too definitely accept it to be experience. That is — in the memory of “the pot was
there”, the pot associated with the past is remembered. This past that’is not experienced earlier, for it to
be generated by the thought imprint. Thus, the present existence in the past was grasped by the
experience. Therefore, presently there is a mix-up of the experience of the past, thus the experience of
memory too is like the recollection of that is this” having both memory and expereince

Here the different memory, is the memory associated with the memory-ness, in other words the
uncontaminated / pure memory / remembrance (smrti). The memory not contaminated by the experience.
In the recollection the present is experience and the past is memory, and in the remembrance the past is
experience and the present is memory. Thus, both are mix-up of the memory and experience.

Etena anubhavasamagrisahita

Refuting: Thus, in the choice of accepting the cause of experience as the thought imprint along with the
material for experience, this is another defect which should be understood. If it be so, there will be nothing
called as memory. Because, there is no memory where there is no knowledge of the experience, thus there
will be complete negation of memory.

Until now, the opponent was the logician and from here we have the prabhakara school of Mimamsa for the
opponent.

Yadapi kaischiducyate

Supporting: Some opine, because of the defect there is confusion of the that’ which is memory takes
place.

Refuting: That is not possible too, as there is no proof to validate it as memory.

Here the knowledge of ‘this’ in the ‘this is silver, as seen in the mother of pearl, is experience and the silver
is memory. But, this is not differentiated as substratum and superimposition here due to the defect.

Na ca anubhavasaamagryabhavat

Supporting: Since there is absence of the materials necessary for the experience, by deductive logic it is
established as memory.

Refuting: Asthere is no transaction of the sense organs contact in that is the material for the experience,
by deduction the inferential knowledge too will become memory.

sarvanubhavasamagrya

Supporting: Since there is absence (impossibility) of all the materials necessary for the experience (in the
memory).

Refuting: How did you wise old one decide, that the cause for knowledge of the silver devoid of the ‘that’
portion is not material for expetience.

The opponents contention is that, the knowledge of silver in the mother of pearl is memory, since it has no
connection whatsoever with the perception. But in the case of the inference or comparison or even the
verbal testimony there is connection with the perception in some way or other. In the inference there is
perception in the portion of the pointers like the smoke etc., and in the comparison there is connection with
the perception in the knowledge of the similarity and in the verbal testimony too there is connection with the
perception for the knowledge of the word.

Pancapramaanikaarana

Supporting: Due to the absence (impossibility) of the material of the five means of valid proofs (memory is
not perceived).

Refuting: No. Seeing the absence of the material of the four pramaanas, why not accept the fifth
knowledge through deductive logic as memory. And how did you come to the conclusion, that the
knowledge gained in the absence of the materials of the five pramaanas will be memory, as we had
established the knowledge gained through the memory ‘pot was there’ etc. as to be experience.



We have to remember the opponent is Prabakara Mimasa school and not Bhatta Mimamsa school, as we
similar to the Bhattas accept the six valid proofs. The Prabhakara school acceptes only five valid proofs
(Pramaana) they are Pratyaksha (perception), Anumaana (inference), Upamaana (comparison), Shabda
(verbal testimony), and Arthaapatti (postulation). Here the opponent opines as there are no material with
remote relation to the five said pramaanas we by deductive logic, come to the conclusion that the memory
is not anubhava or the memory does not have any connection to any material of experience.

Atha manyase pratyakshaadi

Supporting: The experience of the silver is due to the thought imprint of the silver, that is gained in the
absence of the materials for the perception etc. As its thought imprint is possible it is accepted as the
cause, and no other cause is imagined. The knowledge taking place in the absence of the connection
between the sense organ and the objects, the inference etc. are not expetienced prior, therefore is not
possible to be generated by the thought imprints, thus the pointers (linga) (of smoke) etc. are accepted to
be the cause. Thus the knowledge generated by the thought imprint-ness not aided by any pramaana or
that which is produced by the thought imprints is class called memory-ness.

Refuting: Not so. Why not accept the cause for it (silver) to be the sense organ itself, why should it be
established (that the cause) as the thought imprints.

Tenarthena saha tadakshasya

Supporting: The ‘silver’ does not have any contact with the eyes then, and without the contact accepting it
to generate the knowledge is illogical, therefore it is not generated by the sense organ.

Refuting: No. Even accepting the thought imprint for generating it (knowledge) will be illogical too.

In the case of mother of pearl — silver, since there is no contact with the eye contact, the knowledge cannot
be accepted to be produced by the sense organs as questioned by the Vedanti. If this is said, then the
situation with respect to the thought imprints too is not different, as it will be overlapping with the memory,
which too is accepted as a product of the thought imprints.

sahacaritadharmadarshanaadina

Supporting: But the thought imprint is accepted to be aided by the knowledge of the common attributes,
to produce the knowledge, thus there is no over-pervasion.

Refuting: No. Since, if it is accepted to be generated by the sense organ aided by the same common
attributes, there will still be no over-pervasion.

The opponent (Prabhakara) wants to accept the thought imprint as the cause, but the vedanti wants to
accept the sense organ to be cause, for argument sake. If the wrong / erroneous knowledge is accepted to
be generated by the sense organ aided by the common attributes, still there will be no overpervasion.

Ananubhute api tarhi

Supporting: Then in the case of the non-experience too, it will be seen.

Refuting: No. Even for you, for the silver associated with the attributes (of shining), experienced earlier is
seen here (in this place of similarity), through the thought imprint as the memory, we too accept the same.

The question of the Mimamsaka is - Is the thought imprint accepted to generate the knowledge or not? If it
is accepted then the knowledge will become memory as it is generated by the thought imprints. If not, then
since there is no dependence of the thought imprints, the blind or deaf too who have not experienced the
object, can have the wrong knowledge.

If the opponents accepts the wrong knowledge of silver to be produced by the memory generated by the
thought imprints in association with the shining associated with the silver, we vedantins too accept it as
produced by the sense organ in association with the the shining associated with the silver.

Luptatatsaahacarya

Supporting: When the thought imprints generated by the knowledge of similarity is lost, then too there will
be a situation of the knowledge of silver generated by the eyes in association with the knowledge of
similarity.

Refuting: No. Since even in your philosophy, there is a situation of the knowledge of similarity being lost,
for the one with the thought imprints of the silver, there will be the memory of the silver. And in a place
where the thought imprints generated by the knowledge of similarity) is lost in the gap in time etc., if that
absence too is accepted as the aiding cause then there is no defect.



As in the Mimamsaka view if it is accepted, thought imprint in association with the absence of the time etc.,
there will be no said defect. For us too, sense organ in association with the absence of time etc., accepted
to be the cause for the silver, thus there will be no defect.

Sloka 28
Refuting: Thus, the knowledge of the similarity is accepted as the cause for the generating the knowledge
of the thought imprints, for us the same is the aiding cause for the sense organ, thus there is no defect.

Tatsadrsha
Refuting: The recollection of the similarity too is possible when the object of the memory is first
remembered; this too is same in our case.

The opponent wants to accept the memory in the case of the erroneous knowledge, the recollection of the
similarity is possible, when the object of memory is remembered. But, this is the same in the case of the
sense organs too; as the recollection of the similarity is possible only when the sense organs come in
contact with the substratum of the erroneous knowledge.

Tathaapi anyatra

Supporting: But again. Nowhere are the sense organs are seen to be the instruments for knowledge,
without coming in contact with the objects.

Refuting: No. In a special way in the case of the erroneous knowledge we accept it that way (no contact
with the object). Or it can be accepted to be in relation through the contact aided by the power of defect.

Though the right knowledge depends upon the sense organ — object association for generating the
knowledge, still the erroneous knowledge does not need any such conditions. Or it can be explained in the
terms as the logicians accepted in the case of the recollection, the contact of a different type was accepted
to establish the relationship with the sense organ and the object of the past, similarly the contact of the type
of defect can be accepted for the erroneous knowledge.

Kinca samskaarasyapi

Refuting: And also, the thought imprints are not seen to produce the knowledge without the aid of any of
the pramaana, therefore how is it imagined here individually (the thought imprint to produce the erroneous
knowledge).

Pratyabhignana eva

Supporting: In the recollection itself, the thought imprints aided by the knowledge of the similarity to
produce the knowledge, without the necessity of the sense organs.

Refuting: No. In the recollection itself it was seen, both the thought imprint and the sense organ (for past
and present) are the cause, as not different from here, being aided by the knowledge of the similarity.

In the case of the erroneous knowledge the object is in association with the present and the imagination
through the thought imprints is for the past. And in the recollection the object is in association with the
present and the thought imprint is in association with the past.

Atra sadrshanadarshanasahakaritvam

Supporting: As in the recollection, if the knowledge of the similarity is accepted as the aid (for the
erroneous knowledge), then the thought imprints too should be accepted as the aiding cause.

Refuting: No. Then as accepted there (recollection), we should have to accept the ‘that-ness’ here too. If
aided by the knowledge of the similarity, we accept the that-ness’, there will arise the upadi’ defect of the
‘generated by thought imprint-ness’.

Upadi defect is a kind of Hetvabhasa — a defect of the proof. This is explained as “sadhya-vyaapakatve sati
saadhana-avyaapakatvam” (having existence in the Sadhya (the object to be established), non-existing in
the Sadhana (the means)).

For example in the syllogory “parvato dhumavaan, vahne” (the mountain has smoke, due to fire), here the
smoke is to be established, and the proof is the fire. For this syllogory, “aardhra-indhana-samyoga”
(association with wet fuel wood) is the Upadhi. Since the existence of the wet wood is the casue for smoke
— first condition, and there is no need for the wet wood for the smoke — second condition.

Similarly —Wherever there is ‘that-ness’ specified it is produced by the thought imprint — first condition.
And, wherever there is knowledge of similarity, it is not produced by the thought imprint — second condition.
Thus the logic is having the upadi defect.

Na ca sadrshanasahakaari



Supporting: Let the knowledge of similarity be the cause for the knowledge of the that-ness’, therefore
we can give it up here (in the silver), and not the thought imprint.

Refuting: No. Thought there may be the thought imprints, on the absence of the knowledge of the
similarity there will not be the knowledge of the silver.

If there is thought imprint, but not the knowledge of the similarity we do not gain the erroneous knowledge.

Tathaapi sadarthe

Supporting: Even then, in the existing object the sense organs are accepted to gain the knowledge, and
that cannot be discarded.

Refuting: No. As we already said, the sense organs being in association through a contact, generates the
knowledge, likewise, the thought imprint too aided by the valid proof (pramaana) generates knowledge,
therefore it cannot be given-up too. And the thought imprint is accepted to be the association for the sense
organs, and therefore we cannot do without it.

As the sense organ is accepted to be in contact with the ‘that’ in the recollection through a lengthy
relationship of ‘samyoga-samyoga-samavaaya-visheshana-visheshana’, similarly we accept the contact of
thought imprint with the sense organ in the case of erroneous knowledge. Thus, we do not entirely refute
the contact of the sense organ with the object even in the place of the erroneous knowledge.

Tattamshamoshanam
Refuting: Moreover, giving-up the that-ness’ portion in the case of people accepting the thought imprint
individually to produce the erroneous knowledge, will be greater defect.

In the case of the people (us) who accept the sense organ for the erroneous knowledge, there is no
problem of the ‘that-ness’ portion to be illumined. But in the case of the thought imprint is acceptd to be the
cause, the ‘that-ness’ portion too will, invariably be illumined.

Kutascayam tattamshamosha

Refuting: How is this that-ness’ portion given up, should also be inquired. Since the knowledge of the
silver as seen earlier in relation to the ‘this-ness’ portion that is experienced earlier produces the thought
imprint, then it is logical that the erroneous knowledge produced by this thought imprint, too will be
endowed with that-ness’ portion. And it is seen to be so in the case of recollection.

Doshavashat tattamshamosha

Supporting: But due to the defect the that-ness’ portion is given-up.

Refuting: No. As it is in nature (of the thought imprint) the that-ness’to be with the object, and this cannot
be given-up by the thought imprint.

Doshavashat smrtau tatheti

Supporting: But still in the memory, it (that-ness’ being given-up) happens due to the defect.

Refuting: What is this defect? Due to which there is erroneous knowledge in the other, silver
superimposed in the place of mother of pear!, as ‘this is silver’. This is what is seen as ‘this is the object
silver’ or in ‘that is the same silver manifest here’ in such erroneous recollections, the silver in general is
recalled, where the ‘that-ness’ portion should be given-up, as there is the defect. Otherwise, even in the
portion of the erroneous knowledfe of ‘this is silver’, the that-ness’ should not be given-up. Her we bring
this discussion (of refutation of ‘that-ness’ in the refutation of recollection in the refutation of the definition of
the right knowledge).

NA ca pratyabhigna
Supporting: Let the recollection be something of a different type, from the memory and experience.
Refuting: No. Since it is non-experiential it will be invalid knowledge.

Since all the choice are extinguished, like, the memory and experience as two knowledge, as one
knowledge, as pure memory and as pure experience. The only option not discussed is it being different
from the memory and experience.

Na caivamastviti

Supporting: Let it (recollection) be so (not valid knowledge).

Refuting: No. People who accept the nhon-momentary-ness, to establish it to be permanent explain
(accept) it as right knowledge. And giving-up such universally accepted definition, if we accept a new
definition then there will be chaos.



The logician to refute the momentary-ness accepted by the Buddhist, accept the recollection as right
knowledge.

Tasmaad jaativaaci
Refuting: Therefore claiming, the term experience which is a class, is accepted to differentiate the
memory from it; is completely impossible.

Since through the logic, the experience is established as memory. It cannot be claimed the term experience

that is a class is used in the definition ‘tattva-anubhuti pramaa’ to differentiate it from the memory is
improper.

13. Refuting definition of the experience as different from memory

After refuting the definition of the experiential class the most direct way of defining it, now the author goes
on to negate the only other possibility to define the experience, which is to define indirectly. To define
indirectly means, to define it from the memory. As we saw earlier, the experience is defined by the logicians
as “smrti-bhinnam gnaanam anubhavam” (the knowledge different from memory is experience). To refute if

Naapi smrtyanyatvam

Refuting: The definition of experience cannot be ‘different from memory’ or that which is devoid of the
definition of memory’. As explained earlier, there will be the mix-up of memory and experience, and there
cannot be any differentiating factor.

As the knowledge is of the form of experience, memory cannot be its differentiating factor.
Now, if that indirect method is refuted in a single line, citing the same logic as earlier; we should move on to
the next chapter, and there need not be a special chapter for refuting this. To remove the above doubt -

Itopi na

Refuting: For a different reason too, experience cannot be defined as to be different from memory. That is
- what is meant by being different from memory, is it 1. Different from any memory, or 2. Different from all
the memory, or 3. Devoid of memory-ness.

Prathame tu

Refuting: In the first, as one memory will be different from the other, it will become experience. As one
memory that is different from another memory cannot be said as it is not a memory’, because of which the
other will not become something that is not different from memory.

From the view of memory A, memory B will become experience, as it is different from memory A.

Naapi dvittiya

Refuting: It cannot be the second too. As how did you come to understand that the right knowledge is
something different from my memory, as all those memories are difficult to be understood (cognhized) by
you. That is — For people like us, it is not possible for perceiving the others knowledge. And (the
knowledge) cannot be gained through inference and postulation too, as there is no pointer or impossibility
which can be grasped by people who are extrovert. And not through the verbal testimony too, as it is not
possible everywhere. The impossibility of the comparison too is very clear. Therefore, how can the
knowledge be understood to be different from all the memory, thus as it is not cognhized the definition
cannot be established.

The general pramaana accepted by mimasakas are 5 as seen earlier. All of them are not eligible to
establish the knowledge of others.In Yoga Sutra Bhashya, it is clearly said, the yogis too can see the type
of thought function (vrtti) in general of the others mind and cannot decipher about the kind of thought
functions taking place there.

The others knowledge (OK) cannot be perceived, as we are not Yogis, even if it is accepted they can do it
It (OK) cannot be gained by the inference, as the inference depends upon the pointer (linga) like the smoke
for the fire.

It (OK) cannot be gained by postulation, the logicians accept the postulation as a type of inference, since
there is no impossibility perceived. In the postulation, for example, if we see the person ‘devadutta’, not
eating in the day but is health and energetic, we postulate him eating in the night, as it (healthy and
energetic) is impossible without eating.



It (OK) cannot be gained by verbal testimony, as if a person is maintaining silence (mauna) or is physically
challenged to speak.

It (OK) cannot be gained by comparison either, as it is takes place between two, and the knowledge gained
through it is of the named and the name, which is impossible here.

Na ca vaacyam smrtitvena sarvaa

Supporting: As it is ‘memory-ness’, for a person perceiving ones memory will be able to perceive the
memory associated with everyone, in every time. As it is done during the period one gains the
concomitance, through the ‘saamanya-lakshana-pratyasatti’ (the generic defined association), the
knowledge of the vyaapya and vyaapaka (less pervasive and more pervasive) in everyplace

Refuting: No. The example and the exemplified are defective. If it is so, by the knowledge of an object
perceived, since we have gained the generic knowledge of all the objects, we will be gaining the knowledge
of the whole world. And if you still accept it (as you were ready to accept the experience of recollection as
non-valid, earlier), we too will trust your omniscience, if you do know what is happening in my mind.

Saamanya-lakshana was explained earlier. When we see the pot in one place, the knowledge is gained
along with the pot-ness. Therefore, the knowledge of all the pot is as well gained. Similarly, the knowledge
of the memory, when one perceives one’s own memory, is also perceived along with the memory-ness,
thus all the memory is as well gained.

Vyaapya is ‘nyuna-desha-vrttitva’ (that which has existence in lesser place), smoke and Vyaapaka is
‘adhika-desha-vrttitva’ (that which has existence in greater place), fire. The smokw cannot exist without fire,
lesser existence, but the fire can exist without the smoke, greater existence.

In the case of the concomitance, we gain the knowledge in a place and find the generic nature in the other
places too. For example, we find the smoke associated with the fire in the kitchen, similarly we generalize
this knowledge elsewhere too.

For the vedanti this is not acceptable, as the knowledge of the fire in association with the smoke is seen in
the kitchen, therefore the knowledge of the fire has the kitchen as the limiting adjunct, and therefore cannot
be made generic.

Naapi tririya

Refuting: It cannot be the third too. What does this devoid of memory-ness mean, is it absence of the
memory-ness, oris it of the inherent nature of absence of the memory in a substratum, or the knowledge of
the absence of the memory in a substratum.

Na taavadaadya

Refuting: It cannot be the first (devoid of memory-ness). That is — the absence of one on the other of the
memory too will be absence of memory, and that exists in the memory too. And thus the memory too will
become right knowledge (experience). And since it cannot be differentiating, there will be the defect of
useless adjective. On the other hand without the adjectified, it will be over-pervading the desire etc.

From the experience the memory cannot be differentiated, is the defect of useless adjective, since they are
one. Thus if we do not use the adjectified portion of anubhuti in the definition ‘tattva-anubhuti pramaa’, then
it will lead to the definition over-pervading the desire etc. Since the desire etc. too have an object.

Smrtitvasys samsargaabhaavastatra

Supporting: We accept the absence pertaining to relationship here.

Refuting: No. When you say, absence pertaining to relationship of memory-ness what do you mean; is it
absence of relationship in association to memory-ness or is it absence of memory-ness in association to
relationship or it something else that is here through this flowery words.

The absence is broadly classified in two ways — samsarga-abhaava (absence pertaining to relationship)
and anyonya-abhaava (absence of one in the other). This samsarga-abhaava is again of three types —
praag-abhava — (prior absence), pradhvamsa-abhaava (post absence) and antyanta-abhaava (eternal
absence).

Aadye smrtitva

Refuting: In the first (absence of relationship in association to memory-ness), the absence of one on the
other of the memory-ness relationship is there even in the memory, therefore the defect still persists. And
the memory-ness relationship is not accepted as memory.

Ata eva dvitiyo api
Refuting: Forthe same reason it cannot be the second too (absence of memory-ness in association to
relationship). The memory-ness associated with the relationship is not the same as the individual memory.



And therefore the defect of absence of the one on the other exists between the memory-ness associated
relationship and the individual memory, exists as it is. And therefore, in each of these places if we throw the
absence pertaining to relationship (in the place of the absence of one on the other), then either the defect
stays as it is or there will be defect of regress ad infinitum with respect to the adjectives that are thrown in.

The same defects as said for the first one is said in a reverse order here, by showing the first defect latter
and second defect first.

Na ca vaacyam smrtitvasamsargasya

Supporting: The relationship of the memory-ness is not associated with another relationship, but is
accepted as inherent nature, therefore where is the inquiry of the regress ad infinitum possible.

Refuting: No. To escape the defect pertaining to the relationship of the memory-ness, there will be no
possibility then. And the statement of adjective of the other relationship does not end in a different meaning
(therefore the error still exists).

The logicians accept the attribute and attributed to be in samavaaya-sambandha (inseperable relationship).
And this relationship is of an inherent nature, and therefore does not depend upon another relationship to
bind itself to the attribute or the attributed. Similarly here too, the relationship of memory-ness is accepted
to be of inherent nature.

The idea here is, if the inherent nature is accepted as the relationship for the relationship of the memory-
ness, then what is meant by it is nothing but inherent nature of the absence of the relationship. And this is
same as the absence of the relationship; therefore the defect pertaining to the absence of one on the other
still exists.

Kinca Tadubhaya

Refuting: And also, for the one who does not accept a different relationship other than it being in either as
its inherent nature and so if the memory-ness relationship and the memory are of the nature of relationship,
how can the relationship be negated in the experience? Does not the experience have a nature or is it the
relationship of the memory-ness. And what is negated (if they have a nature).

Arthaantarabhutasya

Refuting: If some other relationship other than the nature is negated, the defect with respect to the
memory persists. Since, you do not accept the different relationship in the memory. And the relation is
accepted as of the inherent nature in those two (relationship of the memory-ness and the memory).

Athocyate

Supporting: Though there is a possibility of the relation of inherent nature between the experience and
the memory-ness, they do not possess the ability to generate knowledge by complimenting each other.
Wherever that is possible (as in the case of relationship of memory-ness and memory), there their
relationship is of that type (complimenting each other to generate the knowledge).

Refuting: No. Unless and until there is established a limiting adjunct for generating knowledge, it is
impossible to say so. And even if another limiting adjunct is accepted for generating knowledge, there will
be the defect in that relationship too, and if other limiting adjuncts are accepted for each successive ones,
then there will be regress ad infinitum.

Taavataa api ca anubhutisvarupe
Refuting: Even if that type of relationship is accepted (that possess the ability to generate knowledge by
complimenting each other), what is negated.

Since both the expereince and the relationship of memory-ness is accepted to have existence, their
inherent nature cannot be negated. And their relationship of inherent nature too cannot be negated as they
do not possess the required quality (to possess the ability to generate knowledge by complimenting each
other).

Smrtitvasamsargaanubhuti

Supporting: In the experience of the relationship of the experience and the relationship of memory-ness’,
will possess the ability to generate knowledge by complimenting each other which can be negated.
Refuting: No. The erroneous knowledge of this type cannot be distinguished (from experience).



Since both the experience of silver-ness in the silver and mother of pearl, are both a product of the
memory. But still only in the silver it is right knowledge and not so in the mother of pearl, though it is
produced by the memory too.

Yatharthaayaa iti cet

Supporting: The negation is only pertaining to the right knowledge.

Refuting: No. Ifthis type of knowledge right knowledge is accepted to be existent then, the memory-ness
will experience too. If its existence is not accepted, for what will it be the cause for generating knowledge?

If it is accepted to be existent then, as it is right knowledge, then being the pramaana for that experience
the memory-ness too will be experience.

It is accepted to be non-existent then, the knowledge is non-existent too, the limiting adjunct for it too will
be non-existent.

Athaatyantaasatiimeva

Supporting: If the negation of that generating the right knowledge is accepted only in eternal absence
(non-existent), of the experience.

Refuting: No. Then the memory too will become experience. Since, the number of knowledge if the
relationship of memory-ness takes place in the memory, more will be the possibility of the capability of
generating the knowledge of eternal non-existence in the memory.

As in the negation of eternal absence of the barren women’s child or mares horn etc., there is negation of
just accepting the possibility of existence.

sarvaameva
Supporting: All types of that kind of knowledge (the knowledge associated with the memory-ness) is not a
generator (of knowledge) of the experience kind, but is not so for memory.

Refuting: No. All the knowledge of any type is impossible to be gained.

The knowledge of everything cannot be gained by simple people like us, and this was explained earlier.
And also, since the ‘saamaanya-lakshana sannikarsha’ is not accepted, we cannot even infer it.

Kinca — sarvaamiti ko artha

Refuting: And again, what is meant by not generator of all, 1. All the existent (right knowledge) or 2. All
the non-existent (wrong knowledge) or 3. All belonging to both the existent and non-existent variety. For
the first and second, there is over-pervasion in the memory too. It is not that the knowledge is generator of
all the memory pertaining to the ‘association of memory endowed with memory-ness’ exists, but it exists in
every one of the individual memory. It being the existence was negated earlier as not being the generator
(as in the right knowledge the memory-ness being the instrument, will make the experience too as memory-
ness). In the third too, it cannot be non-generator (of knowledge) in the experience too. The right and
wrong knowledge, whether is existent or non-existent cannot be the generator for the knowledge which is
right or wrong.

Syadetat smrtitatvasya

Supporting: Let it be. The defect of over-pervasion which was shown in accepting the absence of one on
other (anyonya-abhaava) of memory-ness in the memory does not exist, as in the system of accepting the
duality and non-duality, the memory-ness is accepted to be dual and non-dual with the memory. And for
which there is duality and non-duality accepted, there the absence of one in the other cannot be accepted.
Refuting: No. How did you come to the conclusion that the memory-ness is duality - non-duality with the
memory and not with the experience?

The mimamsakas and some logicians accept the duality — non-duality in the attribute and the attributed.
The attribute is both dual and non-dual with the attributed. And thus, there cannot be the defect based on
the absence of one on the other.

Anubhutya saha tadvishista

Supporting: There is no right knowledge of that form with such association in relation to the experience.
Refuting: No. Is the right knowledge gained accepting the existence or the non-existence, whichever way
the defect aforesaid will follow.

The experience of the being endowed with the memory-ness can be seen only in the memory and not with
the experience.



Praagabhavapratiyoginya
Supporting: Ifthat kind of right knowledge is accepted as the object of absence of the prior absence.
Refuting: No. As that kind of knowledge is accepted in the experience, the experience will be memory too.

The right knowledge in association with the memory-ness does not exist in the experience as the object of
absence of the prior absence, but is an object of absence for the memory.

In the object of absence accepted in the prior absence, with respect to the existence of the right
knowledge, and as explained earlier through its means (pramaana), the experience too will become
memory. And the same with respect to its non-existence, the right knowledge still exists (since only the
object of absence is negated) which again as explained earlier will establish the experience as the memory.

Smrti-smrtitvayo
Refuting: The absence (abhaava) of the Anyonya-abhaava (absence of one on the other) in the memory-
ness pertaining to the memory, is also of the type of anyonya-abhaava and this is similar to the experience.

In the experience too - The absence (abhaava) of the Anyonya-abhaava (absence of one on the other) in
the memory-ness pertaining to the memory, is also of the type of anyonya-abhaava. Thus the duality — non-
duality of the memory-ness accepted in the memory, will be same in the experience too.

Na hi smrtitvanyonyabhavo
Refuting: And it should not be repeated that the anyonyna-abhava (absence of one on the other) of the
memory-ness is experience, as the same defects will follow.

The eternal absence of the absence of the one on the other of the memory-ness and the memory, exists
only on the memory and not in the experience, in the bheda-abheda (duality — non-duality) school. This is
refuted with the logic, accepting the eternal absence of the memory-ness as absence of one on the other,
similarly, accepting the absence of one on the other of memory-ness as eternal absence. And remember,
the difference between the eternal absence and the absence of the one on the other is still not established.

14. Refuting the duality of the absence of one on the other and eternal absence

The duality of the samsarga-abhaava (eternal absence, prior absence and the post absence) and the
anyonya-abhaava (absence of one on the other), is refuted in this topic.

Atha maa bhoot

Supporting: Let there be no solution accepting the duality and non-duality (in differentiating the memory
from experience), but still, through the experience of this is not that’, that does not exist here’; the duality
of the anyonya-abhaava and samsarga-abhaava is established.

Refuting: No. The duality established through the difference in the object of absence or the embodiment is
not seen here. And the duality with respect to the class is not accepted in the absence, and thus their
knowledge will not be accepted as valid. And thus the definition does not fit in.

Here the opponent wants to establish the meaning of anyonya—abhaava as to be something which is
gained through the experience of ‘this is not that’ etc., and not something which is derived from the words
‘the absence of one on the other’.

Na ca svapratiyogi

Supporting: The anyonya-abhaava is the absence in the same plane, same time of the object of absence
of itself. And the samsarga-abhaava is absence of the anyonya-abhaava.

Refuting: No. As required the defects of self-dependence etc. will occur. And if the anyoyna-abhaava is
not accepted in itself then, it cannot exists in anything (or will be in everything since it is not limited). And d
thus if is accepted, there will be regress ad infinitum of anyonya-abhaava, and if it is not accepted at some
point, the primary attributed too will cease to exist.

If the absence is accepted as ‘different from existence’, there will be defect of self-dependence, as the
anyonya-abhaava depends upon itself. And if it is accepted as ‘eternal absence of the existence’, the there
will be defect of inter-dependence. If we establish the anyonya-abhaava with atyanta-abhaava (eternal
absence), atyanta-abhaava with the samsarga-abhaava, and the samsarga-abhaava with the anyonya-
abhaava we face the cyclic defect. And if we accept for on absence the other and so on and so forth, we
find ourselves in the regress ad infinitum.

Nanu samsargapratiyogi



Supporting: The absence having the object of absence as the samsarga (association) is samsarga-
abhaava and the absence having for the object of absence the taadatmya (identification) is taadaatmya-
abhaava, If be accepted there will be no mix-up. And the absence of the identification of association
(samsarga-taadaatmya) is not of the type of samsarga, since the object of absence (pratiyogi) is
taadaatmya.

Refuting: No. In the dravya etc. (substance, attribute and activity), the samavaayi-kaarana (that which is
the material cause), the destruction (post absence) will not be of the form of samsarga-abhaava. Since the
object of absence of the destruction is not samsarga (association). And if the samsarga is accepted to be
the object of absence, then it being in samavaaya (inseperable) relationship, will become non-eternal.

If the samsarga is accepted to be the pratiyogi of the destruction, then since samsarga is in samavaayi in
the dravya (substance) etc. Accepting its (samsarga) destruction will lead to accepting the destruction of
samavaaya. And this will not be acceptable to any sane logician, as the samavaaya is accepted to be
‘ekam, nityam, anekaanugatam’ (one, eternal and existing in multitude), since the samavaaya by ones own
admission becomes non-eternal.
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