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Z G!G 7 K' =ZH+ 7R>LWRIF PYDOKL 77 TS We 7# G\ L°
NI?S > GVESN W P Q | UaYK7 \>\ W! U*J Ha7 S'S
9>' W C 77R7 KIT 1 L0zZG [WU 7R)G Z= >' P)ZHS
YKP OF  P"Gu | Abstéd FhildsopBddl dntemplation) 7
S'S L"FUGg LQ!'iUG Z=-

uU 8 D see Z\F7T 17 8 DK H ZQ T7 [W][d

N+u ITUuK?7 ZHP WT 0ZJ7 ZPEOIT (Théoty ofl R
Momentariness) Z=+ N+07 P QG ZW®®HK >GYTEDO 2Z-=
Z\F7 Z= O H UGh 7 TS 7 ZF JWRPGGTYRITBRNPG Z=
8 DP' I1QK YX [Wu G7 8 DK 7R)G =ZHe N+u K!P
T G!'76 Z\F7 P KN, PIQ7 IRK7 G7u Z= >" XM KIP
(Reason) "W ' @robandum) 7 N < 7*KTK '@nvariable
concomitance) W N J [WuUu KYX Z=-

uUs W P Qu W P QUZMRTPBuae N >
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N+0 G70 1)G =ZH >' >f 7*K* T G! OWRHR=80 :h
7R G'RG :h7'R L K 7RN 7 < X «>f OD RP'R
RXS ,Bf 7R Hu Z= >'" 'YWPWHEGs 7YX T G! 7 W
"WPHU WPHK" LRFTR*J 9!FWf Q!UG KB O] DNR)7C
N > 8G7 N > S9SB\F7 WO Z=-

IQK 7R ZNS 8 DK 7R)G VG RI(QIGHRZHQS O N >
HQ T%WP!Z=7R MS OWXXIRNWX7 RY 7 RF >'K
PYBLO 7 L HZGLR YKOUR 7R)G Z=+ IQK W
YT 'VF 7R)G 7XWHEB QX Beedness) O] W7) G PZI= N+u
7TR P YK KYX W7) G =ZH 7 RF N > TWf Q!uG RY
Z=+ |*WRP'Qu> K P7 WP Q 9!/F7 7*K* YTU'V > Z
O HuGh G7 S 7Qu LKZ7RNZ7 > YTU'V 9!F P K
)G =ZH >' XK 7*K* YTU'V 9!/F7 L HZG YK}TF7 I
Z=+ >f T GIP" YTS NWf L IK,&™RN7R TOQU RXSQR
KYX ¥* @+u7 7'!'G70 Z=« 1QK L 7R)G =ZH >'

LIK7 W P,Qul 2¥X Q7 7 RF7 O T7 7 RF h 71 R
Z=+« WX Q7 7 RFEWf Q!'uG O'S LR X H Q N > ;h’
uUtL*X T ITheOry of Exclusion) 8 DK

N+0 IUOGKP' UUTX HINYX 7 RO P KS 9'S9 '@=-
UIl7 HO 7*K* WI*R> ZG, KWIXGHD Q9 QWf [O K T G
NYX 7 R Z=+« IQK 7R W" P G }7F7 8 DK 7R)G =Z|
WO YT7 L76 YKR G 7TR)G =ZH- L*X7 7ZHG O'l Y
Z Q'7 L*X I*WR L*X7 NYX 7#G T G!78 N XR 7R)
YTR*J, &X*LEAP' >YXK 7 L  HG X* G GYXK I*WR

IQK G7u 1)G BZB7>NY¥X 7 R P GISLOX@ | Z= W'
\' G X*QN T Q792GTQ@é 7B W7 R P7 @&f® @V X Z:
Z2 'LR LR (CifRular reasoning) I *V LK 7R)G Z=+ WY
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\ KP" T G!7 77"TS W7 R P7 TRuLR ZAB KYXG 7Z2K*
B KYX

al
2M*Z< 7] >S ORN 7 S'S :B XIW ZT# KYX

W7 R P7\ KO'S LR ZT#0 X* G Z=+« Gg U | W7
N*J 7TRN,) G*XF KY X

=

uUu YTK U7 Y KévitgiitgofDeStruction)
N+ 7X)G =ZH >

N XRY 7 RF7 K Oj >

7 Qu LK 7RN 7
'"YTK UB

8 DK
YTK U T G!7
G Z=-
WPHUG

7 Efec)d Zz= O>'K | D7 ZX RWf :B K X*QU

7 RRYXG O 7 RGO XF Gf 7YX @ MNTIX*XGNG:BX) G e

K 0'S KIOT [Wu 7R)G Z=

X* G Z=-

TG8T HANK XKI*7

7R WPHUKP' G70 1)C

TR K G T ZzZ=« P!l

> YTK U7 7B YK] G W
Gg YTK U, XTGEY K\FX KZ¥=X Z=-»
vU 8 D tee N

T GYT7G 7 YKV'J7 8 DK OYT\ KT I7
X G Q 8 DP' I'QKONEWr\ KT 10 W ZI Q7 8 DK 7R)
YT\ KT | P K)G =ZHOYTVK® KGK', Y TOGh=L"FuG
T GYT7 \ K7 7 R Subjéctididedlism) -
vUs -W6 O YKQP7 Wdlutdtion @f Sahopalambha
Niyama)

YT\ KT | 7 ZPVXLBG70D YKBPaK S
Z=7 RF K" WTul 7
=ZH >'

K S7 \ K [OK

We 9 KOBT XR @TZHK 7R)G
7YX \LKBRKRS XI K'7 T G!

7We9 Z7B O] W
O>'"7TR<U\ KXS > G Z=0-+ Objecy TV QK&Kbowledge)
[O K ,Zf 7YX \ KI7ZSQR SK" %L J RF¥ ¥R ILRGR YTR*
Z=+ 7 \ K 7 K'7 K" KYX O W7) G Z=»
\ K7 T9I U(luminator)

(Hluminated) Z=%XP K S

ZK-'SN

Z=>8K Y7 N T GA\7QT%L
I"8) GX=KI'XPR'G ,Z¥ 8N
\ K7 YFQ, YTVQ Z=-

>f K S \,lKoff KIOK X
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"XP K 'Ylan¥blue) X'N 7, K X7 K S "@hisisblue) « N
TG!7 T GYT7G 78 K7 RS KRE » KW Z=G!7 XI|
W HU7 PRagogéfulaction) X* G, ZN T G!7 °~ G T8 [Wu
Z=-e

vUt U" QT 17 8 DK OP QzP7 PG WP Z O

P QzP7 OU" QT 10 P KNG QZ=YKTWeB/-® Q
W QWf LR' O<G! 7*YB YTYKMN! §8QgChidigmess)|QK 7
7X)G =ZH 7R 8 DK S'S R >PXS7 M B7LR X H 7
P"80 aiG X H 78 1']18 Pj:7VRI N X R= Q P YK 7j
Z= 5" Y7=! KYXGY¥XK P QZP7 | UUYK7 WO T G
NI?N 7 WPHUG 7 7 RF 7R U" QT VYKTU<K Q 7Y

>f U" QT 17 HLK 7R TS ZP F QGTuld QUé¢ ™
0j 9'sS 07 RF 7P W GRuT7 @Y@7? z=0+ >f ZP F
Z=Gf U" QG 78 [Wu 7*K IQKWIX)3 ZZH >' WeW
N ZJG KYX, BB G TZHEYT7 Z=+ >f ZP Q \ KGD]PB 78
NJ7WQ\VK7 "G TWX*P K L4AG+ R >!P' WLu7
Z= >8K R >! WL0O KI!7 T GYT7G 7*K* K 7*K* %|

. \ KP P eW A
lUuK A N > 9 &ibrnalorld)
@pistemology)

Q*9 < W-XLS O YKQI N >9Gh T G
OYT\ KT \'Q [OK Z=+ 7TS <'GK WQ Z

P QZF WeW R Z< Ve
. . N >9Gh L"FuG¢
OU" QT | YKTu<K Q Z=-

Q-Q \ K 27 U7, Y4= N >9Gh QH H
T)U'YVT
A ~ Z7T Q Z=- TG U Z=-
O IQKO

wU 8 D use 9!'F 9!FQI!UGITFGR 7P G W OOW
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N+0 |UWK@BUbstance) K PWf 7*K* H Q ,JQTEBYXNL Z=
T'LKWeWe ,7 RYT\ K7 Lé 7J7 WPZ P U Z=+ IQK
TQTWh@le) W 7 QH HUG H YLG 7R)G =ZH-

w U 8V P (Aggregation) [Wu G7 8 DK

N+0 G70 1)G RYEHISL WAL XWP'YYXX T G!7B=Wf [O K
7*KW' KYXe 1QK YX WP"X7 J R7 LRYZF 7R)G =Z
cQ7 7 RF? E¥X RF Z Q'7 9!FT RE | &9 X* G Z=+« 7j
WP 7 [S76imultddeity) 7 RF ?2Z&YXK RF 77 WPQ L HG 91X
fB 7 WP"X KYX NYK > G Z=s 7] 7 MBYXL K 7
7 RF %L LUO ZP[S 7j 7*K* 7 P7 MS L K KYX 7R
WP"X7 TJ RF G70We9G KYX Z=-

wUt TQT T Q T Part€drld the Whole)

N+0 G70 1)G =ZH >' H"S T G! O0>'K :BO 7RIS W" |
7*K* TG U W6 O TQT O KYXsf PBI P IQKRPKARWR NK
Gf Q X'N 7 RFXLRP F{ Q X*TG ZFT G! ZP[S 7

Q KYX Oj W7H3S@reséhess) 7B KT JPuU Z= >' TQT
Qarts) 7 WeQ*9Wf 7 KVholeFQTL KOO'S LR Z7B X* G
TQT 7 T GYT7G 7 [W[UWf Z\F7G 7 PB RFXT@T DG

TQT 7 WPQP' LK K KYX X*G Z=-

w U 0’ (Difference) 7 T%L

N+0 O'17 T GXYK7E&NRG =ZHe IQK O'17 G K %L L
T%LI9G D'GE7 LK BLBLP, K¥K X*QNQtWQ O Ta
YKV'J cQ78 N*J 7R TS U I7 We9 WP K ZJ7RF %LF

LK \KeTOUT9G O'lI OTI QuOWwel IGh - YLTRRER
9IF7 7We9 KYX RYX W7Ns YX G K" Z70R7 O'l7
T GYT7GG70 YKR G Oj > G Z=-

xU 8 Dve P7QRHRBRGZ7 TwL OK)R QT | 8 DK(
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PGOTYT/T'WT : < | UGUYK7 LS J YXGG INHIB

'K)R '@d-Soultheory) 7 8 DK 7j P R7 [W[U 7 S 9"

xUs P 7 [W[0& Rec@yn@ian) O  # Z Gvidory)

N+07 KIWR <'GK 7 Z\WEZKX XYTPK Z=¢« 1Ql
Z= > >f P Z\FBGBHF#Z6 'Z Q[O\W OT 0Oj *»>GXP
7 X KIOT 7 S X/ RF 7] RX6 G K!OT7G u
RF7G '07 T(dentty) YKT QU 'ZKMONR TS Z\F7 YT\
K 0j,96% KYGKK RF 7*K 7j?W7) G Z=

N+u G70 1)GS9XZH'\(Horehouse consciousness) "ZT#[O
Y T\ (Kctive consciousness) 7 P QPWf #ZG W OT Z=+ P!
=ZH >'" >f SQYT\ K YTVQ9G \&XHKWf RRHAHR K¥X OF
W7) Ge >FWE KRZ\FTGFZAPI17 Y Kewof®arma) K O]
> Gea# GZF UK 7 S 7P0U7 MS KYX/#GBMORFR X 7 S
7P07 MS O'BNO 7 I*V LXPX*QRBJIWR HR RX TS
YKR'7T R 7 WO YKT Qu Z=« KT> G [UU! R Gl
ZQ W L"Tu> P7 We 7 R7 YNK PN7OYKKQ®& 7Z=ZP \I
Z=e

xUt R7 [W[{leRF QWU G

R7 ~ G T [Wu 7RN 7 S'S 1QK7IZ[@ WX/ R PUKZC
7 Qu T GUL#BT GG XI| 7 @& ZR 7*K* 7G, &' KT- (B Z:
7 QU7 7G 0 7' X R X* G Z=0-

N+0 L[0 7R)G =ZH 'MRHFRKT QUS Z=« >f R7 U
Z=Gf W#Z 7*K 7] WOKTG HRH'ZG#E B'S URYR K
YLA!K a Z Q (Knowledge, Will, Effort) 7 T Q7G X* G
Z=- R7 \ K YK Q WTu L Z34K WKNR WERY RWf
WOP' 9ZG L K 7] W#Z 7] W7) G =ZH-
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RWTRZH¥V#Z R<K 7 S'S LI K 7 RALROFTO

7PUOXITR S7 L"Fu \ K T ®Q77IS 7 WTu\ Woé P' W O

7$F TU > TMBP@*9N 7 S'S WeW R7 R<K 7R)G =2Z¢t
> T7 YXG STSRZ=R7 LK 7*K* T HO KYXe

xUu T'17 Z P Q Z<Y7 W U U7 G

PPeW7 T'178 L+$R'Q -MKYC\ZD IIQRAFTG78
(L+$3vV'QO P K)G =ZHe+ T'I7 & ®Rdiabty) RR YKOUR
Z=+ IQK 7R [WI&W B8 Ayurkéda) 7 G I)G =ZHe >'k
Z<Y7 W U U7 RIKIQKT RO W Q P*: L Q7RGN)G =
Z P\F7G Z QZ KIOTWGBYWK XF'IZ R<ZzQG O RO ¢
L RS+Y77 7 F7 P 90 NGN)G =ZHe T'I7 PX L!$V WO
7R)G Z= > 7R e 7*K* WTDIRF RKIZB *KY X

xUv P*Z7 QH Hu T%L

T'Il G PYER7® WI87PZK)GE =ZH+ P!I-T)IQK VT @ @WT
P*Z278987 Q" G7 'Y(KbEatité cessation of suffering) 7X)G
=ZH-

IQK7 KIW!'® K!O0"ZG,$® URWRQ7 WeQ*9 T Q7
P*ZP' YX WO7 K U G8k W38Z=K!0"ZG 7% PWZOT Z
YK Q W!8 PGS >Z QZ9 Q KYX X'N 7 7 RF &7 YTVQ
S+Y77 W!8 WB[EGgRX)G Z= OPJ! YTV7 ZPcF >7 f
LI$V W L"FO g8 O aii7W Z7 R7 ¢g80 7 WTUH YTK U
W L"FUO YT[U, WI&FgPEK 'V XIO Wf P!iUG Oj LK U!
T%LP' T  HG,X¢ GTHP*Z LT9uO Z=-

IRVIVRY . A . Q-Q)U'YVT7 PG
N+u PG OL"Tu .
Z K 6RLZO
P 7 "KYR "QTRHR 7 P 7 YKHQY KR

T%L L& 7J7 Z\F7 W Z= >7R ZWJLOW
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L UaY ) _P)U'YVT PG
! N+Uu PG OL"Tu Q-Q)

Z K 6RLZO
/=e X* G /=
WeW R 7 RF WeW R7 Qw=>7|
We W

L& 7 JWf <S)G 227G (WTa\ RO z:

W6 W OT Z=+ \K&,ZQ K YK Q Z

T'17 T'l ZP \F7 T'l RZF G Z=
ZP Q Z=- Z<Y7 W U U >7 f 2

LT90 7 W Z7
g87 Q" G7, YKT¥
KYXe

yU N+[u7 WINMXW7 7 1ZP7 We H u*J7 XIU

P*Z7 U" QG T YKT
T%L YTSQO-

IQK <'QPTGSTYT'T 7B Z < K L*HYIK&IXO RG
G7UUNydy®d 7 XK JR G O Z= >7R YNK IUUKU
U*J W OT KYXe ZPZHS 7 | UOYKLZZIR |LZBPP7R,;IZP A

R:!K H [UR*P\F >7 f XI1p9>* 7R B 7 O Q [S8S]

TGUP K ,WPQAHB' WRW <Mithila Rese@rtB In§itute,
Darbhanga), 7 P' R gWFX IROe9 WeDIW),CG T KRI [E QX
YT YTpBWQ), O 77 W Q We 7#G gantrdlT pasigit O
University) >7 f We H WO YX Z7 R7 |, YDXKBSH7HRF W
KIT 17 XIU P' PX86TL"FO 7 > 7] RXS =ZH-»

7 W Q We 7# G C¥nfralYShiskSt@niersity) S S NX R
U U R PQ We 7##G YT YTp SQ O RG WR7 R7 K
WO O6>'K P)ZHS & P' U*J  KIT 178 ZINW PY XG T
YORYU K H ? Z*U I'TUe7R KT K >7 f WhH 9k 7597
O V Y TGomdpu@tional Linguistics) KIT | QTdsldlon
Studies) 7 Z'UP'" KT QP H YLG 7] RXS =ZHe YX
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ZQ WWf ZPZHSLZR![SYL WO7 WeRZF QQK W OT
R P Q L D![BSafitnaZWdikh ©r Manuscripts) R ZPZHS ZR
@irhuta) L D![SYL7 YD\>BS 7RF7 7 > W'X>'YKRXGR -
| UOYK7 JR*XWR78 YT L U*J H27 S'S W!SO NK R

YX W,I0RV C 7' R7 K!T | 7®andarKparadigng O
Z= >'" 7K Z < K -WeP7¢\W8 78 KB)ZBS O(Nrget
Language) P' %L GWRG 7 S > W7) G Z=« P)ZHS 7 I
G }7F7 LWRLUTG PQWe USG7TWK 7G)f 7P KYX Z=:
P QPWIf L X* G Z= >KP)ZHS;hD® TR VCVY LG X Z:
T, ® Q N+u IUuUK?7 >YBSGP H”A" HWO7 WI!S? N
7 1ZP7 OV Z=-
zU 9 O R | Uu YDegp MghtakiBréader Implications)

IQK <'QPGOTYTPI'Y 8-BKDK7 HH KYX Z=- P KT
@®luman Cognition) \ DYT\ ®Gosfology) 76 N!?N 7 7B G }7
ZF S ZI K 7R)G ZAN JYXOXKIYT 'VFWT Y7=1 YT[U
G }7F7 YK 7Vu OWR 7j] N)G Z=e&

\ KP P eW 7 8IrdeGrity 6f Epistemology): N+0 IUOKP'
Z QZ KIP K7 > YTOR>KI1Q@K 7B WPH %LP' I'8)G
'Y T\ K{Bubjective Idealism) W Q ,f N WeW R7 7*K* T
W Q Gmpidcal reality)y KYX RXGe IQK7 "\ K WP T>7*K*
Y T'\(@pject) 7 X* G, \ZKk TQe LK YTVQ (KNbMedge W7) G
is intentional/directional) JIYK7 L Q RHhénpkh&nology
(Husserl's concept of Intentionality) Wf P'S 8 'G PGOTYTT'7
L 7R)G Z= >"\ K7 QH HuG N T G.7>'" B'YKR YK
QH H Wbdérn(Realism) 7 P"S [O[06 Z=-

7 QURF [WO G7 W TunDetsalRy7oGCau3ality): N+u7
X'G!7 YUntaused@estruction) Z\F7G 7 YTR*JP' I1QK7 GT7i
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>'" S>F R YNR QT YTKW OT, B W L"Fu T)\ YK7
>9Gh T G 0Oj > Geiente) \\VK' XO-7 RRI7 ~ HGGal O
Determinism) LR YB7S Z=« >f N >P' ;h 7! R ,IGQN¥ 7#Urai
YT\ K7 OYT QT F W OT OJWXT7GR Y' |(BUREry
conditons) 7 [Wu G JIYK7 'Systen@ 7¢f7 interacting
variables' 7 G }7F7 L"Tu%L Z=-

P-<'GK K)ZG7 03FRIF-cbacibusfess and Moral
Responsibility): N+U0K)R '@PuU MS7 [Wu GP' O RY Y’
7R) G Z=-+ Dder/ G Q* OG&xpériencer) [O-KO K Z\F7 W& Z
GfL'L 'L!I'Q7 TJ RF YKRHU7 O] > '@ Q4B IC
(Recognition) 7 PK*T)\ YK78@DQWf7 QH HUG [WU 7R)C
[WO G P KT QXHFRS K)ZG7 &Rl &agenty) O 76
| UOYK7 J R I1)G Z=-

O YV7 WeR<K Languddeal andl Rérlism): N+ouL*XT |
7 P QPWf OV 78 QH HUWf'R7YB Py Pk WB7
(Negative construct)y P K)G =ZHe PNT QQWR7 ' (Posifivel
Denotation) H YLG 7R)G Z= >'Rénliy) 7 QQH<HTBO W J
W NJ 'D=U |7 HU'7IT® KKXX, M= 79* (Cowness)
K P7 7B 'QWH M (Diversal) Z=- G }7F7 odiclduT I
Realism) O V YT\ K7 S'S PXO6TL"Fu Z=-

P)ZHS O V 7 7 |ZPAcaddmie Qgor & Maithili):
" PGOTYTM'¥X KITI7 OV 9G WeR<K [WUu 7R)
L WRO YV7 UI TS YKP uF AbBttaGtiphiloddphicdd 7 Z< C
contemplation) 7 S'S L"FuGg 'YQU® fEZEW7 7 P QPWTf
\ K7 YT ®iiital &chiving and democratization) P)ZHS W YX
ZGX WP' 7B T€EPP ZRZWWQ 'R LR 78 KT> TK Z
RXS Z=-
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{ULWeX R

YK 7VUE@EGOTYTD' ' RG Q IUuK7 7 XK Q*ZG G C
WXe | Wf | UoYK7 S*7YK76 XIU YKI:[UG 7] RXS Z
N+0 ITUOK?7 O RGP' LGK7 | UuYK?7 7 RFYTLA KX*IG Z
L*XT | KR QT 17 >G'7 ZNS 71 8 DKQ-X HH
T)U'YV7 IUOUK7 YT>QRH7 LWR< Q7 Z=-

9>' W C 7I'R R 7S 9'S P)ZHS KIT " KB Q!
7TS Z < K We 7#G T ;hBQYLWe RPEZHR)GWZe 7# 2G7
JR*XWRK J¥WKR L)f< NQP' W'X* WMSNVNeZAH*R7Pe YK R
=ZH W L"Fu g8 67 Q" G7 YKT#[6 P KT B WYK7 <RP
[UW"U Q W I'U76 G }7F7 PWOAUIR'T/NVK77) J7 R78
P'BNQTS W"'Qu7 WP K Z=Y PARHS OGW WHR2ZHS V

B Q!B >7f U*J We H K76 YRKKR" WKXIQ WKQXKH
TRN 7 < X »

0 PGBTYTT'70G7 P)ZHS KIT |

ORGQ L QWYX_ -QWWGHs7 KSF7IP' YT G#G WF

siZRO7 P" ;7K

IQK < QRBSTYPTSGg 7, WYGX-TQUOYV7 IUUK7 Q
>YBS 8PDBKLR7 U UHH Z=+ GH YL 7R"ANIGZU7
ORLZ7 WeTQA7 Z<U, BW7IB%HL7Z K*6R P*Z [OP!8 G 1
G'7 ZNS Z= > 7R W YX_ Q7 WP Z L"FuGg Z< Q
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| G T'> TQe YXTHUHYWE7 Q N+0 IUOK?7 | :0 T)< WR
%LP' Z G!G 7TR)G Z=»

YX P)ZHS KI!T 17 WT :LWR LS J Z= > K!
LI T8 YTK,0 ZGR'7; ,KI!P*K L I-K RF YKZP®RF
WYT7-YR}TF7 L7 bR MW!R\ZG R8)& PXZMP' Z iBQG
=ZH+ 1| G T'>7 R 07 O"ZP7 P' W'X* YX RFK ZG7
9'S Z=-

WPH YKFuQ &= > 7 >

| UOYK7 WeZ'VF7 Z WIP)ZHSE& WMSRO YV7 9p
ZGX [W7 PXWTYS®_ Q7 > 07 Z WP!ZO $W<R P7
We 7RF  JIYK7 KITIU UQ L RI‘UFG 7 Z Wf 8

tU 7#ZG7 YTJ 9GYT%lle WI¥K Q7 We9P

tUs | UOYK7 YTFK B7B% LK

KIT 17 PlyQ L CP' Z Qg Z Q'7 G7u0783YK K FPP'

ZZGA W O YI[®: Z K YT7L YT7 Lg DK G

YK 7Ve

| XRFGg W P @UrBQGL PKKN 7 ZW:h9P' Z K C
W P QU WX Q7 7 RF7 WPZ Z= HT T GI!P'" RX T
N1l K"YT7 L7 LRYZF 8 DK X* G Z=-»

WeR<K L C78 " HR | UOYK7 YTTBF K))G RA®
U UMDL HT N+[0U7 Re9PéP' MU UBGRSK=7 &7 i
Z=@ 6R QU& P KS@Rligi O YV7 We7 G WO T |
TR78 L C7 W PK' L HG 7R)G Z=-

tUt G707 7H K7
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HHP' LRLWR7fLQUW :BKPKIYX7R=P' L N+[U
7TH K7 @Z=

1. HQ T G!78 Z\F7T IWf N< QN-

22 N >9G78 YT\ KT I U" QT IWf N< QN-

3. W 78 9!F7 WPZ P' YTS K X*QN Wf N< QN-
4. P 7Z\F7 YTWIG KWf N< QN-

5. GGg , PRT'l P*Z7 H LK 7RN-

YX Z Wf HH7 T GYT7 0K, Q7 i7ZZPPFW RIGKWXT'7
Z=+ 7R 0ZZGK Q70 7*K*, R'W Z[VQ) KREIR cQ
KT H[O<, RPYTR*J YKF2G 7 LK Z=-

tUu YRS 7 7G

N->h7:B1 DUh87 »8BX 7,W2I97 RXPR77 <P7
7N"@RY7, WXRZ<U7XRHS QO'Il N F @®*2MOR7 TS
| XRE, KYX H H7 W YXWeQ7 R MNKN)G Z=-

YTU'V Me£WRRH H7 7 RFIPUN7 L!KRNTIG2 2='S 7R
P QPWf BVGP XWK7 RY HREVTQ :d[60Q K!OT9 Q
NK)G Z=« YX Z7 R KI!T 1 1 U0OYK7 P"GUK78 1)YK?
Z=s

u0 O RG Q W YX_ Q7 [WU G7 S*7P' WP Z
uUs-RWI G

U UH HP' RW 7 T KB7 >7f ZQZ ZJ K GO6T KY
KIT IP"Y7=l RW P7 ZT X L Z=-

70U G RWe&e ZJ K GJ R

50



HH7 R O8 g8Wf PlaiiG G&T\ K7 T Q7G H
T GYT7 Z= BTYXKYXK7 LRYZF7 <RP ZQ*>K g
KITIZLC L 7R)G Z= > Z Q'7 aiuG g8Wf =IB
YX REANF®) 7 W JK Z=-

AGP 8 DP' .G @K WaiG YK}TF7 L7 P\ K |
Z=+ GP*ZK9R7 [UBR[US G’ 0S QO'l N Fi7 %L7
7 PQ NKN)G Z=-

YX 7RFHH7 HQ OT 7 TS N UNMKRYT\EVW K
g8YKT#[67 Z=ZO RG Q 7 U U Q HuUP' U-G R\
QU7 ~GP RW P7 LWRFZG Z=-

8U T R RW7 N+[07 %L

GQ Q!u U, UG7K¥XZ=+ L"TULZ N R N R K"GK |
6RLZ Z Q'7 W O TK 78 LRYZF7 N | YKR KT RG
HTG70 T7TRG Z=-

(WP"S 8@D®{(}7F7 @XITRRFJ B TRNU XB 7] P*Z7 |
- YBG @RI [0 aliG N+[U7 TROT LK 7R)G
S*<778 QKRSBN7<X > TROTP"SHH7 W
KYX Oj >

9UX Q  ;HQ

R >PXS7 M B7LR X H /RB7'BR N X R= Q P KQT
7H H H7 WT 0ZJ7 W YX_ Q7 eUWOP'Wf 7 Z=-
GGg X H 78 aY7=! KYXi 7XN U" QT ILR G F :h

GQ X Q 7 TS PK*RGK IKYX Q P7 E=FRF
YKTU<K QG 7 P"GuU I*V XH 7 X Q LI 7TH R G

0 7$F RW7 J R

51



HH7 P'"S Z K WeW R7 g8 FRR¥KZTBFRUMS- > P
PlauG YTVQ7 << u PK! Q7 "~ G T9G WI!RZ 78 LUu
YTS L %LR" KY$F 7 G7uU U Q %LB g8&BZX39G Z-=
7R 7 RF YKT RF7 QH Hu \ K T Q7 Z=-

uUt TWKI G

K ITJuKI7ZY[Rewvo G7 K!W R ¢ L C7 [0OJ'Q HuO7 L
b >G Hu RX)PGZZF¥TT7Z7QZ [0J'Q HuUPGI}7TFR Z=
TQ P7 GRN) QP Z=-

ZHP TYKeae P\ K7 YKT QuG

W)7ra 6 G7u7 G TuYK Z=,>FAK)IZG 7 LIKZXKNMO"Z
Plaa@®K 78 Z\F7 :BK 7 E'R P YK W G! KYX O] W7)
| XRFP'" 07 ~ X K!OT 7 YKX RU a RF 7 YKX RU
J RNK S 9'S Z=-.

I*WR TYKe OV QH HU7 W N J

L*XT 17 8 DK 77 TS 09 Qu U 17 HU7 Z K KYX Z=-
Z= > OV PKP B PVgEGXQ7 W HU7 TX R7 L =f G
W ? -WaR<K T Q7 Z=»

G'WR TYKeae P)ZHS 7 N+[u7 L!IK H uLK

KIT 17 We 7#2G7 TYK Z7zZ2PSPJ2HIX T TR'S |
WeT |7 O, W KYXXK GAUKIP B eW GOTP PeW 7 L"
P QP NYK W7) G Z=2NR OX YN 78 Z QZ %L8 7X)G

We 7#2G7 >K KITI17 ZGX [W7 PXOT NaN)G

uUu TF*alG Se7 R

52



7" G77 THWAGGG7 KIW R [O auG7 YT[U TFG
LK7R)G Z=+« YX L CP' TFG K'7 GRLR Z=-

Z K*auGP"S7 TFG

i>f K &@GIP F 7 TRUBEX 8RX YWTORYA 7O
\ K K'S L QRéWKK"XK*K K L C778 YK FQ c¢c*G KY.
Z Q'7 O6RWf LYXK' TQe YKFUQ 7RN 7 S'S N Q X*
HRTFG
YTLZ G7u78 7R <RP We9G LWRFZG JWR Sj
YX-GEZGP' Z QZ LU IWWeQ WG 7Z AWt K
GSe7 R

N->:h7:BI DZ<Y7 W &RX7 W¢9 X H 7 7H G707
Z=» G GQ W> TBN SeZRYEQX7 T Q7 :h9 Z=

%L7

P*ZK9R7 [UBRPUS I XZRAFZ7 NZBIIQO'l &l Fu
%L7 A~ GP 8 DP' | UGYK7 9p78 7 P7 7VuU 1)G
Z<U7 ZUeW  Z<U7 R7 9+RTW+IQCRF LSEIKQ Q*p
G F YBLF Z=-

uUv RYZzW®'!'B
ORGQ 7 U U7>zZWHR J!IQu 9!'F7 J RLR KIT I
P" h7K 7 S > W7)G Z=-

ZW | 9IF

KIT 17 g0G#I R IZUG@UGS Kai LAY X& §is W R 1Y X X K
PYZHS WeQ*>77 71US ZQ*9 Q-KI7&ZH+P YIX Wf Gb X

YTU'VGg Z K*6R WeR<K ZW I 9!F NAGN)G Z=-
T uQ78 W OTGg =*B G }7F7 8 DP' 8*[S I'N 7 ZQ W
53



> 9lF

8 DW DIG b ZZGPXTR*J7 =+ BK YK 7Vu7 &G L
OR)G Z=+ Q QPG7 LZOR* TR77&K'S Oj > G Z= >' ¢
RYZG7 9 O QU >7 WP L L)f<)G Z=»

P JIQuU 9IF

PIyQ G7 U P7 eUP' PN WGEZBPGS ZZ<G Z=« P!
Lp LWeXPRQ K PHTZFWKP' 9p 7*PS SQ P7 NK)G Z=

W P

7G'7* K!&1 QG | :0 Z=+ 7YX, KMTIPL DK 7 L[0

ZZG8 DK YN > G Z=+ YXWf ZW | 9!F :B)G Z=
<RF RF R ]8 ~ GP <RF JWR L)f<N 7XCK X* G Z=»

Gg | :u Kia 178

x L"T,uLZ

x OR

x 272GZ K

x YK 7Vu

YX < WR Q 8 DP'" NfBN LQ*9 RXGe-

uUw Z¢WQ1 G

Z'P' W7 -A¥uQG7 KI!WHRZW;hHLOUWO T YT 7 K!%LG
T Q7 Z=-

L WRO YV7 Z< Q

KIT 17 0 @*¥TK @WPTXNO< Bil ZFiM QU
X' @7 Q[O\ i >7 f LI78 QZJ7 WRS 7#G KYX 7 K' =:
7 RF WP Q :R'S"LQUQ IjI'S Wf Il UAYK7 HO YT7#

54



T UQ9G Z< Q

P)ZHS YFQ We Qrsly Z@QV ST Q7#2ZG7 K!%L Z
P KS > 77 KYX PEKWXGE8E=Z K C)d XZ=HN 4gu 78Kl
ZQ*9 U U Hu78 P)ZHS P+]87G ZI K 7R)G Z=-
WLI7iQ K+Z< Q
PlyQ KI!T FZ2JTK 9RYYV7 %L8PM%LR ZO-ZN P
eH'> 7* 7iQ LI7 ZIBK YIZKIKG7 O6RQHE @ FTQU
7 RF XI YTVQ7 P)ZHS T 0Q7 N < eH'> LI NRN
YXWf 7YX L! G7P' S9 BYV7 GR NK)G Z=
1. KIT 17 I'TZK KRF)ZHS | UUYK7 9p-
2. O"ZP7 7-REI'S ZP[cG 7 IZP7 9p-
O'I WL"Fu L!'G77 U)S 9G Z< Q78 7P>*R

T Q7G X* Gf LYXS ZQ*9LR I'TK 9RY [S Q GRF
Z Q'7 HKLR R*PK %L I*XR N T Q7 KYX-

uUx 7.,eZ*pQW" KZJ G LQu

O RG Q UWMN*G7 < WR PXITeZRX p@EI KZJ
G QWYX KIT 17 LRYZF S'S YTU'V LQ!UG Z=»

R*<7 N G Z= > K"XIG HH TQe,W*WOGT i
WA KZT7Q7G L 7R)G Z=-»

7 e”Z

Z K7 NI, YOI L7 NI LRYZF X'G!7 N | G I
LR LR 7 eZ L"Fu Z=-

Q*bQG

55



| UuYK?7 LI ZJ7 eUGg LK Z<G ZW@h OAP17ZQLUG Z
WX Q7 7 RFYTK O T-Z/UHB89 R 8S 9'S Z=-

WA KZJ

YK7BTG2 T UQWOP' G707 WNJ WP QGg W!R\Z
KI&'IP' R 07 ZZG\ AGP YK 7VU7 P K[W7 WA |
Z =6

G LQu

KIT 17 ZP!8 WMSG YX GRLR Z=+ Z Q'7 L8 D
L 7] DG @W P QU7 LYXS BLGGTPG DR LYK U7 VU i
Xle L C7iQ WX QG ZO T Z=-

Pl QzJ7 U Vvu7 78K* P"S G7u7 8!S LK LYXK
O T 7 Quid U Vu7 LYAG' L C7 YK 7VU > YK > G Z=-
UViu778 YK LZ NK $>KWIMGPZAXu7 LYXS YT7 L7 LR

vUL QWYX_ Q7 [Wu G7 S*7P' WP Z
vUs %LT | KT WP Z

%LT | Z Wf L C7 HO 7 TS 'NZXRR WARER KA
YTR*J O YV7 L7RFP' NK)G Z=-

YX HH7 ZP!8 %L P# L7RF Z=
x 07w KYXu7 T~GFG WeR<K

x [U HT <G!R YT7 L

x We9ZG7 <RP LWRFZG

X G7 LIKR TGuK

x YK 7V07 L'KH uLKe

56



LIKR T#[0 7 Z7 RKKB)BE/FZ=SQ C7 LYXK'YX K
Z= >"YTLZ YT7 L 7ZRG'Y X8Q &, M B K"GK YT7 L

%LT | Z,WB\NK>#ZG P 7 LIKR TGUK L C7 WHF
7TR)G Z=+ R-DRTH®D G7 P*ZP 9u 7B T#06 7 R \

vUt N aiGK7 WeT IT |

ZP8 S N auGK7 WeT IT | Z Wf L C Q G R*:
TR WIK gG Z=

x N+0 L"TaLZ
x Q-DU'YV7, 6RLZ
x WO YTG YKLZL C7?

x

S*7N![u

x U U

x Z QZ KI!OT
x  LYXMh

PI L"FO N) TRG KYXs YTLZ TR78 N*SN 7
LR G! 7R ~GP T Q6G KYX RX)Gs 7R Z Q'7 T«
NK)G Z=+ &g 7R

WeT | P7 WeRI4K T®Gg 77 W Q -BETKQ QPG
7XS > W7) G Z=-

KIT 17 Z K*6R U)S YX WeT | P7G 78 > TG
We 7#G U U HQ7 P+]87 > 0 N<N)G Z=»

vUu WeR<K T |

WeR<K T | Z Wf WP G HHYAdR*J Q!pPLR JV

57



x HQ U,zZ\F7

x K U,\"Q

x W

(=

91F
x TQT U TQT

x P 0O K P
x 7 RF U0 7 RF
x WQU]I]P

x 7G 0 U,0*uG
x ZP F O ZP F.

<% 8D YX )J WeR<K 78 FPUg L!K9uXCG 7R)G
Q!pP78 7 TS, NSBN KIYX QN Z= >" YTLZ LKYX TX I
WO78 P YK RXS Z=>'7R [Wu GGg K7 R)G Z=-

YX 7 RFLC7 9XK WeR<K P7 7G Z=-

vUv YT8 DKT | 4

I'WRI 7 YT8 DKT | Z Wf HH7 K'7 G700 R*<7 Z=4s
N XRWfTRYX GR7 G}TFR*JWé "~ HR 7R)G =ZH

x >f WO Y7=1,8f Q" Q6 7 ZP F TQe 7j

x >F 7 TS \,IGFA=K 7*K ? G!7 \ K

x >f P ,IGYXRF7% 0 7

x >F U1 7T8YXQ7 RGIZRYX 7#G T GI!P LYXS \ K 7*

LuzG 7 HuOP' GWR7 YO8 DX-WRR<K!IT,IWf [O
IQK ~ GP YKFUQLR KYX $7) G =ZH- YT,8N DG 7 W
QH, HR ZP F7 K"GK 77 W H YLG 7R)G =ZH-

58



Gg Y8 DK P7 YTZJ7 LQPII7TR)TEB KT | YK
T 7R KYX 7R)G-

viw yQ U U
9 D PR7 yQ U UQ zZz Wf KITI Z <K JIYK"

We 7#G Q QLR LR 7 ZGX [W7 \ZZG> JIYK7 P)
YX 7 >P'" ZPS)G Z=-

KITI17 7TS Ul KYX NB)GKZIHC7{Q LWR  HZG
> YXP' JIYK7 B)ZHS L C7

x N ,>
x B

x #ZG
x KIOT

x Z<Y7 W U U

x OVTX R

>7 f LWRZ<G T G!7 P QPWf Z < K G70 NI\? W7
Pl yQU UQLRI‘UFG 7 S'Sg NG QN T Q7
x 7*K We 7#G We 7RF J R NKS

x 7*K B 77 WX QG S'S 9'S

x 7*K U Vu7,P"S Z=

x 7*K U Vu7 K!TI17, R >*aS 9'S

x 76Q yQ P"S T UQWf ZJ7 YT G#G Z=-

YX W"<sK 7 O TP' G\ZZG37PAPIWB K7 SZYF |
e[U7 %L8 Z=LS Z=-

59



vUx :BK YT\ K

#7@ Q[O\PN*JKIOT7G 0 YTVQ7 W NJ7 7 RF :I
QQK7 LQ UG WO TK Z=+ 0> XP KP X KRPT 7 S
7j RXS =YiU K!OT7 7 S9G YKR GRG YTVQ7 Q G U:

R 07 INJ YX G7TOWSUBK[OZ'RF-YA&K® RWK 7R) C
Z=- GISK W O, T™IU SRZWP KG :*YVG 7RN 7 NI
Z K %LP" YT7[WG 7RN 7 < X »

IQK N TG!7 TG U QH HUGWSLUF¥LBK/RIG K KHG
TG!7 Z O uT7 WeR<K 78 Z HZP7 Z K NKN)G Z=-
Il UuYK?7 %L8 Z<G KYX-

vUy L-ZZGYEQ [WU G

T*M9 ; OR7 0 [0Z'G L C7i7 Z Wf YX L C7 IU
Z= o'

x G707 FP J)QuWf KI!WRF 7RQ

x Z Q'7YT7L7 W,0TK NI?Q

x S*7 KIOT U U K"78 ZP F7 e*G P KQ

x GGg P*Z [OP!8 P\ K T 7R 7RQ-

Z K*6R U)S L-CYPQ PKRUQP[SG 7R)G Z=« P!l U
(8 DIBUOT 7 @ueiVi 7YX I'S WF L C7{Q TG UG Y7=! V

Gg L-EZGYFQ Z Wf L C WXO 2"FUGQY Z'S KYX

vUz -6IRYKT'[U7 1'U>Z\ K
We 7#G7 | UOYK?7 \ K78 P)ZHS P' KN VKB O Y\

ZJ7 R7 L!'K}TFGRF Z=+ > YX \ KLR LYXK7RV ZPG \

P)ZHS L C7 JWR KN 7B PXOTL"Fu I'U> N+[u7 X G
60



YX KI!TI17 P Q@PWf P)ZHS

x S*70 V R U KYX

x RLWRT R7 O,V P U KYX

x 9-G/ YX Q7 OV P U KYX

N7 ZP FPGPleeW GO6TP PeW 7 OV %LP' Z2ZGZ

Pl 7B G}TFR*J* Z=+ We 7#G L WRO YV7
N<N)GLE=G! WP QL C7 S'S K'GK TR*J NYK W7
S*7G U 7RF S'SKWIRPXBY WRS P 9ulsUF7 T Q7

wU K[WO G7 S*7P' WP Z
wUs 7*K Z7 R7 ?KIT | Z=

KIT1T YKG G UI KITI KYXe 7R YK K G K
VA

1. HULR7 OgW"SR UuYK7 ZZG\ L WRO YV7 L|
2. WeZ'VFLR7 L!kWaiuf@ GRGF7u P)ZHS Z K*6R 9
3. yQ P7 ZgGLAGVUT FPNu YT7 L L C7iQ P 91

O RG Q LR LR %@ GOT\WB WBIRT#[6 i GB 7 47 N <
OV GRWf §@ N7A0 WYER> G Z=-

wUt K 1 7 9ZGU S WPG! G

Q"> KK | 79ZGU S WPG-IGT77AZEBYEQ SPRGTL
Z=+ YX KITIP' We 7#G L C7 W O YTG N+[U7 Z
LK7RN 7 ZQ W L Z=-

W P @NI@IWIX Q7 7 RFi7 >YBS Z K78 FPUg 8*[
7=

61



9ZGU S WPG! G 7TWRMSSLRE7 G707 YK 7WIRP U KY

ZYFQ NN? W7)G Z=-

P!l 9ZGU S WPG! G | UuYK?7 KITIP" W TJ K

WRS 7RF P"S TJ RF "WW)'RGZ= YjX

KIT 17 YTU'VG

KIT 17 WRS T UQLRK®!) B8"SZHWRO YV7 LI KYX =*4a)(

wUu Q"P 707 HULR7 WeZ'VFLRY

L BR Q"P 707 YTO >K7 K!W R L

%L Z=-e
HUOLR7 LZ

x L WRO YV7 LI WIR\ZG-

x PGX!@Q "7 WNJ [IF BN7 ZQW

x We 7T#2G7 G KYX XB S 9'Se

x e*G HH7 YTT I P7 TR WIR\ZG-

WeZ'VFLR7 LZ

x P)ZHS WeQ*>77 ZQ*9e

x 7XCK G707 S9 U Vu7e

x Z QZ Z K*OR-

x %X WP W7 WO YTG YT G R

KIT |
C HUuULRY W e

ZPcF YX HH S'S Z<G Z=+ 7"TS HULR7 KIT
7 TS WeZ'VFLR7 K!T I I UuYK?7 %L8 [UZHS O W7) G

wUv ZQ*>K [Wi G
ZQ*>K HT 7*L*W [Wu G7 K!W R
Z=+ YX KI!T 17 W O WTG ZQ*>K Z=

62

KIT 17 %L 7K



x Z < KIUUK78 P)ZHS L C7 JWR KN
x U*J H® S'SW ®®K G)Q R 7RN

x P)ZHS 7 | UWYRMQU ¥YT7[WG 7RN

x ZPZHS 7 Q QLR LR 78 J!YK7 O YV7 > TK I'I

YX ZQ*>K7 Z Wf KIT I QG OMP7ZaI¥ XR VD
I UuYK7 \>\ W! u*J H2a JWR H H L)f<QN 7 S Q L

P!l [OK LC7 T9u S'S [OK L 7R L'\ZG Z=-
< GRYQ YTp H2 S'W AAQFIL CZI=S'S SOUWRMUI KW R
G7R'8 Z<U T Q7 RXGe

wUw I'U 7RF  YTI'U 7RF
RP 8R T'K"B 7 TJRF 7 JRLR K!T I7 RFK
YTI'U 7RF
OL*X YTK @ VWIPT@@ Z@Ww Q[OF iQ* Q O Tu  X|
We 7#G LI L C778 e*G LR LR KITU7SE*G7G| &
LWRZ<GG ZPBN)G KYX =ZH-

I'U 7RF
PYZHS, WFRE R 0ZG S*7Z<[SYT D WNYEFXGR78 S (
OV XI[U KG z=
x 0 7 KYX PeK)G Z=
x 0G8K Z K C)G zZ=i
x 0K P KS > i
x 0*f N+u78 0

x 0YX Wf Y7=I KYX YN94)Gi

63



Gg KIT 17 7 X HWf L C778 I1QK7 | UuYK7 WeW
[*WR X HWf I1QK7/O"Z)ZMHS KWE T=ZH- W GISK YX
LS J Z=-

WXBR7” S QL C P KI D

YO9YDQK B"RY7 Z W@V 7K1 QGu@® 78 LQ U G PXi
T UQ P)ZHS 7RF TX R7 KI!%R7 ZI=Q PGG e™Mp
L WRO YV7 LI7 WeRZF R WIR\ZG R8S 9'S Z=-.

G)Q* e*G We 7#G L C WP K GR KYX RXK3 YK K Z
x 7*K* T 0Q =*4S 95 Z= Y7 KYX

x 7*K* G7u YT G WR®B 0O0'S Z= Y7 KYX

x U Vo7 P"S Z= HT KIT 177

x Lp 9p%LP' LWRT~GFG O'S Z= Y7 KYX

x P"S7 LIK$auG WelZ G ?S 9'S Z= Y7 KYX

YX 7 RFLSC@ 9!FT6 LR YKFRQ RWBG &7 YKFUQ
HQ RXG-

wUy >1[SQ K' X W7 Z QzZ KIT |

ZGX [W7 1 UuYK7 HH7 KITI78 Z QzZ HT L
X*QN 7g<HXuGh L C7 WXI8K N!?Q ¥’ [WKYKB LR LR
LCLY& RXS Z=-

TGuP K 7 > L WRO YV7G We 7#2Z2G7 | XRF W
TW+B LR WMS Z=« P!l YK KW PHg/r O T Z QZG :E

x J RWe 7TRF7 K P
x P"S *7 FTwWwyQ

64



x L CO'Il

x B 7e*G

x KIT17 R >*aS eU7 L Z< -«

WO >*3S LR L! G7 W J RF K!T IWf S*<K P7

wUz NPUKZTVA[DH ZG
T K NPOUK KITIP' Y7=ZTMoF &<\ @#R)G
G7U0We9Q 7REET GTRISQ7 YTK U Xl
YX KITIP'W O YTeG >*]8P  Z=
G70We9G 7RF

We 7#G7 >YBS T Q78 QZzJ7 FPNU U VU7P' N |
YK] GG :YB W7) G Z=-
L 7RF

0YX PG7 ®DKKS YT7 L @QIYiK QUau >7 f U Vo7
LYXK" NG )G Z=-

YT G R

>f P"S Wel\Z G W"U P7 Z= P)ZHS P' L&  y(
L C7{Q WIYA V=L 17{Q %L8 Z<Z G X*QN 7 < X -

SQLWRTGuK

We 7#G | UuYK7 9p7 WP W P7 WeT'9 P)ZHS Y
T Q7 KIT I P7 LWPRITGUKS Z=G!SK YNFKKJ7RWR
KYX 7S > W7) G Z=-

wU{ KIT 177 QG

65



PlyQ KI!T IP" KI!T 17 LK auG9G TR N)G 7P K)G
%LP'" ZT YXG X* G Z=« YX HOP' KI!T 17 L C7 I'XP'

Pl R™ O-ZNHXNP' KIT I77ZUQBIMR7 QG Z=« KIT
0F " G@R¥A G7 RYu P K7 LS J 7XN 7 L!KR T:
YK LZG :BN)G Z=

7B ZJ7 Z P \F7 O"ZP7 LS  J7,®!IQ PRQ¥TPI"<K 7R
WeQG RXQe 7 >7 PX6T L C7 WP Z77 YKFuQWf H'Y

xU K!T 17 YT[U LS J

xUs P)ZHS | UUYK?7 U I7*U7 YKP UF

KITI 7TS L"TUYK~PFG ;U |0 | WQ79Z'KN ®R) ZR)G P
WYFQ 7R)G Z=+ 0 YTK O TU T 0Z Q[O\ & U I G8K'
Z= >8K L"R G70 P)ZHS T Q7 O GR 7R TX R '8N\

xUt WeO7TRGQ"K 7RN

L WRO YV7 Ul We 7#GYK -WRYXGEIYFZHS W A=3
7 REFLC We 7#G7 =,@ P UBGYXPNEHSD 9p %L HXF 7

xUu G707 P+]87i7RF

a7 gUOKYR U 7 Z@W8KAIR!Igh U)S ZPZHS 7 U U
P+]87 LR LR 7 RF 7RN)G Z=« L C L4)G WPQ L C77
YT KW PK' G70 7] RXS =ZH-

xU PS7  HQ  YWN7 WZF

X HBRX 7, Z&€Q7YRS Ya Z<Y7 W U U7 | XRF =%,
Z=- I XRF P"S S'877K8 a¥GTrl P7 G FG N<N)G Z

xUw | UOYK7 O T78 W YX_ Q7 LWRFZG

66



NGP eUP', ®\KKX,RP*ZKI9R S QO'l N F7 O \

7TS }7TF7 YT QQR_KWYXLWRFZGLR WP G 7R)G Z-
U! 7-GVl@HX NKN Wf N<)G Z=-

yU PIlyQ W P WO
yUs eWw® 7RF7 O T

L' G7P" L %LWTf NG S T Q7 Z=
J WRG Z=« 7"TS HH

> KIT I 7
S'877 K P LQ uG KYX-e
J RWe 7TR¥F L ,IZ7 UKVUQ!UG B 7 L CO'I

KITI7 W Q LK KYX 7] W7G-

Y N K

yUt P"S KITI7 X GZ'L7 O'l L

QzZJ7 LU Vvu7 ,IRRt9L €7 KYX > K)G Z= >' P

KIT 17 R >*a4S 9'Se >*aSfAUKVUZRRNALZ* HT W L

YB LF Wf Z<Z G 7RN < X o
yUu R O7ZW*J7 ZU  GLR7 TR
O"ZP7 S*<K P7 U*J7 NIS Y7=! H KLR ZU G
8 DKAINH G IUOK7 G }7F7 QIR0 WolB BRU7THK ZGX [V
>YBSG 78 WRISPYTNIQS )G Z=-

N+0 JPuU7 O RGP' f W7 ;7 RE N)TBRYQIABIYK7
G7u Wf >*aN W TJ K P f9)G Z=-

yUvL QGISK7 LQUGYTGR

YW,SU!YK7 QHTHUTYK7 7 RFG P KT ZJ7 RWf C
PIl N)G Wel\Z G Z=»
WP KG We9 P"S [O KG ;WYX¢ Gf NtQW77 KIXRF
L CLR R*YLG 7RN 7 I*V L K X*QG-=
yUw 6RV> BR7 WP KG
67



PlyQ KIT I7 P)ZHS L'Z-BYUGKUi=+ DTEPIRYeH'>
7* 7iQ ZJ7G Wf O WRG Z=+ K'RBZGR'X KNL T7QF ¢
Z=e

yUx K!&'17 ZJ7 S N

7G'7* K!&IP' K'7 GR7 ZZGZ K Z=+ =*B L8 D
LC7iQ #ZG N< G-

yUy U V77 LIKR T#[6

07 ZK 7R 0BT =*B ZKiG PGLR @LYKU7 Uil
XK WP QUVIU7NRNR N)G Z=+g7R YTVQYTJ[U

x G(URYR7 <'GKG LR LJ[bu

x 0#ZG7 7 RFLR ORI

X OWTU\G 7 KIP K7 YK 7Vuise

yUz L WRO YV7 %L7 7%LG

Y7=! Q+Y97 LI X MK WYXG YNKgXKM& LKI"Kb,LP
7 RFU L | KarZR®HZ\ KUZ Q@ 8iBU8eDus W L"FU L! G
7B T-GMI'K NK S > =«

yU{ YTT I P7 We 7#ZG7 YB LF

P"S HH7 W ZI QG HX W PK WNJ 7C*R 1| XR

L C7 S'S WIYTJ >K7 O] W7) G Z=+ | XRFGg YK Q W
LU!'W N J QGG F I XRFI'S 9'S Z=-

XK eU XB SagKW/X7>Gf XB N e*G7 ZGKPW7 TR
WLI7{iQ YBLF 1I'S > >W B"S HTH7I 7P JONK7 Z=
WLI7T KIT 177 KIP*IK KYXe

yUsr W IOUW"< 7 7P>*RY

W IOuw"< P' S*<K P7 We 7#G We 7RF , P K7 |

TW ZQ7-KTEW P Q T'NW BLG/TWAXG WN P[SG Z=
68



7B 9 OR 7 1ZP7 We 7TRFP' Z HZP7G RXN 7 <
x We 7#G S*<K P7 We 7RF

x Z P\F7,0 Q

x IQKLR P K7 U*J

x

N+ Q YTT ILR WP7, S K KIW J K
x KI!T IU U7 P"S H He

zU WeU*ZJG S*<K P7 We 7RF S'S C*W W!? T
sU JIRC7 L YTTRF

U VuL# 7 NI 0 KIT 17 TuG W IWEZ 7#MTWe 7RF
ZQIuG O Q7 K P XI »

tU P"S *7 -WW'WQ

7P Wf 7P ,@IZGKWLDP ZP!8 7 WR7 7 We 7#G L C
FP ;h7 KIT IP' WIR\ZG RXQ-

ulU KIK 2G

KIT 17 L &/RZH

x 7*K LI K"XIG KYX 7 S 9'S

x 7*K LI7 P)ZHS LQ,0Q NK S 9'S

x 7GQ T iQ YTO \>G 0'S

x 7GQ yQ P7 U I,>*4S 9'S

x UV07 P"'S Z= HT WL I7{Q-

vU L“T&IREZZ7 PIWF9G O'l

OL"Tud DRALIKR @ VR JAKAK 7VOiu78 S9 ZR%L T
Z< Wf 1I'8 S > « YXWf U U Hu7 P KZ<U L X*QG

wU | ;0 K!'a'l7 YTO >K
69



Z Q'7 TGeUX'KNPFOKW T YT7L S'S S9 K!&l R 8
KI&'IP' 7 PlyQ G70 WT :0P RXGe
xU L WRO YV7 U I7*U
GP' TF 0K!FP'aU | TS XI

L*X YTK O TQ* Q,0 KT H L ZJZ Q[O\WPT Q
WYT7,lYK}TF7XU?

Z Q'7 &7

x WelZ G P)ZHS Hu
x [TUOKTU'V

x LYXS ZQ*97 L#

I'S >

yU YTVQ KIFP\F7

P, R #ZGZ\F7T | L*XT YT\ KTTI1Zz P R}Z
Z<Y7 W U U XI YTVQ7 K!FP\F7 U*J H2 S'S Q G

zU 0"ZP7 7 LIKS:8K

O"ZP7 78 PZUeW YT>Q:*VWf XB#&j YK K WeR<
x IQK < Qu7 ZGX [W7 LWR<Q

x H H7 WeR<K

x N+0 L"TuLZ7 YK LZ LWR<Q

x e*®We 7RF

x KITFLWZG

x P)ZHS L WRO YV7 <!K+G

x TGUP K We 7RF7 W P -

{U eH'> LI7 YKQ UF

70



R*PK eH'> XB 7] P)ZHS HT I'TK 9RY %L XI
LYXS NNR P U 7* 7P" R 8S >

srv IOUW"< 7 LIK9uUCK

7%L U)S LK S > + ZXHGPJ7e*@Q+*GT'89
SO RS8S > « YOG#G Z'WeY97 TW ZQ7 e*G XB S

{OWPY GP" ;K

P" K7 ZU YKFUQ
| UNYK7 UQ7 WeZ'VF Q!6P
We 7#G L WRO YV7 LI7 Q!6P
P)ZHS-YTT QW 6P
Z K*aR U U HU7 > T ( QloP
W YX_ Q7 YN N :hpQ 6P

WP QLC7 S'S WISOC P QPWf 0P

e* & C7 L RI-UFG L"Fu

O"ZP7 ZGK [WEG LIKS:8KQ*pQ
W IOuUW"< 7 1ZP7 L L7 WeU*JKQ™|
S*<K P7 We 7TRF7 GR 8K J"R

srU A~ GP YK 7Vu

PGOTYITT'F)ZHS KIT 1 P)ZHS | UuYK?7 9p7 z
LHR Z=« 7R PX KG 77B T™XXKYWe ># G H H P)Z
o3 GYT7 LS J Z= >" P)ZHS O YT7TIQe W'7& G

71



S9 7TRXGT O W7 LRYZF 7RK®H ABRFG GH P*Z >7
P"Gu YTVQLR | :0 N+[u7 WeT | 7TR)G I'8 G Z=-

O RG Q WYX_Q7 [Wu G7 Z Wf YXCIWCTCPRAT7G
>, ;hpQ7 TF*alGr/ Z®*IZ [OP!8 TYK U IN*J7 7C*F
Z=+ L Q Z Wf, WeeRIkK BW-RT8 DKZBXKYT)\ YK7
GH yQU UQWOTKWfWLKLTC Z=-

KITIU U@ %LS8

e*@d WRO YV7G 7 YTI'UO7TR¥7 -TST@D W7 I'U 7TRF7
W G![SG; ZPuER7 YK WeZ'VFLR7 L GGHWMS
OV GR yQ P7 LIKW#u>K7 P Q " HG PXOTL"Fu 74

7R P!yQ 7P>*RY KI!T JINP7SeWHP RRYX, L G
WLI7iQ X GZ'L7, ZLXZCA RY/L @"X¥XR7 R\> BR7 WP KG
7TP>*R WLIORP' Z=-

Gg TGuUP K %LP7T*YBEBLCK Q | UuXK7 RLITC I
L COKITKI ZLWRO Y,VB*&¥U P7 YB LF WeU*ZJG W
>*3S 7 NP)ZHS O V 7 P K7 S*<K P7 NYKYW7)We
Z=-o

72



LWRI[U

PGOTYTPSMETIS | QKWETHONP) ZH S
KTl 9>' QTR

8e P

Z\F7 G Tfwu OGLK R

GG Lp

Z < kK QWOWT)WP 6*77ZJLZGWH#Z ZRBWO ZBF P
)K7 RR<S*MWOLR7RT ZPTO T[W&6*7WHZS N |
WO7 G NK R8)<ZHNe W>RTWO T8 17U ! Z Q [V 8 N3 BH
JK7TWO7 F S'SYXG7ZR@ARN T'UGH YXGT7ZRUNKN YKV'J

73



YKJ URMREHK7R.I'EAP \FZ=> WOLR7RQ T O YZZ
WOPe BIFJK7RQ KKUG NWKSY X =

YT< RETOYQ YXT< Ri7 Q

YXWeWZR®'7aiiG TO TGBWHI B7 IRN < X)G@=+g87
T GYTWG7K!OTWHZ= LK'T%ZBGTIBW Z=P!lg8
R7TRN T & YXI\?2GY &GT7R L @*>)RX)D=+ GGgQ _ P7
YTVOWUL!$VIPGE RF 3 RLRR N!? B=>'7 T66TwK
H GIGEM7 GYTP®L7K g8YKTANOIK = 7R ZGWIRWGR K *
W JKYX%*GOTFKNT Q7 Z®m< XTRYKV'AZGQHQPHT
WP OQOKWR]PX* =G YKWKGCQ %LP' P =*YK
Y7HYX+RF P 7 G KYX=HT P T GTE® KIU P
P W NWX>T O YITF*7Z<[BR’NK @ RYX=+YX GWR
Tl ¥K]WXPZG68N P 7QH H%LQ!aiuGWERGO? S
> GZ=-e

P7 T%LW NQ}D)U' P&E7W TRFW O G

P 7T GYTNGITRPIFQEPELBNOZB WO 7+ U7 ZFIWR
RX)ZAF<'GKZGWRUIEB G@! GYRYVYX=9!F 9/FQTUGYPKO'I
KYXz > YWO6 78 7XS GZFz TR7IYXRDNQI KIOKIYX* G
Z=e

W TupdF7G 7KPK R H LK YTK O[Wu
X*QNJ/RLRFTR 8 DK

LQ!&UBW U GPN®U GTKZP F[WURKYRXK'P ®Y X
OjW7) G=+GQ 7XS W7) G®>'Y7T GYTWEWZ\F7Z:
| XREBZOF7Z= U IX|>7TR\F7&TT XIE6T GY TL&wo
71 KIPWO GZAF7GWHKYDR) 22 KYX¥XKIP KFGW Q7
YTK & N[WKYX=-

74



YTK QWURN ZP F 7RYW @&YT< R

7i KP KS > 7T G!P! IWPHUG L FKWPH®&GLR LR

YTRIUFWX ' HBG &= YWX HI@AD KXK!P WKKGZ =
[O KB RIGYTK O[WMBR) @2 KYKR IYRRRIUFW X" HZG

LKIWKY X =P!I7{ZW:N¥TLGIKV' IKIP KWK HWEY X
X* @2 KYXN+@70PW aYK V' JKIP KYXBUBLGZ BYT LR 0 Q
7RLWRFYKATR TS$*WRZG\ YK 7VYREZ G\LT T ULYZKN'J
X* @=+NZ KC)@® W PQuL IKFQLK'Z= HT L IK
7RN @*pQG L IKFEYXjW7) @=7 RFK P KS IKRP K7G!
W QFFSOK> G K!PRKXKKIYDR G« KI'I7 T%NK TSS9 SO
L*XHT QNYX 70R[77J RLRX*VIB S W7) G2 KY Xl* X
WOD'I7) R7 TSK7TRYX TH@YOLR LR IWKJ YWRET
K[O K@=

7T-1*WRNK 76T GFBLR IR XN 4 RLR.*X7
O'W OKYX

L*X7ZHG'IYX RFMNQjW7) @="Z Q' L*A*WR*X7
NY X T#GENBXIRR) @ >'KO* T TFPU® Q :*& WYX 7 R
7TR)G=»f K'L*XK LR -WYRTRXJ,GLZPPYXK L HX* GYXK
I*WRKT QIGEY RBEBIMGSGY!PQAGIW QYIX7KVWHT [Wu
X' GIFV WIV@j> G-

L*>2AWOR[ULR 1VRP T'Ue[ULR 1RY X 7 R

W OKY X

UGO'IYX RFWIKYAXjW7) @G=>'Z Q' L*XA*WRVY X T#G3
WONT7=IWP YRGS Y7=INSXR))® >'KT#Z T U*7T#Z T7
W N Z=eYXL*XNOTER LR7 Q%LPT 7TRYKS> W7) G

75



Z=of K T 7 RS, GWPHUGW'XK! L [WDjW7) &= HT
KI'L TTGNPEXWR G="-

O 9F7 O'IWF*XDO'W ORY X

O'FT*K*9 G!BIFD' IWFXYX* &Z®>K L KG YK QG
S9 S99!P KS GZ=+GQXK*K'O KO GI!BIFLS KYX=-
7iU IWOLK'XK9 G!3!PjW7) @2 KY XK X* GIWP K Bld7
WO7 G WP O3> G-

\ K7[0 KA *XNOI® KYNKW7) G=

L*XVON & K9G W' XY XZ=»f L*X7S9 SO\ KP U&7
[O KKNGDWVPHW7 L*XV' XK' W Bj> G7 RFYX7 L*X7
K'A KOjW7) B=+ >fP KS >\ KYTVOQ7IWKJ UWR® KG
L*XWOP'l L KR)Z@=GfLR LR dOVK*Q@s*XD'IW NYIX
O YVTX R78RFY WK MYX KS W7) @=7 RFK P KS T*KP G!
LK'MOfF R KSW7) @=-e

W P QU78-KQ*p PGKNPG N T< R

WP QR!IEWRT70LH UGh IFR*p@BWXKYXZ=>fW P QU

L IR*pQBG=Gi7{ WX Q7RWOWPZZ= HT7*KF G!YTU'VP'
RX TRUG®EFLYXST7 T 7 KQWUXeP KS LLYR{W'N GNSRNV U
7TRNITK*QGX' GWW' X*QGRFTLEZZ%Q D RP8K! L 17
N >WX GQIRIWOWe P*YKEXZ=WX Q7RWOWfITGGLK
7 QU QL RR)B® 7 KYXK)Z2 GB8KZP FSI' 7B'S RXS

Z2 Q-D)U' PBN' XKYX K)B=' L IKYX* & SWX Q7RF
WOWPT IQ HRX)ZE GOV P KMKY XG*IK*QNZGW O TK
GQCNYIR) B=-

76



7TRHRTGPRX TW P QK O YAIG

7 RFT GMTU'%GN P QITB:h MWPS W7) G=-e7! R7RF
N >ZW;:h 9R'PoQY XI$ > TjW7) @=>7RLK7 Q&7! RW®
ZGR'W/N\JGZ=I*WR >K PW P 9QF 7*K¥TW \ZGjW7) G
Z= HTG'WRX Q7RWOL> HEGYRXN77RF QUWERXN 7
T HOjW7) G=-

W P QIMXSBL T 7 QU

LYXSIP RYX=N > TWIRGY X&MKRY XL KRR TS Z QZ
LB UZ=XK GIM7 GYT7G&NARITTEKW KXY X =-

W P QEWRLAM &8 DK

| *WORIW' R* RYB+7 B QL RRN>TYTWM KS RXZ:=

7R L HX® L 177 RFW"XF 7 RYXR)=G/G8K!P KB'l XRF
X'GIRZY6GT GQ!ai[BWKYX7RT GYT7TGYTT ajiGT 7 R
7RG 9! KITRKWIGKYX* &=7 RFXK KN I7TR PW<'G
RF LS KYXK!P NWXY GKYX RFXKKIP7R TS *KX' BY X
7=

GQ@ KOjW7) Go>f7*KYTU'NBBIY 7N RFL 17 Y7=!
KI'L F7TRPINTU'KGX® 7 7XS7Z K TSGNZ=' YTU'VG

7*KYT[W P 9QFZ= HTP!YQ RFWeWX Q7RWO7LS JG
KILS JB)8*>S R I*YXT7 LYKFOR) TI*KYKF Z@7KY X
O'BYG-

M RXS W7) @ >f7*KF GITO G 7 SL IRRX* TO T
7R ALY XKRXXNEGH' TWOW-W @ L*7R LYXKVPRPK7 QU
L KRN NMEL"RAKAYW7G+N G8KZ<®* GIT G!TO %L

G 7 SL IKYXWR \IKG ®41 LK7 KWOIZ=W\ GKYXPYKV'IP!8
KIP KMRIWT S> W7) @2 KYXK 7TRNLR LR ¢QR*QTG G!

77



G 7-SL I17TO TQUi[{® ®' L RK!P<{SN7) G= KIP<SS 7
NTGIPTO[WX*QG-

UQF7 LZKTZP FZ G T8 DK

C 7Z=G8KYX GYR</RY-QUL[OLK'Y® QZP FZ='
7 RB 7 SL 17Z=»fT GYP'S NWARRN TO NK&XGBE7R
7 QY X QF KYX* GKYXYK 7TYQRBYXW TS N7 REYXQXK
7 QUL KYPR)& YTS NWATW' KYRX)GBY TS NWAG7 RHU
NI?N<7% WX Q7RWOLS X*QNVR! L IMSGgQuL[6WT
LY XKRIWVP'"WE @* 8 GNWX* @=7*KK"GRWN7 G T
[WKYX* &Z=+N WX Q7RWON P KRIOTK!WTRO TGJ S
L IKYRRYLR BRBS7LRIL RR)B= HT X K+07 LK 7K!W R
TO T&J SL 17Z® YXTT YKFUQUL[¥ 7=IKYDR) B=-

W P Q¥R B8 DK

G'WRW' XTR*I KR)G=G® ®YX¥X J7TRWO70 T7
7 RFE QUWERXNWX QWOK!L" REXGOWWNHT7 QUR
K19ZRPGNKN GR YR R*Z=+YXT< RWKQP GTYK7Sya

T 7@®pR=W'g>T G' TSP!7T G!K!L" HZGBR' IZ=
PITT GL' HG'S LTRQ L IX*QB YKGF G!H ZQWUR) G
Z=e

KPKS'KTXZF 2 G T 7R 8 DK

LRB DKWW O YHBW'XKROG> GZ=>' K!P KZ<&' G!
QWPHUW |7 TX RYTWIQR=7 RP YN >T@PRAXS GZ=
X*78K*LK7 Q7! R KYIR)BS GZ=+GQL[60OjW7) B=
> KI'L N7>W N JWPHD | 7Z Q9! yikQY R yZR *9L IKLRWR G
Z=»>f KKYX KS , GD YZDR*YKQZHAS GR!IG8K KZ®
OW PIHU | 7P 1yZQ ** K7 R7L IKLRWRE2 G 7 SL IKKR X

78



7 RFTR7*KZP RYXWWKQR7XS g7 RWOVX QIZ° HG'S
LR'L IX* @= G8KYKT QU®B RR)B® Gf L"FUlgZ =
GQIWPHW 17 TX 'R TS L IKLR WRGB=-MSGH GYT7G
Z\F7G YTK O8K)f[W R X)Z=

T& TO TW M K

G8K K Zw G'¥TT'dKIF G!TO TYTVRQR'7\Pu L IR
GYTS MWIGB TG 7;SYXK"7ZZGCGWRWRT7 KYXBRZ3 KY X
YTLEGP'M'8N]JGC S*<K EZYXRFGNZ='T G!TO TYK] G
\ KKYRXIKZPX'GIZ HIG Ipd=LKP& GV®RN TWRS LR
TRZZGLWKKX OKYX* QG »

YTS NYTS NAHu7L 7RF

0 L IKPTSKNGX XN HE? 7iT GIL 0'SG!RI@& QIiL K
7R)@= HTWX Q7RWOWfUGBS G'RNGAGY XKL IKPTSiN
7 RHT? 7{WX Q7RFLS X*QNVR! L RRXNHTWTUK! L 17
RENYX WR7 ILF'XS< WRP7 U7ZZP'*KZP RYGBK7W ®Y X
PKS W7 G=P!II*WRG'WR7Z QI®UZ=N > TQUITGG!
WX Q7RIVOWKAS GRY QUL KR)G@® Z QZWE Z=GY XK
WX G7RFRWMXGK! L RIX)Bo XZ QZ® \FB=-

YN GMWRXPZG7R Z< Q

YXTVQPN+UT8KW I'KY X RFZP F[WZr 7RYTLRGG
YTR*JH=GN!?NS78>fWX Q7RF70 TPK! L M7 GV X QWO
L° HG'S ZROL KYIXR GFYXTO T7GNTUK! L X*QGRF
WX QIZ° HXGT KIL,HKIU P' K! L RIXGW)R,WIT GV X Q7
7 RF70 T*PL IX*GWX QWD RRYRXB!YyQRFK7YNW' X*
7 QUL KR)RBXGYX7,R YKGNVO7 QUVEeWNKLT | TQ

79



ZGR'Z=>f)K77 RKYR KS , Gf7 Qi° 7 0Oj> G 7R
71 ZXGRQNREPOj> G-

YK 7Vu

>f LQIUMMBRT 7 [OZ'B=G6G 7 SL IK G!TO OXRJ6&+
>fG'WR7 [OZ'G=GIYTSA NGIK G!TO CXRYEG+GgK"Wf
7*KFT7NY X RIDB @ =-

7TSLI77W RWX Q7V/RFWIG Zs YRGZ G T

GQ@ K S> W7) @® 7 KYK] XB*QGG 7 SK! L 7 G!
WX GQ7RFRWR®)Z= G 7 SL IT G! L O'SN WX Q7RF
WOWf)G= HT  HZBRSB Z2 6RRA"=3$0 D RP8N >P'
XK *K¥TU' ZGY KYX e7' R RRNWX X7 7R L HRWIK
NK? >f XK *K¥T U'RBGfe 7TKRX TRRUGVXISK>XIW G
L HRABIG XKY KKYXYW7) G=7XS W7) G=' K! L N >7
8*>YX RR* @=' N <K -x#:h8R GGg7'R RRNWPHU
N +)7R)B=€ ,7P!IN >L IN >78/ XQL RR) B2 >f 6 RX*'
YX GWRI'X=GM R'mN W |' %7 22

W I'XGr VW O YAIG )K7 WK7S TYWK 7Vu

W IX®BLEW?7) G=tYX¥WX G7TRWOQIOES ZRRE QU
L RREKYKWRVX Q7R O70 T*PRF QiL RREKYX-
G'WRRWP'XS D'S TROT Q L K*QB!I WP7XXQS J
X*QUXTVQP"X=+

LYXS I' XBYW7) @=7 RFT @/IP 7TQRFBY XK ] @j<!7S
Z=GIW I'XT7 WKKYX >fW I'X=GNI!?N<7%'W P 7TQRF®&K] G'
KYX S« WR? RW I'W K¥ X@/'7) G=WX QWOWX QY @O j
9'S UWRI'XA KYX >fW I' R=GW X QUL PK7RT%YK] K5Y X
O'SG'WRIPXKS NRe#:h 8% PPMB@\F7N -F GTO T\®B K

80



'8 &Es7 RFK7 WV*K%7 7 QuL RjW7) G= 7*KT7 WX Q7
7 RWOWMNMY7) BG=-

WO RRTAGWP KYX=3 YX K70R

7TiIWX QIRIVO' T®WPHAWIRFMS X* &Z2>f K ZzGf7R
Hig WPHURFWeK 7R/ e X*OBY XHTWe @*S*IMWRP HURF
7 QU KYXR)G2LYXS ® ®YRYBY& L T QWe QWP HuU
L HRBN7aWe/®' X8S GZ=¢*WNR &' W &YX RFKP KS LR
L HRT WAV X Q7R FOMING > WX 7TKRYXK7SNW 70 RKKG e

UGW O TK MLFLWRF P

C 7Z7 XKX* XI; YXIPVI? 0B XKBK7YXRE8XYXS-
7XS G'KYIX8R'S*I/RRW I1GF S> W7) G=PIBPYXKX Q7
L” HBY XGRFK! L REXNW/ I'IXS> GZ=GYXKX QKR!L® HG
RYXGRFWRU K*QNN7I7XS> W7) G=»f XP KS, GN >
K P7 RENK7IRL K*QNW7I''XC S> W7) @G=+XK HZGP'
7 RF 7 QU7TTQZGR87TK 7WffZ4wWU0 S> W76 7HKL Gg

;hbq:o
G 7 SLI7@® KNYMTRZP FW QGBYT< RP7

7 LYK77-SL IDIFWPHUKPRRES XPNX QWOP!yQ
7 RFWE Q*DQNY TV RPIKKY XCNEF7 RKPLY XKF XRXK S %'
N,>P YRILR RBS LRI1XK* @=7*K& W -T GWRXWeQ*978
W ZPB TYKE X =Z Q'N WX QWO WIYW7) GGV N >
WPIK8 &=XP W IWK¥YXNEG'7 RFHTWX QI HXGT
KYX*7 QUL KOj> ©G7 RWX Q70 T*PL I\ OF KS 1LRF
7 QUTTQZGRK70j> G-

81



G 7 SL 17K PBFLRL[OWO

T GYW7I'XZ® P!YQRF WX GQ7RA/CG!¥YBS TROUL IK
PIVORFRX T& 7 SL 176K PYTWNWKJI BWKBGY KY X+
PIIXKWV I'XT RKY XM G7 RWOWPPXUWRQ UL K* &=Gf
\ G9!F7 LK7RN 7*KZP RYXXK/ LK B T Q7 LK N)SG 7
I*WV'XZ=+YRIFBKS LRQ ] WQIW'XT 7 Q> G9!F7
T%L7*KW O YFQ@Q!ai GRIWVEXRYE*7R ZGW R iFGFRPX TS
Z QYT[Y!F QUFR K!WIT[Y!FKJ LR)BE

LYXSI*WR[07 L 7RF

‘B L K'SWPQWRY7ZX RRK X*QNMB E*Y7& KI* WR
IIFQFIG BYX=6G)OPU[@®-KO WX J7RWOWIYa WeyQ
WP K WP KR QUL KR)@=of 77 T GIXTYTO I7G LR
L 7TRIGN'ONF GZ=GS 8* QW P 9OF7 LK7RN 3 RT
ZQ*¥R 7; K T Q77LK N)K®XX K+LK7X)GCE'> YHQ*>K
S'T*KF GIWLK7 S9'X* YXZQ*>KPR T Q7K YRXN'G!Gg
7R O TZ=-

< WRRO67 L 7RF

G 7 SLITE PYIFYTVRRSWY7) G@Gw WQ KP'G Z-
HTJ KM XR8)3Z2 >fWQ KP'G Z=GfO D RP83 KG 7 S
LIv7 KYX > J KM XBB)G=Gf L I3 K 7 SL I7K

GYXK=85 W7) @®wJ KWG5 7-SL IT G!PG Zz HT)K7
N XB)G2>f G Z7GO0 KWI RK*KF G3 7 SL I KYKXGN XR
R8) =GO KLK'K! L O7fj> G-

LQUG L[OLRRZGT IOGR

7i KYXXS W7) @=" LQIWR T WYXd& R'W7F*K*HZG
KYXKYXWP T"TINYX 7 REWRBUWYR 7 KYX¢[O-KO KauG7
82



W N JPJUWP T'BIYX ZRRIWRe BEXjW7) B2 KYX P KS LR
7> ZOPQNKYX*@NY B! WOLR YR RVYP Q3> Ge*a T

L\Z LK LKY7=4UGVO IR INRXR)B=G) Q" LZ 7-1*WRWI
[0 ©j> G-

LQUG L[67W & L 7RF

>f7*KT GIYT[W P 9QFYXT G!\Md< RR GWP K RFWf
U*7 W'X#Z TIWEK RRG U*7TT#RYRXGF XK GT 7 RS,
GO TOUB X'BK TSKIPYKKREB7 GeL[6OjW7) G=' TO-T
X'GKIP KTLRKGWIR*R8 DK @= GNK"HZ®T7IZ=KYX
TGUBWhWPXTLRKGI WITIRLB JZ=»fK7 R RKAP RTK*
ZZGYKRRXIGMW P 9OF7R cQ7 TO MYKYW?7) G=- >f
ZZGYYRW X* TO NYW7) @G=GK7 R KAP RZGYFRN 7
T*KHEY X

L f<R[67 L 7RF

7 RFYT[W!F QWIT[W!KNKJ @R)REG»fN > B 7! RR6QUP'
RX TS 7' RYKS KWRBRGie7INR>=*Y& T GMW/ XL O]
> GGQ"=SW7) G@sN >¥T[O!N >W\d K GTPKRR®!|
GYXKL"=S gJ K¥T[O!B KW K GFTPKRRGf K T G!P'
KYX=Gfe TURK*YK Y7=! WK YXjW7Ge

M RXS W7) G YTWM KW K GRX)G=GY XK >N K
T GW'RMX7) G=P!IN > TWe® cQPRYXGEZ R IKKJ UWR!
TR)B=+X*Z<BYXWTWM K TWIi< RR)B=Gf7R 0J K T7
We@ CQPRX TUSYTU' WFVERBX S> W7) G=C TGY %K
78KN > TIWI< RR)B=GIN > TWe 9 cQPRX TSV TU'WFX*
7RYKJ RRXW7) B=-

83



LQIGY T< RK 7V U

>f PI7TO T/*KF GP!7TO TIPTWRG!ZKWedTQ ZGR'7
YKJ GRREEGLYXSGLK TO MBVRG!7R LK TO TP K

7R)@=«KJ ORTPUaUGNOYKJ TWERBT[UaliGNO7 L IK

YKJ TR)RBE

LQUGYK 7VIKPK P7 ZP F

YXK-WR"XP F? 060B7 RW NYKJ UWRG TQ
ZGR'TRJ RZ=G)O*X N+¥UTZJKGMYNW GKYX* 6YGf
X*WIKR$P KZ 'T Gé 7ISRST Q7KYX N ->TO TKRY X'K
LHRBA7a&YTLK+OQ D RP88 >787SRST Q7KYX K¥&H& g
e7lRZG RF&L L7IJPUKILS QX' &Z=> YXWKf 7WKI7S) G
Z=' UG RFTON >7TO TWfKZ=0(

YTLRKRK7 YTR*XPK P7 ZP F

YTLRY G\ e 7ISRST Q7K YRY XGAN > TWHGW 7) G ®
7RYTRZP F7? ORLYXKYSX <!17SZ=+ P KS NR> ZQWG
T Gle7lR7TRK* &% YKQP 7 Oj> GeL[6XW7) G=>'

N >N >7Z QZ[WA=G87RYKVW OTG 7Z=G8K K7 R P7
KIPPK&EI>'Y 7N >Z=W'e 7ISRST Q7 Z=>'K" GWX -QWP"X7
N R 88 >¥TT ITTQ'XN*>Z=( GQTO N'8X!=+

LQUGZP FYTT'<K

e 7' R7QU7TTI*KYK] W P 9OF R YKT ®QWBKJ XWRG
7 REFEYTKY®W7) G=KYX YKQWOT G!SROj> Ge-YKJ URF
N >\WMd R*KT G! VR XYX* GZ=7 RF' TSe7!R1L IKKJ UWRG
7R TSXKK 7*KF GLS KY X

84



YK 7Vu

e7'R7 RFEYKIJTODMRGQYWOKQWNY X 723 Gg L7
JPUWGLI7 H LKR7 TSGNH YIX& GZ=>' e7! RT%N > R
YKJ W¥RX7 RZRO TN -¥KJ URFK QWIX* & =-

N > TEIRT/8YKJ UIWRREGw YXK 7VIQ7° ZP F

e7' RFB=4+Z K Z® (N >TO TI7 *QR*KF QMK J TR)FEG
ZYKYXIKYEN >YXTO TQVEKGYXjW7) G=7 RN %% LP'
7*KW HYFQWPHYX8K QZ[Wu>TO T N > T GhXS
> G 7*KZP FWEKY XIKO!FB®hKS @ Gf uGZ8m![&Z<
0'S

>f 7N N %%LP*KF QTRNWP HAEGIWP RO RXXK'Q'N >
YXZ7 RWPHIQGE8R TSPIMN ' Q7 7 L RRG KN X7 7
KYXWO Ol >7 KIVXW7) B=KYSE K Y7=!WFKYX Gle>'
P W >7 QU XKYXK X* Gfe7! L KR THN W' X*T8 >'L K
7R)8+>e7!RT 7R\ K& YXVOT >7 QUYK KS , Gf WO
WX G7RET T*PL 0j> G-

WX Q7RFQGN >LK7 QUL KR)G@% YX
L[67 OR
L[67 S> W7) @®7 RFT G'KO'S N,I> YHPQ@P!T G!7
LIKB'ST Q7 WX QWO7R< % 7>GB)AFx YXWPQ 7' T SX
T G!7L IKKJ tR)EBGE 7PIIGBK "N L IK LYRTWON7T
7 RRK* = HTN > T/ RPIfYTWNMN7 R TSX 9!Fe 7/ R7
LIKKIJ UWBMAN > OI"FY®QZQX>RQSN > T77 RFGfYK 7Vu
YK7SGVP KO TN ?WQVX @Q7TRRYX BS KRL RIX)ZF7 RF

WX QZ° HG'S LR\ R IKKJ TWRG >TO WON >RVP K
/=

85



LQUG 0R7 KPK P7 %L

YN GR[WUT S> W7) Gu >'T GI*KYK] BLP*KW HU7
YFQWPKYX YXHOLKYX KN X HWOLP*K¥YFQWPKYGEX H
TO TKYXF KXIWX Q7N 6 LP*KW HU TQYRNWPKY X =
G KV'IKIP KR7IJPUK!LS XIBLPL™ HEZ=+P!7TO T7
X*QW!7TO T7TPKW HT QUL RRNW P Qu@W&Z=P!'0 KN >
%LPXK*KW HUTKINNIR) B="»

WON >N >TO TT 7 RYXKS> W7) @x LJ[O

O0R

7iZO0 TX BWVYWEN >R >TO 7 QZ[WYiX= GS87RYKV'J
W ORYXfGB8KLQ!NUGNIRN S SK7 R KAPPKKE>'T G!
PI7TT%LZ=W'YXT%LP'KW HUFQWPHIE>'KWX Q7RF
WOWR'_ P[®G-SL IT GO-D RP8S >XIT GNP> TWLP Q
TO TWfiG=it YXKI!P KRG!TO X' @!=7 RFL IKW P QTS
YXT GNK] GO TYRGRBRB=> 7R L I7GKJ LR)RBG

7=*F K 7R 0OR

GrK XK *KF QZ=>7RS'N %HLR' >T Q7 Z=7{WO
N > RLK >Y KLK'XK'T[U QU?XYR QGKPZI® O0R
Q*9N >W N BN ¥NW'XL IOjW7) G=W P NG} KW' MO
N >WIKT QuLAGKYX* &=7 RF7TR S'ST Q7] WAXQTW\ K7V
W@ P WAVPQS KYRX)D=-

I*WR*E K 7R 06R

YXT< ROGAAWK* ="WPHRW'XWX Q70 TPK! L |7
RX)G=Yi{WON >WeFKXK Q7 QW NRIKS W7) @2 >f K
X*Gf N >WPT/QKYA]W7) Q=7 RW" P GH"3 QWPT Q

86



7 RRYQXjW7) G=% QH"®'K¥YXjW7) G=7 RN X YXKYRWT
e 7R fH"B QWWNEZ= I*WR"B Q@' cQP'H KYXjW7) G
Z=+ 7 QW > WRKZBDHE KV'K¥XW7) B=7 RFS9 S9YKZPH
7 RWO W HY KTKOX* &=-

YK 7VUfQFrHK

>f LQ!@P®@E ®*GH'IG 7 SL 176 L IKYKJI IRS GZ:z
7R7 QWe ITQZGRI TKYX >7RXK TQZGRI G Z= 7R

YKJ KRR KS GZ=WO Q7 QuG!7 QG 7-SL I7TO TWfK
PKS GZ= T G!7QTO WO Q7 QiL KR)&E WOYX
S*7*aliGXRE®B YK]TGGFYYK] AEIf+a TBK] GP N)I:
>8KY7YK] GLYXKYRWIHWER X)Z=»

LQAUGG 7uK7 R BOL

LQ!G7G W' R8BS W7) G aYTT IN WX Q7RWOWf
We QRX®'7! Rl LK7 QUWEGZ=7 RF N > TWLP WO TWf
Q!iG=> 7R7 Qa7'RZBG RFGYK Q WPR7YTVR=WX Q77
O T77 RB' LK7 QUWEBYRX)B= XKN ->TO TRYX%'K
L HRBA74& -

7=*BV I'X TRWP J K

7i GQV I'KXKYXjW7) @=' | XRFPQ!XUGIO ™W QD T7
7 RFZ=z HT7 RFPR*®L*PL IRRN W P IQRXN77RF Y X
W I"XWTQ O X' TO ZBRW/ NV IKXXj> BKYX¥X |I'X78
LYXRYSWWBS <!7SZ=-

87



7oaera Loy KIL17 KKY&jW7) @x YX
G7uZ G T

G8KXKG7R 88 <*LR-YRRIUFWX HZX*G YXWKY Xe
N > TBRFGYKJ XRWX QVOWfaS TRGTO TGlg I17X*
WX Q70 TP7TR K! L I'M& XX Q7 GVPW$ <P!I N G/O
7TSTW P>QU2GK'TT GNOISROjW7) G- 7S alGT KL R
7 RF7" alGPL IK K!L IWX® HWGOTZ® Z QZ[WZFG8
alGZW:;h FRYKWKIK S> W7) @=-0RKYXIe[67GYTR*J7
T GYTHWC 7TWYNXI?SYK-e

YTR*IV-KO B7 R | XRF

YTRF¥FIR7 ROW7) G=tYX¥SOIF7-I*WRB INRXR >'K
YK QG YK QGWR 7=tQPZ Q¥ AF*WRD TWeT7 K >'K
UGSG FGG'WRIIF'TER UR K*>'Kil DJ RFR T®
07F UOLVRRUKSQMNIF.

YTR*JYX®BLB DK

LYXBIP QYX$KF GMVKRIKEL ITBKYX RF G! NBK)G
Z=G NYGHKIY7=IL RWRG)G=¥ K] YGT IQN P QWfU' YIV G7 G

KI'L IT® YRR I Q GZ=P!IK"7C WX HEBX8 &=-
PIWPQK! L IKXWPQ7L IK7O TZz7*KI*WWPQ7L IK7
O TWPKKYX¢XK'T H WX ™ KPG 7 RYDRFY »

YTR*IFWRLB DK

I*WORIW'R* QY Xt IKH LK YKV'$WT*K*L IK K! L IK
\ GKYX=9 G!GgIK K!L WX Q7RWO7L" HZGK!L HZG
Zz 7TRI*WR RIZYFRQ HT 07RE Z=<HT 7 QUL HZG
KIL" HZgef L IKK! L IKWE Q77 QUL HZKKEL  HIG Wf

88



P YISOS , G)Qk IKKWPQ@PUK! L IKF TWe 7TRG>'K G!
LK L HZGPQSK O T8 XMR)G=+ L IK YWNPRYXjRXS
Z= YXWPQXK! L IKO TWe 7T BXRYXRG GLK'K!L® R&) G
7 SLKO TBYXBNEGK' LKYTLRYSGIW@R)B=>f K X*, G
GIT G!K!L> HIG7R YTLRVYLG HZBKWP & YRX)&E8KW Gh
7Y XWBYXW 7) GW G X Q¥ GOYXjW 7) BS GGGh W 7Y TR*J'
WP a3> G-

7i 7TW P'S9 SOWPQ® KWRRWX7) @2

>f LQ!NU® KS , G7i[O KWRWGN'XR LRTRPIKS
W7) G=> YXWB9 SOWPQP'W PNPTXE GQV' XXS W7) G
Z=>' 7 LWRPWR7FSLK L HZGP QP'XR) G= K WPQP'
KYXeR KYXTLRPRXKWRPYFRWPQT' IZ W :h PIRINGG
GgS9WP QRPY XG *KW RPRFLYRT RR X G -

>' TQT7 WPW LYXKYXR|j<!7SZ= I*WWRPW L KYX
7TjW7) @=¢ RFH"SG T ZJ7W 7 7" H KW'X  HVeEKG Xfo
X TQWOWITT GIL K*GLY XK' KWPH GLMBXKX*PLaG-
K KYXGKTT G!IL KYX*QG«K O0j9'S LRR KQT"TKNVY&K) G
Z=KTT KTLWRPQFIMF &+=7 RF/TR TQTKRTLWRP BTSS
Z=»fLIR KQK KYX* N XRPWVe QDB XGUPTRWP"KPX
>*34S , GIP"STQTPO KWRP\R7 K L KK*Q& 77T G!P'
LWRPWXY HME&7YTR*IJ KR? N XRTY BAaAS*eEBKKTLWRP F7
S'XTcQ L KYX,SSKTLWRPGQ L K*QGY X RFXKU P’
7 RN)BNY@ S XK K78/'XP P KNAGGINVNPQT'I*LRT G!78
[O KWRPQFRWMBYX KS W7) @=+YX YXWRASTVQLEB!GOT7
T VEBZR8 TSQ-Q)U'¥VVULYWKIWT GAGT RN<7 X -«

89



W P QUW P QWX ' HZGR*JILR

TGURWHhWPXL 117G K! L I7T&X  HXGRWIRN TS
ZZGZPFT 7 RS YKV'IKIPWAYXK> <!17SZ=+0RKY X
KIPW P QUW P QUTVEB' )K7R DK YXXKj<!7SZ=+
L17G K!L ITGKLRK!IPW ODjW7) @=P!I)K7 WMRQ
YTU'VIRRYGHWE Y QG RF'T G!IKRIFYKRIRZIW OT'
KYXPWPQWTU'VRYS87j 0>'WPHIEW'T Q L 17Z48YK HKMX

YK7 SIN7) B2 KYXAWP QWTU' VB ZKY GIK!P KHX*@ @'
WPHIFW7 8KK78K*T Q L 17Z=i* GQ L 17G:YBX*QMNER
Z= Gg7 THTUK! L IN7XR)B=W P QRGGVPQK! L IK78
KYX' KK SPST QZ&7HKP'G TNERX)D=+

Z\F7TTAWONPQL ITOjW7) @ YXW T/ 8 DK

7i7ZFP RYX K* GBOj> TZ\F7T GNOVPQK7 QU
L KYX W7) @2 > K] W@ H KRYX®*P' K L KR) Gz
HTT pUR!V7 G 7C K* @=P!17 UP'TYKL RR)B=GY XK
7 RF7TO [0 WPQ/PQUIL RKRXW7) G=+GQ"®»N RF#7
WPQR*QRR LKW L'Z= HTWX Q7RWP"W7PR' Zf LKW L'Z
Z=GI7*K*WKYXK QONV' XK L° HZAPQP" HRBX)G=O'|
7 TSGNZ=>'Y7=!7G W ZPAEY7=IKYX% ZPGG TTB RF
WOW"'XR' 07 RFW7S ZYFQ L I¥T G*BHTI :X*QN 7
KIWORZ=-

| *WYRT 7 &8 KV OX*, GIWQVX Q7YWP Q" HREXPEW X Q7
WEPUN)Z® LYXNKS <!7SZ=68P8K7XS}WX QWO Wf
Q!(WGRFTO TGlg17Z=G8K+U7Z QIR\F77 RFLKWQVP Q
L IX* g YKR;IN7BPCUZ=*N N)®' S+

90



YK 7VEA\F7G YT$AZGG7u

7 QWPQR LKWPQ@z=P!7 RFWPQ@R LKWPQWe&9Qu7
WPQ' XZ2=¥7F RF QUL K*QNMRIKB7)ZG>8KY Y77 RF
7 RWWPWP @GS N IRX)B=+Gg7 RFZ"TU-WBFGBX R QU

L K*QMWPQW L'Z=-

YX K Y »fWUGKIP BFBKG8K7 RH KIRGQ GIR |8
7RLIKOTIGE , > YXWATT GI!PKLR YRRRFUFW X HEES *
GG 70IPW P >f7*KI* K'Y &fYKTYXU7R* QG RF QIR TV O
H K' Zz HTZ Q77RFZ\F77 RWYX &' ®LPTO iZ=€ ,7
YXK 7VE78 WRQ*9 PRIUYTRIPU] W7) BYKY X+RF QU
W NO9WUUIKS7 KYNR*9 P RRT'W ORYR¢bi7 RF G=7814S
>, GT GYTHXZHW RPIZFGYKX R+UN8T GM7 GYT7G
Q!U07ZRPXK YRX G+

S SO HKZ Q7L IK'SS97 RIP KN 7
YT7 L& DK

[O-KO KH KR*P TBQ'7L INFQSISS97 RFTPGKS ;
YXPV:h 977G 6 R >f K X*Gf YXZH[® R REWOWEZ Q' MR *
[O-KO P KNAG+ XRFEBEYB®RP8SI >0 D RR' IKYXR) Gz
O D RVZA*WHRI KPL IKYXR)@= Q XH KW NWUGUP K
8K)f8" DGZ=G8YTO XKG WRS GfWe W RP7 PT GKYX
N<GZ\F7GB"K 7W¥Dj> @ L hp@=-

YTLB7UIPYW O TK

G8KO KH K7L tKK! L KW YXK!IPWOP*KI*\W KS -
PIBfI*VZ=GfYXKIPWOW DQj Z2W P QW P, QY TRFUF 7
WX HZGWO KGHT L I17G K!L I7TR*YXWF*RV Q
Z2

91



LYXYST7 LF DK

LYXST7 B ®YX%#7 REFTWSOH KPL |18' SV P HZi= GIW O
H KPL IRRN<7 X >fWPKY&7G) L IKYDRN<Z X k[60]
W7) @®7 RWOH KR'P RO TRY XIGK7 RWWOWY T[U LGK"
Z=>'7T T3 QUH KZRQIL RRGY® QLEYTLZTKYXW7) G
Z=Xf W OZ=P!G8KX K+Q 7XKN 87 KYNXI 2387 RWO
WPQP RO TRYXGFSX Q7REVOTWP"IX HX*QNNPD'QU
L RR)B= YT[U GLK7 RWOWK'Z=-

I*WYRT7 Lg DK

I*WRT7 W' R* ®YXP7*KF GMWTROIFZ QIVX HZBG G*
7R 7 PP KS,GT GVOD'IW NTX R RFYTXN>K G+7R
ZGWRYB7 R QWIi< RYY' SYTRKIPX' WP QVTU' (WG
7S N 'O KGKNPKRDRW 7 G »

G'WR7 L DK

G'WR7W' R* @YX *KTtQTT GYPTR'SIZF L° H@& =Gf
X> RZGZF FTRYTR*RRY 7§ W7) G=>f XKSZFKYGNY TR*J7
TWLY f<T Q7 Z=+7 cQP' T GK 7-1*WRWVSXFR >' 77
HLKHTYKV'IJWRZKVHT H LKYKTX@U7RYTRFNS G
Z=TGUPHZOAY TREYXP H K7L IKX H K7K! L IKTR*J
Z=7 REYXSH LK*WRKWR)B=P!17 H K7L IKWR K7
KI'L IKTRKYX REYXSA LK*WRKB REBXK H KLR!7
TGIK!LIKT GQI*WRG!7L |KP!7T GIZK H KIXRP TS
L IKTO KKYXAPRT GYTKZ L GKLK H KLR 1K TZ=»f
K Z=Gf7T G! ®R9 SOWPQHR' IK K! L IEW:hWPXTR*J7
YSZF70 TSOOPNODj<!7SZ=+X H+U78 B8*R 8N<7X o

92



YTR9B7 WX HW&RN F'S*WRKPKQP7 Z G T

GWUGUPWCP &S, G)PTRIIFIWX HWEKYX* G
Z=PI!l7i H LK PK8PPKKS W7) Gw ('T GFKWPQ@!7 Qu
L RR) B~ LKW L"FG T7 SSR T Q L RR)BF>'KEIR G
K KYX*P TIYKLKLK G T7J8WR TYKLK L RR)G#Hé

GYXK YKV'IKIPPKKS W7) @ (-'7*KWPQ@!T GIL KYX
TR)Gs 7YXQR L KYXR)S K HR7KR' XL KR)GF

O D R7TYYXQ@YIKRY XL RR)G#ié>f KIPPK QZF~GL"=®=N
ZP F G ZOGMMVQARE HT S9 S9 auGT GTAPQP'

KPKWQOMFX*QN L7106

LYXYST7 PH »&h K!PVKOI *KFOUT7 GVNO ¥ TV @R GFK "
KIP KO< RYG!IHVGEE7 RR'GW QN Z*KYTK B VYIZ=-
I *\WYRT 7 BPH ®GK!P7RK7B aliGY TV TAIQ@RS GIK"ZQ*>7
X'GlI*YW&Z =7 RF7/*K? RFL"FGg!L KKYXKRN7R WTUuH
WPHURSK* &= WPRIRF7T Q L IRRN7TRWX Q@7RF
WOQFXIQNBX* @=-e

KPK7 7B R QP7 8 DK

LR®B DKWfX7 RIFWRI!PRQMP B> DGj> GZB »'Y7=!
LI17Z=W'8K' L I0'S GEZ=>'K L K* G¥XQ*R KRQTS
9ZG+>'Y7=IL K* GYIXIKYX=W7YXQE IKYX &=>'K
e7! RW N 1IPHRE! 74 « KIRQUPW X¥ XSKAR>K f[O< RY
ZQ*>X'G!IH\GEE .

We9Z&GWHRQ B DK

GWR7W E*KYXZ=YXP QGK!W/R[UPGYK QG&I
W' KR [ K*QN RF/-I*WRYTRPJIKS G-

93



WX 7RWWO77U TRFWe 99X QN LTO

G8K YX> 7WX Q7RFWeT*K? RFWe Q*9We Q*® LR
We9B=KYXXP KBYXW7) &= XKWe 9ZGR¢*TT' 7TW)RG L7
YyOW ORYXAR L 7TRNS' W O WTIG LWOZ® WX Q7RF

7R O T KERAWR NI 7-1*WR T7% LGKWKIQN RFETR*J

X*ZHT7*K¢TPpRVK Q7GLK O TY¥ TRX$8 O T7ZZG XX
X* HT>GQ*KWPWX Q7RFL° HEZ= X WPDG)7R O TKYX
X* HTWX Q7RF 7R O T7 H K®WX G KYR8)GE HT K"
7 HK TWPQEYRXXGEHT GGG I'\8 D?W N JR"7WPQ
L HIGYXK: B* e

We 9 Z\GTT O%K B DK

LYXBP KYX RRP KYX K3®' 7BWe QN i3 WWRe QN iz3 7
YKWXY &=4*WRIW'R* @YX RKF7 QWK QTpRKN[WU G
T 7 RREAG' WoRW' R*KYX RE*KF G7TB"T 0QZ TTeW O T
P UTRWP7 XXXKS GZ=7R Q G O TQ* Q G WXG!7
Wed WPRYWK7) G=< WRBN'R* BYX7 T&8KN OX*, Gf
WeQITWGNAT@VO7ZYKTWX G TWX*; ®!l [WIKY X =3»f
YXYKTWXI GBT G! 7R O T7We9ZGERLRWIERNZIQ W
703 ,Gf Q* Q-IcQ L K*QWX G TWO'S RWe AKX *Q G
Pl We9[Z\GD' SLRZ Q'WX Q7@ KGRJ WRGF7G ZP F R
YKTWOG G TWX*QQAXYKT QU'KR ZP W'KY X=-

GNKYXVX Q77 RENOWe Q*9We QHOZRK7RFKZPORF 7

L° HIGK!L  HXG\#= YKZPRWOTWRY TRI'WIPS J
X* =T GN/TK TR LK'TO TWf&=HT 7R K 7TRQTK
7 RF7T Q7&K YX* &% YXHKWYe oZR% VB' KW K YX*, G
7 RF7THKTQEWUZ=T GNO¥TK YWKT DT KY XY X TV Q@Pt

94



Y7FXS Gk fPT7 W' R* @YX RRKP7I YLKYX K¥®&' 7'
WX Q@Q7RF' H K 7WPQP' HB' XZ= KIL  WGX*e

7U TRF7 QM TLRJ WREG[O6 7R 8 DK

XKXS W7) @=' Q-Q)U'YUUYKB7U 7TREWX Q7RF
WOWeQ*9KNQWS K  QTH#IbBP K¥IBMKE8K7' T GT' H K
WP QRY XG*=¢ URYRYWX7) G=+*WRLWf 7U 7TRFER NK NQTS
T GVNOWO K*GfH Z® KQTSUGSB &N QL YR YB LXIL#H7
LAH7 RV We QMiB PX T GVOWD KCXRWMS &g Q'77 RB
We Qli@le 7WRL KRN < XM, Rf 7U 7RFL7 X*Gfe[U%L8
S SYL4AL"B 9'8 GNX 7*K¥ H KR L KTYWP G UPLWWR
> M X YX RWeQNIGHF @B WeQ!TG 7X T GVONWS R KN
Z<&=+1 XRF:BWe Q*A@RWPWP"X= LRP ERL#H7
THIRPWOWT (B KZ=-

PIT G!" HKAGY XAF7LRP EWeWPX*R7 X S We 9 NGWKFY X
> W7) @=® K"'N+8G KIWMNRWL KRP EJ PXIWHG*WR
LRP FAWNIGZ=+NZ KZ®7i L"NIW'X¥ XIGZ=KYX=
T & XIG K & XIG"Z2LYXSI7 ILRRPLFWN L] PKXIW Q
X*QBWRT7 LP'KXIU POX*QG*WR 7 LMP'RX We 9 AGe77 B
L° HE* &=7 RF7'T G!7R X LRPBFR XIG K & XIG"
P KIQAG -

WELIGT GLH7 TAN[O KZ=|s YR G70R

7iLRP MIWP L@ IWE BT KK L @> KNeQ*WeQ*97
[O-KO XKJ RRAKRKYHXQS W7) G2 > W7) G=P!l L @j
Z2  Z=0 KKJ WRTT 7#AGKXIUIPWIRRP Re/IRB FT
X XI1UYPTQWIK*G8KWe 9ZIG K * Q! | GQXKKY X =€ ,7>f
WeQ*We Qr@VO ZWeWPX% Z7 R[AWU PGKS , GI*WV G @Y X

95



> GZ2 YX7 R7 R ATK QRFK&IRR P7TK W'TR* DG
Oj> GZ=-

T GYLTWQARJ WRBGR'H®{TK O YTTU*W

ZGR'¥YiTK QWITRN ZWe 9B ZGWRWVG Z=>'LZ X' G!

@G KT7 GYTR&XN7ZKT)ZP KYX=«*KZP FT GYT7
T GNVTWQYNXYW7) G>INYW7))XGEGIF7TRYTVD GYRYRXX B¢
>FT GYTWGHFKFHKI TX RYTWXY KYW7) @G=Gf7j YN G7
THKRQTBTR*ILKT<KPPYTRYXL K*QE*QB* 6RP'
L"=8 W7) @ YTR*I<KPPYTR*3 NQ7; T GYTT7G!S'S
7*KF)dP BE GOG> GZ2 HT T GYYTVWPHUHRKRV OKWX
YXKV'IKYKWVQS GZ2T GGgP KS GZ="T GYT7
T AINTVIKRHHIRRN' XK T8 7 MR LAG

LYXSKK7 R PA*WRKW7 R BR

LYXB K7 6RKYIXZ=*X> R BY TRRY X\G#® GPH QT G!7
T GYT7ORFPUG 7Wedl IKYXKRNHT K!P K7 BRX 7
WEI7 GYTIWAIRNS Z QZ K!PeR*KF)ZP FKYXW?7) G
Z=»f XKZP FS W7) GFYXTVQIRMSNTT ITWRYRX)G e
I*WR KW N YT WKaQGV® K¥@H T GYTTNTVQRK7?
YKVRQTARHKN' X! Z<B=+P QG O YFIPB+KRN RSj> G
Z=+XKWR  HZGPQS W7) B2>GQ*KFHRKVTUAUTT' 7X*Fu
GQ<!RXWT :@RN+W' XTI RZH TT MXTKQKRYF G SP"7
RXK & N7)FGX N

YTR*YIXTV@PLHKYRXSE YXL[67 OR

PIHT GYTTVQOWKW OTZ= N 8YKEXHYTR*B+KY X
RXSX fT GYYTVRWKNV OX*QNL7YKWV B)fAR7 | 6 RXf
W QZ=®!I>'KX N+ILK7THKX¥TLRGE 7 ®j> N W O TK

96



R*7NS7ST GYYTVQRTMR)GIGYXP N+W'XXF7G ZP F
8*>)GS PYTR*JIG'FT)J<< TR)GI'+7TR 7P ZQ*>K GYT7
YTVRPPQYST 7TDH®B R* 7N =»f X fKZ7 RTZTHB YK LZ T8
I' NGK P *K fY T $U7 KIYXXN o

G'WR 7 Lg DK

G'WR7 LYTVRPUWF=8 >YTT' 7XXKR7HB YKT%LE
T 7MRNYKQKI QST | YX RF XKTX RAG IAGZ G
Z2KYXTT 7L"FABZG 7 W&KIRWX?) G=7i \ KT]PTU
TX R*KZ7 REGD|W7) G2 KYXeTX RTT'7XAGT*K27 RS
H YKEXjW?7) G=+ >f YTT'7WZRGf7RT)JG RFRQTS
7 RIWOL 7*e<~<FBV@7 K] TRN &' QW8f SYTPUURYZG
Wf9 fNaQa)@=-

8 DKFP 9 fNa S9'S

W WwWTGIR P7K KZ7 R7T IN+BGHYTRBJ' T8I+u07
THKZP F fd@)@G@r YX WOPTRLKPE GVTRNSZ'KYR8) G
Z=687TRT<KPPYTR*RFIKYX9 S> W7) G=N+WLKYTR*J 7
PfOBR/TT' 7WHIWYIXWT7)ZHXKQ MK7S'ZZGC K*NF »

OR'NS'F TSTT' 7HK7cQ S)SZIBFLKYPHBWV[WX* G
=ZH RF TQ&8 7 R S)GZH')K7RZGL XGX TT'7LHFuU
ZP FXZkKe+ >f 6RKYIXP+RX3BIGEf\ K71*VD 9X* 6ZH-

T GYYAVQTYX RPYTR*4=

>f XKTX RT 7RRQSP UWRYTRROW7)GF7R T 7 RS
>W7)=BP!IXKYX=0aT GYTGEFKZ7 RTX RYVTWKQY X =
U K7 R AX RVTVREw K7HHKR LYK}THRE -

97



LQUGPGLR[O 7R OR

PIBfT GYTTB!I7 T97 R HIK TX RL)f<NWHRKS
Gf PYTRRGRREKYXWP JMKORYBSBHK"=S @W7 R P7
K7 R,PKZ7 RTX RWFLIR'T GXS GZ=WY7=Z=YK¥X
YX K7KW O YGRLKO GRYTR* RR)B=+K"HZGKX R7
YTVD QT GYTXRGRF GYTTNP G X RL7)f <NVMR/]
W7) G=»

T GYYTVE®P'R PI7X RZ<&=®» YXL[07
Z BR

> T GYTTX7 R PX RVTWOQW7) G=GW7 R AX R7
YTWY 7KY®jW7) @2 TX RYTT'7TWJIPRE KZWeWrP ®%L8
KIL> ZHGP!iN f» LIURKUaUGTT7R <'GKGR[WKY X
709 W7) G=>8KY77RT<KU&FI®X GRIWKYXjW7) G2
KYNefd L!UPUW' X* H&Z= 7R J RLR7RT<KUd4Wa
7Q0S W7) G=+ GO fU LIUIKMYX B XIGKY Xfe XKK*, Gf
JK7YTVQU fLK7THK PYTROP> G

7i KYDXS W7) @=' 7HK UHuX2& N f» 1.'0 GTP'
LIKY XY B8K<'GKWE' X*fU 7TLIUFIKYEGXRGRRE< GKG
<'GKGOWK’BW7 R PFHLPXS GZz XKIFT GYT7
T GKPRKWX7) B=7i YX IWfTS8 GKG KW U?S, YK\ JF?
U LIUA QL HB KS ? KYX*WRWe®@ R |VWV¥' Rt ! UGT
YKWINI?S W7) Gz YKWIXU LIUGP'K L° HB KS
W7) B=-

98



T GYTGPOF R*YIOGW7) @G YXL[67 OR

LIU T7TTSKV*K¥FQ\ K L RRNW P KYX8) @=»f
LKO GRKWPHW < XQRPOKYWP'BJEGT KIP K76 KN KG
C7X S*<KU<'GHKBX'BK MNBV'B*X* ==

7i 7XS W7) G='YKV'T¥WOP'TSX X'BYW7) @=7R
YKVTR WO K GNO RX* By >'KU*JIT#Z YKVW*TTHZ*YaA
WO GMWWfEZ=P!N fU ZLIUYKVLIUB Xl GNVOWFfX* &Z=

LIUTI6 XMIOGWL>XE8 X'&YNXYW7) @2 C 7N fU 7LIU7
<'GKWB' XX 27 RZ=N fMU LI GIKTI6X] alGWGE'YKY VU
Zz G'T< GRECHRIT GWKXKY Y&

T GYTGEPT<KUau@7T7ZZP Q KW OTZ =
YRGB DK

7iT GYTBLWH]T<KUaiG7TP JP PV KW OKYX=
> YXWHY LIT<K*SQTB® XK K L IOjW7QXfW O =
PIIGBK <KUaiQBi\E GYT7GMWP P PY K7YKV'JjW7) G
Z2 7R"W OHF KL4G+

PIT<KUNFGNYFQ7TGH#ZT WTWHP QUIX RYTTG!P'
7 KRWX7) @2 C ,7P!IGBR <KUalUG7W'XF GYTTGTVPKRXG
>8K N*SN ZGW RIGF QYO 7 G #UWIPTK KS GZ2 7iN*SN 7
W P QO7TWP W P QO7TWNe K& XZ=G8 T GYTT7GFRPYX
W7) G2 GSKKPL"=¥BN fU 7LIWP & P RIMWXEE 7*K)J
ZP FWMD'2S>f 6RX®' 7R T GYT7GMMR'®N7R T GYT7G
7*KWO"?S 6R(C*@G7TRWP B P QQ7TWIEe Z=' N+T | YX
XIT [SR->7 fTX Rj RXSZH LKW >KFI GWO7F <!7 NQ
YNKRR RRB)G=N+W' X0 * Q-I¢@ WKW P G70Y V)G QNN 7G
K YN \*-9) * & THR)RXF BH »

99



7B R9+FL[O 7R 8 DK

7i T GYTGWP W P QO@7T 7TRFPUY 7Wed IRRN 7
WPHUWWIYHXQS W7) G2 KYXF GYT7G!7WPH[\GD]
9'SFRG7UGY XYX7GN <7K!P WO MW X Q709 fN aNMGRX
WPHUGZAN . GNYXUUWIK PW7 R YWEXWIN'RP' GYT7
T GM<KUaRBP7 QI9LEGhI7,GT GYTXKG[WiITj W7)=G/& 8K
7R FZPT Q!9LGhI7&YX = [WIRN TWRRKWXXG *>f
O IWKY®'SGf 7R T GYT7EK[WX*QGYXP F70 TP'
T GYTGM<KUalG7[WX*QNNV70 TKQ LZ=68 KLAG'
WP @X R)7 RFRYKQXP@ =7 RF7Se:®' SR TST H

L K*QGe

MT7LFWPHKWE KTH 71 XRF

SI'TIO 8KYKSZIBYKSU BNER  KYIX'W7) G=' 9+R
=ZM7W fTB « XKZ K"Z$Q* 7*Ke*Gl uUWTUKYAW QZH
YK] TRKNKRjI'>'0 9+RYXZHBI*WR UGV XYW 7) G='
0 W fTKSYSZHP ! I XK HRVOWT=!\ GKYX*QG REP F O T
LR YR RKJIORWP %LB HGE=-

7 TS KWTX RKIJ XWRGw YXL[67TWP Z
8 DK

7i7 TSX T GI*KFHK TX RYTWYX* &='\'KYX¢2
7=1 TR*PXIT GNOT K QpYAP ® T QX* &Z=7=! 7TR*PX|
%BLY KT*K¥FTU VIHXFQR'NKL KYX* Ge YKQPKYXT TS
T)ZH LT G K XFKYX Z<BYXR"=3B0 SRXWCZA%L7
\ KIP PYKZ=Y70 T GN7R LYXST7 IX f7K!7"KSY X%f
W *Gh KP7BT GX*QGYXP'O'SZ= I*WRT Gl YXGLP'
7R IPTWP KS'SE&8KHP7 cQT G¥YXH KPTpPXKPGQ K

100



L 10'S > YXALFTR P K® WV7*KK H KPTpX¥Q &X7 R
Q QPOLNS > GZ=»

I*WRT7 W' X*Q RYRYWX7) G=+T GYT7GN\7K L KRN 7
7*KF RRYX*QGWQKYTVQI7 Q7WX Q1% TVQK L RR)G
Z=t*VL"KIPTKX' T,0 WP © JQLK LKYTVQ@TTHP PV K

L KR)G=of W JRLKYTWYRXQTSGN\7K L KWRGZH
BRXWEWK 17=! RUPXI7\ KW'Xt KRWRGZRIBSK 17
HY K Q& RUBNS7 KIYRKY X G »

Ul HYKQ PYR%LFWP Z

UI7HB YKQZP/KJ UWRTBZ6D GU 1We 772G HTU 17
LKT O YOFUGYXYST7 BRXWHRI7ZWe &N RFWT 7 Qu
Z='> YKGWee PEKS G T GNTuUHQ Z=»fU IYWKL Y XK'
We 7"\GKK* M RFXWe7 BNe 7TEZGEG/KX*GKF71*V L K*@G
T GA7TKWe 7"\GKIN K*Q GWe 7'\GKiINe 7 ZGG0'I. R

SFIBRXW®EWP GI7 HI' TSTR TQTBRKX owWa&®® 17 Hu?7
\ KLRJ WRETFYX#HAW@B L'\AGrXQS W7) @G=P KLAG
> KU I7LEHHWe QU@ P GI7 HUR7TBX* Z=G8KHBRX 7
Waa1l7 HoF''T BI*WIRG! YXKN]JPP RYX GZ=« >f TQT
UIWOP GI7 HIR'K LK HOQ *9 IKRDR)GBGFH U 7 * K¥ K R X
RXG | YXT GNON*W'XRI'G7RWe R We-TWCN KIY XX =»f
UI7TO TUX HYKQ P7KS , GfU H1ZQ*9aH'U\Zz@Uu G 787 f
ZIU\ZBUQV'M*IWIYRBWXHMN!W™ N X -

We BR | HYKQ P7KQTPGMWP Z 8 DK

7iY7=8+YWe UR7HYKQZRBBE2 >f XKK*GL"=$S @

T GYT7TGAN7K77 RF TS We 7ZRY We 7 \RFR Y 7W7X*

LYXST7 W ORYKYGWe % RRYARFRKN77RBRX W ¢ X |

YTVQRYK @ K* BX® RF7TRS'$*WRK* RFT Q 7K YRKX G »
101



7i 7TXS W7) @=>'\ KT8k78KP K* Z=7 RMWe 7 R7
LIKSO73K78KX* Z2 KYX8KWN R"wNWe 7 RZK$O*IK
7*KN XWX QZ=Y WP We WR(e8S TWRP WLYXST7 LP'
W T®e 7TTR GYTHGA/K L RR)Biw LYXSF QRYRWK?7) G
Z=y*WRT7 WXLWRWE 7 WRFFKK T GMW X QR K X o
LYXST7 L"TUWG@NDj> GZ=>»LWRLLRK(e8S TQRWQR U
YKOWRIN T G!T GYT7[GVU We 7B®G7 RFS9 S9\ K7
[O KG GRWeX7 [RO7 KWRLNAWTS W7) @G=4 QR SXI\ K
W'X39 S9We 7 IRVRL TWR KSW7) G=-

SFLYXZSSKT*WRT7R KS g H Meh 7 RWOP'TS7T 7 RF
ZpGWe 7 RGWRKIG RWOK NG NG 7 RWON' XX
I*VD X*QGEZP @ QBHK ]P PV K7ZWeld9PX'K8 S9'SZ=-

BRXW®RLI7 T GYTUOGNWe-AWGN\IGOjW?7) G
Zm YRGB DK

BRX WEIXILIWOT GYT7ONOWe 7' ZGG> KK YX
W7) G=+7R L 7TRN S 8> aliGBRX W&QI7 HiWe ¥ 6J UWRG
7R)G= 7R\ Kc*@B \ GKY®Z8YX K7Y TW{ K*GS'S\ G Z=-
MSGJG*WRUGY KET'URQTS GYT7®B!> YWe KBGX |8
W7) B=-T GYTGWN"A XB*KFT[YFQ/'K¥X=> Y XLWKK'
T GYTGI!RIPXK M B I 7WeBRWe-TWGN\JGX * «

We ¥ I6) TR@TGAIG7HKWIXWe ¥ GKYXjW7) Gz >' K
YT WKaQGX) GQUe87 9RIKTSB!0:BiU I7XS GZHQ
YXWBIU [7We T GX* @ =7 RESRX WEOWe NG NQABG7
ZQ*9PS WQJ I7HUTQk G Z=G8 U IWQBRX W®IXILI7
We N@QW R EHFXW7) B=-

102



We7KG L QWEBOjW7) @G YRGB DK

XKYDXXS W7) @='TUGBRX WRI7ZQ*R)7GS>' [0Z Q
R8)Z= YX[OZ' @U%LWeX GOj> GZ=7 RFUG/7=]0Z Q
YNKLIZQHOYXQK*Q Ore¥o L We-T BT UQN*I@*BY XfeLQ*9
X* G @ N 6IJ"UQ!VTKIQBI SOU ITHKYXYKBTWP G
T UQT7O0Z NI\ IWOWe7 HEGYKS W7)=C-

7i 7TXS >BRXWERI7We7 ¥YBVWOFX K'TS LG G!
Z=G8® I TWe IR We-WGAN >J KRX CKY %f XK Z=GiBR X W €19
LI7TWe-TWNCN7E! BRXBT 7*KK T GWR*KS W7) G=-

auG98e 7 RU I -ANKK7PGB DK

7iBRX W#217 Hr KQTA Q' AUGLK LK[O Ke 7 R
T GYT7G!IZ GIZE)@= G YPX QPWGLI T GYT7G!7
W NNI!?)Bs XK KN<BYX*QG&YBBK iG c*GLR WRe T |
KYW7G X 7 aiGLt HI*WRUGTH HOWP KYRXG¥K*
alGLK LQ*® S K Ve T*BBERN I ?¥K'KF RWaPe KXY W7) G
Z= T GYZQ*HTYKIYMK KWe T*®/RUGTB! ? B/' K¥X
W7) B=+

® BN GIHKP7 BRX W17 HIWINA TKYFQ PQ*9
W ORYXeLUMa Z4T QP Z QXKIWIXGQV ORY X0 -Q 7 f
9Q (BT UQR'T GI!WP KIBWR G!R*YIX3 GZ= XK9)RKJI UR7
WP KGRTIW'XGEYXjW7) =t GHUTIS IWOWeBUWGP TQ
W' XKYNXYW7) G=>"KL"FT 7[WRBS 70 GRMRN)® J&" WG
T UQIFPRU 17 HU GX* &=+

LQAUGG7TWO XK 7Vu

YX RBRXWCECXIT NTVRKT GYTTWGANKKYXjW7) G
Z=»f XKX*, GfYX\ KB L RRQTW7=IKYRKYX\G RfZ Q'7

103



alGLKYWe 7 RBRXW®Q17 S9 HHXFR)&7R T GYT7
T MTVQKP"7aiG7T K7 F*WERWe ZKWBGW 7) G8\ KW O
7 TSP PX K Z=+YX K7 J RLRW'X*KYR KS W7) @=>'

T GYTZKI7 R AKX RVTWKO @=+HTP YS&'T GYTTG!7
\ KX* @=G)Q#* @ GFR'P7 Q!9LGhI 7 & YX* QNN 7G) % [ B/ U
KYXjW?7) B=e

YKVHT O T7T%LIZRYZ

L 7R&Y O T7j Zz27i LK \Md KK T GUVPKF GIKYRXN
Z® > KBMUJWfKZ=G8K H KRXYGSMUUKRXX)Z2 HT
7*KF G!D TLK cQWIf[O KZ2 YXK"yQ BPYXS? RK!W R
BRXWCFZP7 QIILGhI7EYX*QNOT TYXZ7 R)% IKBYX K S
> W7) @=>'KLT-G8ROIRZ7 T> KS GZ=+ZP7 Q!9LGh

L 17GRWEBRBX WCR*KMIK R CGKYX=-

O TA*WRyQ B DK

SRXWC9FZPBHQ!9LEGhI7G @ T7[0 K@'X* GYTG!
KYX RF 7*KF)U KWfGKY X =P!I7{:B7 O TW' X)¥% L8GK ¥ X
KYXB7 O T:BWD MWOT G'WHhLEP 7 T GUBLF)Y KWTG

X* @=»f K\ GKYX*, GfF7TRYTVQPKF)ITX RPT 7 IRY X
7R) G)fe

T)U KYNKO TW'XFX RYTVIQW?7) @3 Y X
L[678 DK

N+LYW7)XZHLWREZGHO70 TT) % LUBCGKYX* GFX R
THKYTWXW7) @=9K7RGPB LK O THTNYX 7YKN'J%L
TO TTISGYLP)IHUBVUZF-:B78K*LK O TWP \KGKYX* G-
X7 REB7 O BW XB7INYX 7TRAWITQS W7) G- O T7
TGAUGYTF BN T Q7XYXYXPGT 7 QUXB7 TO TR

104



O TNYX 7TWR7KKYIX K& W7) G=GNKYX*K7Z T G!ITO M J
ZP FWD'S RX ZP FWWRG!TO W KWK YXj> GZ=»f
XKK*, GT*KZP FIWKF GWiE@QS W7) B=-

W7 R PK7 R FPBLR LNRYX 7 ROl Y X
L[678 DK

7i 7XS W7) @=>":B :B70 TXKZ=' 77YTEOWRKV'J
Z2 KYXB7>7 f7TR O TW'XfT) %LU T KYX KS , GT GV O
YK] GO TWHG® [Wd 78KF G!S RK'YX|W 7 GI* KF G!) % L8
[WO'SR7R TO[W@RNZQ W @=7 TB*KTO T77LK7|
I'S WIXTO TQN W& YXj> GZ=N+T Q¥ kWi W7QK)G
N'QRT U LY@ K'Z H »

T4 TRYKVKIT) UV X*QNZP F

7i:BLKO TNYX 7 R%LT)%HL8CGKY XX f7LKP G WX
X*QB RN+ T7T GYTKGX K¥GHG87 R PGLK O T7
YKV K%¥XjW7) G=7 GLBWe QNLEBP FE®LT)U KWIGX* G
Z=>fT GTB7 O TX*GfB LK O T70 TWULGX*QG X %LP)J
%LU X*QB X f KYX K¥§+GgB 7R O TLR INRYX 7 R%L
TO TTGBKWOjW7) G=>8KKT) % L8 X*>f KIWKYRLR LR
NYX WHERWIKYBRXWEXI T GYT7GZWeWPXX YK EP9"
X* @=-e

X&' 7 LYKTTU'VKPKS'SQ uZG YXL[O7
8 DK

P YSG'X'GTPQYTU'WG7 T8 LYK HZGEPSKEQ U G
Z=G8K"T :TGGYT7/GMP'GYT7TE\F7G 7 LYKD TW'X*
KIP EQ*XKRj I'GeY XW ORY XK LYKRTU'WGGVTILS J
Z=oe

105



L[67QS W7) B=>'LZWLZ YTLZ7 RY* @=>'WQ' TS
7 LK WK~REG WOX'GA7LYKEZ HIGO TWIiG @z >'
WO)ZP FIVG !B WO)HUSVX' G!7R O TWING &=-
YXKZ7 RIEND'1Z=68 LTUGPKQ!Zi7 RF\'QZ% K!P KP'
A'QGX'GIpKD T7 LYKFQP7 LK WAL R&XS W7) G=
PIIYXKIP KRWKD TT GYED>S UXPGN7GYD7TL'\ZG
Z= LS KYB8K QG)I' BKX*QG

XZ7 B I YK @=7 RF K'UHZ#% K!P KF' GYJTILZ
X*GK'GI7GYTL7 HEBPT Q7 Z=P!K'UH KGPX'G !l %LLZ P
L HIGY®8 T) X' BKOjW7) G2 GYXIK IYK @=7 RF 7#[UP
L1Z% K!IP RPTS GYT7G!WIN¥# [UPXGGLZPT GYT7
L HZG'\Z@= LZ'GRGNOPF'R O ™W'X* GYX*TON 7X »

7 LYKMTU VEAAR' ¥ TK QWK YX* &Z=

LQIUKXKIP MPNAX'GLZPT GYT7? HZGYTLZIP'GYT7?
O TLS KY®8K X'G)T KX*QBTR*IR)GZH WOKRHU7
7THK Z=7*KYKQ PRR LK T GYFWTVQR!P KPG!T Q7
YTU'LG JRIIPIMXK!P RPA'GM Q7YTU'VG B R*YZ
XKKYR KS W7) @=+7 LK WIKYR | 7N 7 RETUGRK?7
KIPTRQTS GYI'K'W!X*pKW &Y W7,& RF_pKRAXT
R*RIPP7 LYKZ HEBXSW?7) G=-

7i 7XS W7) B=>'>8KX'GTPQ7YTU'VGGTIP" HEZ=G 8K
7 LYKHTV7L HZGWIY¥KfPIIGBKT GYYTVQR!P KBK
T Q7YTU'XGTPGTRIL H&=G8K7R 7 LYKE HZGWTf
S D OR'S W7) @=' K" HAGP KY KY X SPE'F GYTZEP!I
> YXQP'7TR O TXS GZ®7=! RYWW'T GYTZ=G8K"7
TO IR LRVe9B=4*WRBIRX W¢9 FZPT Q!9LKhL I7&"
T GYTZEGSK"TTO TWe KX+

106



PI'I7i7 LYK7TRV'X* GYEZE> YXWR TO TT GYTZF! 7
R*PYTRX3 6R'SS @LTUGQP'HEL'PT QT GYTEZFG8KSP'
L HG'P QVTX* GY EF 7=! R*PTO TWk XGQ Gr-XWf
[WKX* ='KT Q7YTU'VIG IYK®@ TX' T O WKYXR) GF
GYXKGMPQ7YTU'VIG ZLYKEZ™ HXIGXK!PBKT) KYNXKN (G
GQUGZGR'YTK DWIKYX* & ==

YTK UVYKT QuG WRZIGF7G RKZP FWP Z

G8KTK WKT:QBGQRR 7 RFGWERQ 7 RFG\F7G
[W#RQEYXW ORYXTK WKT QUG[G KQWOXYTT' 7VRP G
KYDXQS W7) B=¥TK UXYKT QW OR!?SW7) @B YTK U

YTK G!70 KO'TK U7 GYTHTK UKZZGQ*9L Wt*QN
YTKUKZZGQ*9GX*QMTYTK UD TXX GX*QIN¥XST7 L
P ®YXTK G! YTKBU[O KYK KS W7) G=»fP KS , Gf
We WNRYTWG O3> G-

YTK UYTKTE& [O KG Z< Q 7R 8 DK

7i7*KF GIK WPQPQUW KRN WPHUGR K°™ G Zfx

KWPQY N JPR WPHIUO TZGWRTEHY XY X WPQHT
ZFP' WPHUBF7GZ=681+0r [WP@BZ\F78 RI*WRWU
PBT G! TRYTK UD K&B[WUERN ZQ WR)=ZHXK57u87 DK
T 7TjW7) BE

8 DKFP 9 fNa S9'S

>f7*KF GIK H K WPQR" G TR LK T%LYXGf 7XN 7
WP X*QG T G¥XH K WPQPR" HZ=HT >fT GID TK
HK WPQR'Z7 R™ HIGYXZ=>'KT GILTKH K WPQRB" HG
KYX=GEWREK*RG GTQK H K WPQP' H&=-

107



PIP'T GLK L IWPQWfKdH K WPQR IKRN WPH4AF
7 YXH K WP@EPWK7) @27 G TL W P QUF KY Xf
P!l L W P Quz2 7; LKWPQK WPQ7 QuL KRN 7
WPHUWP/ R HT K WPQPK7 Qu RRN WPHUWP?K

LZ=SKYT7 UWPY XB7DK

LYXST7 LIPGLKWPQWR*'XK™ G TDjk G7 RFYXWPQ*
7R KWPQ7 QuL KRN WPIRUKS' SZ=%9; KYX K WPQ7
7 QU RRN WPHaQN RF GYXr QW N JP' GYTZR P!I
7i 7*KP UzZ=>'" LKWPQIP'GYTG* YWPQ7 QuL KRN P’
WPHAZ= YXWPQ77 QW N JP' GYR7KS ? J'PI XRFOHXI 7

LIKYX*QN /RBIX W N JR" G TRYRj> GZ=¥77
7 RFFKF QW RRN WPHBAQWGLK TO RYXP N)&-

I*WYRT7 L& DK

I*WRT7 P'WPHIGG WPQ\WfKWPQPEG Z=Gf T G!Wf
[O R KX*QG>f T GI¥BGQWBPQRG Z=GT GLKWPQP'
K'G TT KK WPQP'G TTOK> G7 RFWPHUGWPQPEG
KYXedWX* &='T G T®7 R AD HT ~ G TQNfuG:=
K'G YXTO W8 KZ=+K G T ~ G T[O KZ= KZP[S
T G!ITO NKNEZ@ XKHRKV!IYKTBFIjiGh >6G7 KYX QG

K"G THKT QUGNRYyQ B DK

JPU7{7EET G TTTKGWfR*K*K G HTYTKKUXP'
Z\ 7RRI'SYKJ OMWTRGAY P ANK S >'YKJ UMDRTITSG ! W
[O KTR7*K!K  GKIYRIIXZ\F7G[WU GD aiubB UZz
Z\F7GLMQ USG<KLYXHK<!7SZ=+ YXI!4RW7 fZ=>'XH Wf
NXYGX BWIRf B&X* < BEYX W7 Q> K/! XKRW BW ORY X
GYMNKRR-<AG7G Y TWORWIQR<KGY X

108



HTP YXK> K G WPHBgYKJ uWRRAI YN G77/R
7 REG7TYWY N JORO'®B/7) @G® O TWLG!L KW KX*Q@ Q!6R
X*@G'K I'U 7 STW RO GRG R8)@=f!I 7*KW OTOR
X*@6f XKKYXGIB7 O T7TG) 7YXIOYRXAHATWTUWTRIXG -

K™ G TYXYST7 L DK

GBHYXSI7 LPFXKS +KX*@h"=S 7] T G!D T7LK'
TO TVKVZE HTT G!7 G TYKV'R7R O T7T%LW 7QS
> GZ2>fLYXGP YIXG!D THYKWVQD',S T K @> G>f
|*W@T GNKVHT O TTQeK @)> G-

YTK UVYKT QGBGWHR Q B DK

GBRTK WKT: QBG*QNX GWP KKS > LKZZGQ*9 7
7 QA=KY W QU N H&fU7RW' X*QU QN =Gf YKT QUTGS$u
X* @=>f HW' TSTRVXQW QN =Gf [WuUZ=+
7i YXHK7HUP KS W7) @='7*KF GIL K* GYXKXG!7
L[FR)B= X 7RYTK 22 G8K7RHI TSGN*Q& QUK
7 RWPEXYK Y7=ILIREYK UYKT: QBXG*@N HUGNZ=-Y X
7THB7 KYX K)Z2 P!l7 QUYRFYTK Tm XKTX RT R7?
7i7 QURFMWfKZ=@8 HT7 QURFT TWD KZ=&8

LZ=SKYT7 L& DK

LYXST7YK B QY WX Q7RWQV' RtyQRFMf KZ =G 8K
7R W®B W' PY1YyD RF¥TK U%KLAGM, Rf7 RF70 TP U
T GYTOY TZ=GT GYTRUR9!F KI RFRG >f7 RFTO T
7 QU KZ=Gf7 QYX O TWAUIGKIX B GQO T7T%LYX
LW R OK YX®/ 7) B=-+

I*WRT7 W'R* ®YX-G8K' QRWX7) G=>f7 QuL KO'LR
7 RFL® HIGYIX8, QpYL  HRBYXQ@'8 ;GHT& RF70 T7R

109



7 QUMDf KZ# XKZ<[SGX R*HT7 Qu7 RFYTK [T K&
7 BQT/ISKZP R*e

LYXSI*WRT7 LF DK

LQ!GUBT7 ILXS RYX-XRF7Ha%lZ QiL 'SR R:
XIWX Q7RFL HIG8 &=¥j 7XS > 7R: XI7La L K
X*QNYRKQTR: VOf KZ2 KYXXKKG7RP F?P ZZGLZINET) G
Z®)K7RO KGZP F? P YXK>'7*KZP RYB)Q@QV I'XL K
O'P UWRWPD RRYIXS QRJ WRGU 3 RK Oj> G-

I*WNRT 7 W' R* QYWeLa L K'& XS IR 7RHON"KG O]
9'GKYNI?)Z=7{ TQT TQT[O K*QN RW"G7LA4[O KYX
W'O'TXYY Q MIR'Z=G8La L KO'SRW"K O'8 XKTX RYX
X* @2>f XK'GITX W' X*G YPTGW P HORR) B=»

7i7L4AM YWBW'TGG 9B!74L K* B S7 RFe8S WJF GO K
7 Qas8S L K*QN RE RR O'SXKTX RYX* @2 KYXXK
KYXe

LQUGPGLR[6 7R OR

>f : ASW"GYLA ¥TK U=GfQ-D)U' PGP'7L4a WP TI'K
X*QGBTN+RGPLA WO R KX*QBLAW"G7QU QN RW"G7
YTKPUKS',S 7L4K O'SR'W"GL K* @=W7La ¥ TKPUKS
9'SG8RLA 7RYTKKT7T GXRI& We9ZIGK* @=s

7i 6R'S >N IPL RKW"BYXSNTQVKZ2 KYXK"P'ZGIG
[O KGGKYX* &Z= aliGOdK[WIRN'VZ=7 RF [WU
Z\F7G YROZRN I W7 TEYXWNTGOWR YK & ¥ TK UWT
[O RXS ,Gf[O KEQeIW"G7L4 ¥TK UD KG ¥ RLR
NI? S GMSGF7I*\K*QG -

110



G)Q* I W"BLYXW7GYTK WYXKYX YRR YRGP*VGN'
Z=>'"7TR7*KF)J RKYX W P TX RKIWLYKsRf7L4& LK
LI RRW"BOX¥TK MB TERLX*G7FLA N W"B<GKXX¥X
ZWe®F'KFUTX RK YTK U7 RWO RYKJ XWRG- 68 "B
7LA YTK JWIKYX KSW7) G=-

ORT"P 9 fN& S9'S

W"G [WfR KSTKQWLEF ZCHGE W"HBONYX 7THRYTR*J
X*QEHTKYX*Q&FLYXGILKYXZGK WI QWO¥ TR®J TQe
W'BKRREK I G ZGI® K SHTRXI =PIl TQeK*
K K ST G!T XREYX* Z=>»fW"S ZGCHGE W"GYTRKY&f
LYXSN7GYTK ITYTR*PIKX*QG/BK §F G*tWR S G/ ZG9G
YTRRIYX & =-

TiIYTRATITSN"WO7auG TGRIPRKS , > ZGZZGY KZLIA'
KYG8H "N ZGCHAB"G*KF GIKYTR*I=K YTR*MSGN"G
X*QNKG'W"G KT GKYTR*Z=K YTR#FI | X PGZ2 >fX{Gf
W'"WO? ZGYGRYIKOP',S8KY7 LRZZGLPQGNOPr Z=-
G8Kr QURFYTK 28 PG/ TT'7 Wb P& R YRKYWX7) G =+

LI6X'WT7) @Qw>f> ZB LYKZ=GP ZGYGRAJ/TRG OR
Z>FYTRKWR. R LWe SGCZGOAIBVOWX ™ HEGWEBVERN 7
U WP > GZz7 RF [O KXWX  HZLG WRSG=-

YTK UZZGQ*"W KR JWVTVQM R L[6 O0R

7i XKKYXW7) G=>'KYTR*BGR'TK WT O TLKZZGQ*9 W
[O R KS GZ=G)Qr7Lal*WRLa WV REXEG&4a 7TO R8)G
Z= HT7*KB7YTR*D T*W:B7WeROWK7) G= Y XQ!MPO 7

Wil QR LYRTRKIWG Y XKQ UMDf ¥ TKWUX*RFWP RO R]8G*
7RYTKOYW7) B2 KYXPO TTYTK U7RZZG Q *[@® PK GV-X

"G T 7> ZGU® RYX K¥&+W® KS GZZGQE&YTK UWT

111



[O WJjZZGEBXXETK WP7 SKKRXG K"7TO TW'P Q
We KYBXX G »

PIIYTK W7N Y XT GPRNVKN/P*\%' TRZZGEBXauGO'l
> ZGOWP7 S WAN WTRRKYW N NTRA{D KG We9Z¢

CGXPYXK"Wf7T*KKYK K7 G! 7RYTK[O KZ® YX
T 7# ZGRWEK*KZP RY X ="

7B R L[O 7R OR

>f O TLKZZGQfO WI=GL"=SW7) @®:B LK7L SWOP"
LKZ 90 TZ TeW /¥ H&Z=Y7KYX O TWO/L SWOP'
L HBS KS GZ=G8f 0 ZZGQFO WHGIBW' XX O TWO We 9
RWX7) G=>f:B GQ L HZ=GP YX. SWOPB7 O TZz GQ
'BW'RXG+>f:B O T7cQPKYX=GfK ZZGIPKK*@GB7
O T> YO TRX)G= YXO TR BKYBRYX® TPPWR T
7RO GRWRX7 RGX (K8F KIQAG-

>:B7 O TPB7 O T7TX RWBR T K'NK!? S W7) GF
G7*KK T GIB7 O T7TX R'XBWO KITGe®@ TP K'NK!? S
> W7) G=KYXGT7UWZ<&YXKV'W7 R RQW7 R HD TTS
Z=G8 W7 R PG!TO TVTRRY X W7 R TP GWTRX3GT
TQE7 R RYRXB¢EZZGQTfO WIFP UWOB 7*KO TWP K
P KS,GfB cQP'L" HBY XG®:B7 O ™W'X* HR5 KLaG-

7 O T7O GRWR TL HEZw YXK!OA N!? BQ3*WR
O T7/ LKT Q7KYX* G TWe® T7T O YWe9ZGK!OT
NI? SBQ UZ&G+7-1*"WR P'GO TWO7K e8F KNLZMK
7*KKIOZ=K ZGRGru

LQIG 6RLR[6 ZBR

7i 0 BZZGQfO9 WIKERB7YTK W HERBY XBN K'FBXN X
7 RFK[O KZ= 77 ~ G TMWR7G R*7TNK¥XX7i YRG7
112



[*VX KYXF:B7TNK'BXNHI TS7TR:B TONK'BXN=Gf XP
T 7TREY:B70 THTYTK U IO'SRB:BRXNYAGZ® XK
XPKYX KF@*BYTpPZK 7TRHUZ=7RYTK &K L KYX' S-
7 RFEB7YTKTUO TTO T:BF§ WP7 S &K=-

GB8KTK B7KL | K RRYX*QN RF7TR 7 RFGgYKT Qu
PKS:;7 REQ7LI7L 1 RRR* &=KYHXN :BK O'®6L7
Y K>'YTK O7GYTZB \FFR) G=W'7R L pGW' XP F) G
Z=WTK U KYX* @=7 RFTR L | K RRYUXK!P KF®W! Q7
YTK OLTZIFVWIV@E= GQW7 R HDUTL ZZ=WOK! L K
T@GI7 R FD TTB=>8KY7L | KRFROX®7 R FD TTS
KYXe

Y® DKWTQ&*KT G!T | K RKYX*QX'G!LRVR@K U7
YKT QKGPW B* DB* @=9!F 7RW- cQ70'[WD'IR
W*KPF GIZT | RKRRYX QX GO< RYKWX*QG RF*KF F7R*
L1 KRRYX GFRWO L pzZ=-

YKT QUGGPYyQ B DK

LQ!BUBKWW O YIP®W'8* D&* &Z=>'>fYTKBULK
ZZGQ*EGWHRIUB RFTT Q7&X*Gf 7 RWO7 L[d@ 7UX*QN
N ZOGW7) GEFMSOgTK7 U Z<GhK'YX* 7*KF GIY XIQ K YXK*
>f XKW O TKsGfBK O'SLSRL SWON'XL KKYJAjW7) G=-
YTK URF&®7L SWO7 RFGWP NKI?LAG »

G8KLQ!YTGWOP* GPT7 0T 7 MRYTK WKT QUK3EP7K
XgWTK W KYX* Z=7 RF O TZz>'KlI GIZ 90UTHT
CFfYTK U K* =Gf TQeW'X* 77 RF L XIB=>'K
BEKYX KIPWO ) KYXAPRYTR*K!IPNKYW7) @ & 90 T K
X* 77 RF O TZ= HT7 RF K X*Q*pR=>"'KYTK UB#
T)7 19%988&fZ 90 K! L BR=Gf K KYX* =7 RF K!L K

113



Z=>'K7 UTBRXWCO® K YTR*IPWOT)JZ=GY XK XS!7
KITPWKQV' XT¥) JZ =«

N+u7KPKWOT*VH K% L FG/ILF ILZ

N+0 N+OUK"7LQ!UKIGPVKOP*V7| Z2 LYXK!P KP&! QWf
ZQ*>7Z=7 RFTRW QWTK @V7 R R7AGZJRYKJ XWRG
Z=8uK! W QWP \GGI| XRF¥7 R PGZz7 RFTW7 R P7
T GVOK! LTPRP8S GZ= GgWé> ZGWHEQNW QT ZJ
Z=+0 Wo> ZGWHKS X»

7R ZGWRIBO TZ TeW @ TGYT7\® ZZ QZ\ WO Y X
KIP KTR'R) 8=+ZGRZZG T BN XZ® >fZ 90 TQelL K *Gf
7 QUKZ 90 TEZ[OWN XK' I0OjW7) B=>fZ Te WKOX TQ * XOGT
YTR GLKZ Te WKOOTN M RL IOjW7) B=-

XKWR FOEMRL 0j> G YW ? >f XK'GT G!7 G TP

LIOWYXKYTK N7+'7 S9GIJ KKIOXN* & =WKW @ X,RKG
ZP Qfe ZP ®R*Gf < WPP*' Kk WYT HZK QXRZEGY X&Q
TG!7G T7 S9BT&ZP QXRMSGIgGLKZ 90 TZ TeW O T7
Wee' R¥MX7,G YWOTLR LYRRYP Q§> G>f KIOW @*GfK"
O LR IR R KLAG T GYXO WO7 L[6UWNXKN IR RL K
OjW7) B PG QRYRKXG-+

XG70 W O YRPW B* DB* &% »»fZ 9 ORTXJ GS:BK Y X
Z=GfB7YTRZJTe W DXWPRXN<7X >fZ Te WRJTS:BKY X
Z=GIB7YTRZJ90 YXWPRXN<7X(i? RP'KZ 90 TZ TeW O T
K'B7YTR*Z=GYXB Z TeW RZT90 WAR*D= :B
Z 90 RZ TeW OTR7Z=+

TAWOT7H ZQ W7 R PR F

T GWO7H ZQ7TTK[WX*QQ@ Q[O\ > ZHOZ\F7X*QN 7
W OTGJ7RLRL[6XW7) B='Z Q[OLWR@ QZFNISQTS
114



\ KWOZ Q[OWPR*X* &=\ K7 XK Q[(AP =G8K T G!
WO7H ZQX TVQ@7Q[OW' X KY XY X9 ¥ TUZV RZ Q[O\ 7
LWRO [W®'RYXFRLWROZY LR LR e S F\RY XGB!Y TV Q
NK NQT¢ H @ GNOZ Q[O\ PZFLY XW'Dj<!7SZ=-

7i YRZFWQf IZGQ[ON'XP QjW7) B2 KY XfeWe OGFR/Y X G
T G!ITO KGZ7Q[OW'XP ®*Gf7*KF GIPO K& YRX IS GgG !
WOPRO KW' K¥RKX® RFO KGO KGN¥ X P RZ= N+0UX HP'
U" D IN<G»8fT GYOPO KG KX*GHK7 PNe BEMVOTW X' HZG
T X*QE XKV X HKIX&E{O K@ K¥XO KG [0 KGTX R7
YKQ PRQP Z=-

LQUGZP FLR[O OR

7iW TJ K88 HR M) S) G U8 P*K*We BGF W X HZYX
'8 ,®)Q*Q[O\YTRFO KB U7TR9!IKYXfP!I7*Kr)JJ RLR
YK 7WKI7 9SS'[U8 7 T GKYXJ R YKQPK Z=>' 4JWP G
X*QNpK!?N77RFZ=G'q QZF>S)IG8 &=N G G'S Q'7
ZF7PX* B8 @=68Z<BGK 7¥LYXSITT G'BKRNGIRN G
G'SIVAG HOIRXSZ=P!] WeBEANO WX  HBGZ=4YXS!7
O 9WTK UN 170 97 L[6 HT NIS)NKZPRFG 9!FNVO 7'
[US RYXjW7) B=-

ORLRI[O TRWP J K

> al® H BS N OQLRWP!WN RK7R)G=P!IN-W W7
L fWPWX>NX)GZ= 7TRYTVQHR'XS ! 7iGH 7ZHB Q[O\ 7
ZWeWPXXKWe ®GMV O W X HKAKW7) G=>'"WX$F 8 &Y X%f
XKV O KS ,GKR"=3Bu X MYBZ#é XK Q[OVXPYX
9IMVO7We 9MB TDR)=GA7RLR VR NLIY XK B [8VUZ2 HT
YXOIRVO WX HIGITHR)=GA7RWe I2GIKT [VuZe T XK

115



9IFNO7We 9HE@ WX HINGTDR)-G-7RTO, TWe 9Z®& NgJ
Y7=ILY XWKYX

W I'"W O Yil®/ OB DK

LQ!INT7 WOR'YXB QKYX7R8 DKW P @uP QXiI7
WX HZIG/@TGB DKBOj<!7SZ=4*WNRT7 W'R* RYX R®W-e 9
We9GX*PQTZSQB!MVAR LRIeAAKYX* &=+XKZ QDIF
WOW O TK XIS QWKRXE @=>'>GQ@ Qud T'8 &= GQ
W NA"TQRF70 TW'X*8 GZ=7 RF 7R 7 QuUD TMWX  HZG
7YXIQYIX8 &=+

G'WR7W' R* ®RYXYRTO, TWe9Z®& NWO\ G Zz XK
9IMVO7TWX  HZWX HIGFZX Q'Z Q[OWPOX*QESGHTUU
[O KB Q[OWTWOQW aéGj> G

YX7 R)Z Q[OZPO[OTG!T GR/e ®GF W X~ HZYX* QN
[WDj9'SN Z Q[O\LLWRO AMRWKJ IRB97]T GYTBVOP'
H YZ®S>, GHK7RH ZQKI!P KWIK* GZ=+K!P K Z®
WTT | U ELK YBGQMWPRISIHRO KYX* =7 RWRQ'I
RYXG*We ®GFWTUGY %T GLKW NAYBNISS*RWe DGF W
Q! KW' T QEYNKIS):GKLRP BB SOLRP MMeV@* S'RT QeY X
NIS)B=¥TT | U RP MIF B=G8 LKWPRISI*HO KYX
X* @ =0

LQIG KPK7 Z< Q

YXKIP KPGIW QW TK OTJIGTZRW I'KKYXjW7) G=-
LZPX'dGH (TGhG YT BN OPWe ®GF W X HKAGK*@NY XW D]
<17SZ=7 GYTT\FKYXjW7) G= YX QW UZ='Z\F7
T GVO7J RLRVP KEK 7RYTVQIX R7yQKYPXQS W7) G
Z=U |HTU INXIGIT KIP K\ WYT7 LB WO GNO7
7*KW P %®B YTWEK¥WNE#F7B=*B ®*afG' TWRFLPKY X

116



TiWT7) @=e YK}ITEEYM KBW P %P YKZGIFEFT 7 RYNXQS
> W7) @=P!IZ\F7GI H ZQ IYG8KHUL"F=»8KN T G!7
T GYTTGIRQS -

TAWOW P QL 7TLYR< R

T GVOW P %) ¥TVQPRGZ® 7 LYK7GEZ= W P Q
> ZGBEGZ= HT YKTMGEZ=tYXSGT 7 IQUXk!OTJ RLR
P& QRYRYWX7) B RE*KK!OT GI77 LYKHXKYXR) @=»f
7R)Gf Y X K!O TAMWWRF® YITR* K*; ¥ FQ GYTTNI[M* G
Z=7 LYK7GXI[HY®PXFTIMEA XQTRK*auG/*KT GH
T GYNM?BRL =KfY>X GZ=-

7i XKIXS W7) @='T GWYT7 LKP' TSTR WO K G!
WORYX YTRI@LRB7E* &=NYX 77TRZLYKY&KYIX8 , G8
LQITXGKRO|j> GZ2KYMWSYT7 LKA GWWTH7 R A%L
Z7BX* GZ=-U 1l K!P KCAQYX T-IG8RLR_pKYXZ & XK
K7 R PRKYXL RR)GUYXT-G8RLFK & XKW7 R \PR

L RR) B=-

NYX-Y R7LZP'L[O 7R 8 DK

L[67QS W7) @G QpYXANYX B RKEH XKK! TW Q P7
\ KKYX*, GH NIYX TGGH7KYNKY X 7\RKZZ =% TU' WFRY NK
YT[T GA7KW ORYXQ-D)U'PGP'KI G! KS IXR®> ZG9®
> KEH XKK! TWKOX* &* P %Q KR'7EK* =GWYT7 LK
B> ZGOGY KIXS GZ=GYXK'X 7TGKNA X 7\R® YKT Qu
7RQ-

G7UZ<@EYXM P TQG!KP' TS ZGO9GYTWX)B= 7R
P ZGOIGK* QNTWKQYNMK) B TVOKR'9 B NYX 7TRQTS G!
Y TAKQNKK )SG Y RW X 7T @eK 7Y T\NEK Q »

117



ZOR FP 9 fNa S9'S

9 QWYT7 LKUT G9 QNYX 7ZZR%LRYXN™ 1 9 QZ=
%WLR* =eXKP QMF K GNORY X AXFR)=G XKK! TWKQF X
RYXEVYT7 LRNYX B HRXFR)BG=GNY X 7\RKX*QNKW'J
KYHWT7) B=e QH>'\ KIT*KF GHXKYIXR) B TR W' X¥*XT G!7
\ KP KSW7) B=G8KR Q A R*a YT\WNQW7) G=-

7 TOYX 7\RAWFKF XRI[BTHNM XK¥X* GB< XQT8UG
UGQ:BKYX#H> YR UBXI[KYNE)GUGQB Z#> YRTHE G

Z=e

7B R L[O 7R ZBR

9 QW P\®P9 QNYX P RRTWPQKS , GFLRA*VRX*QG
KYGF7 9 Q*WR QWX K*QN/ RE9 QCXRGNYX 7 R7R*
YKOP> GKYXFUGNYX 7RBINYX 7THRYKV'YRKYXQ S
>, GO:BULIP'G}KFYKG QUEBRYRXGf :B7YKW'QS ,

Gf YX KV' IVBWRHIGN7 R PZGIO KYRXGB7NYX 7 R7
NYX 7WRIYR SPZGI® TXRG

7i>fW P\ ®PK T GNYX YTRKQNKK)G® ® N 6J"UL S
aliG*aB N fZ,67 R QU 1:*a NYX KYRKGNY@ Xf XKK* G
SE*AYOXQX*; ®IL*4a:*a Z= 9 @ QRYGIVX KS'SNY X 7WRIXR
YKTORTRN>f 7 NYX®B K NYX WAW97RN S M RYX 7 R
< XGFYXK NYX W& RNYX 7 RWFRQA4G K GZZGI9PK
X*QGe

SINYX 7LR cQ ZZGQLHNMIVKQS , G7*KY I17*KF G!
XI[UFQ' WRW7) B=>'K:B7NYX TLBTINY X 7 RIKIYRX Gfe
Z QNYX®B RKZ7 RX GRYR NYX 7\ RT* WNRY X JWRRY X
L)f<Q> ,GIWW7 R PBYOTTOBW' XK LKZ7 R KS W7) G
Z= \ K RFFQKJ IREGPQRXG -

118



> B QNYX P KQTGB DK

TiINYX 7>R¥E W' TQeQNYX 7 RWZ= W7 R PG!
TR TWLHWY X 7THRHGQZR KYXt> ZG LYKZ=GIT GYT7
W7 R PB!TWE KX*Q&f T GYTG!TWIZ=GF LYK¥X
OjW7) G=M,RINYX 7RZAEB7 R TP7GYTG!WF K*Gf TQe
T GYT*RG8KP WYT7 LK7YTWOKN KG

® @ N @J'"UL S atiG*aB N fXY¥YX G7 RFUIGU IWOWT
L KK*a ¥TWYXSUL S aiiG*al']8Q* GQ> QNZT#[0
R]8G® ®YIX Y:K4 WEP GZ=-YXRVeTGZ2

\ Kc P@NYX Y R/9+KNTVRQw 7TRWP Z
8 DK

G8KGT7Z GT®S s 7*KWUu IGIOTZP B L'\ZG W7) G
Z=Y KMV7 R P7GYT7K* &= 7TRYKV'IRNW XMRG
PIW7 R P&I7TEK* B SK7 R RYX WRFRO+Fe UW%LPKP'
Z7BX* @=»f XKKYX'GW7 R PR KJ TRTU' KXW 7 G
YTUB Q'R WO K GNOWSIKYXRQVY TU'R/¥EX K T GNOWfT
S97RNW G NKJ TIRFU' ZE

>'KU | TR IL! DRYAWFPUK SG 'G®!FWIUGPS7
U INX3 @= YRIWOTH RPSW 7L'Z9+FZ=P!IK S 'G
7PSNYX 'R0 GRF>7 fYX K7YTVQE}KRMX¥I=+K WO
ZWeWPXXZ7 R KSW7) @G=€ ,7 XK YXKP!IN\ KRW7 R P7
T @7TBX*QNWTVRPRWOPGOKNRXSIW7 R PGIZ 71 KYX
PKS g H OGh' QTU'RKYEX7BSGYTU' YJIU' YW'XEK Y X
X*QQA+XRFKH&PSA KK SG 7PS&KYX7BX* GfK S
7PSWIR[O KT V\LGKYX* G-

119



LQUGPGLR[O 7R OR

7iNYX TH®IHXFQR'NKKNYX B HRXFjW7) @2 NYX 7 R7
\ KNY X T#GA7KLRKOZRZ Q!BB> W7) G® 9+ TXI RO@W
XI>NYX X# GZ= 7TRNYX 7YRYUXQ 9 QPHEYX YTRI'VF
X*G8K*KW7 R PBNYT7 LKRV_ PISYRXEBY¥ X T 7 IRY X
708 W7) 8=7 REF7I*V L K*@® QVK9 QNYX 7\ KLR
YKOUR QNYX 7\ KM R QV KLRKXAQGW 7 R TP BGA7TK
XK<FI*VWNVIGY 2 @ 9 QLB KNS SVI 9 QY KV' B8
T Q7KYX-

YX7 RTRNFIOWYT7 LK[WU &PI*V8+SPKk Kc YX
L[6B U I7TWe7 HIFTVQZ[6N!\PSG yQ7 SYK O6R'N 7
ZQ WSY¥KD QU 19 Q7HU) GZ=O@WK LU!RYX RFK7S'S
KU IZ=+ X WG ->7 fZ='W J RF> 9BN)T=+XKK H7
WMWT7 TSWe 7THGEYW7) G=-

7B R L[6 OR

G8KT GYW7 R PWBWYT7 LK7YTWQKS <«KYXPG
PYTRZEW7 R TPBN7&Z= T GYTAN7=IKYXK"7 7" K
OjW7) &2 >f K T GWOINYX DGFQN77TRFPN7 R F7G!P’
T GYTHREFYIU®S ,GIT GYTBZEZ\F7T GN'XF GYDT
> G7 RFEX* LK WM K GVWONYX TRRG=> ZWONP X
TGINYX TR GE=G§K7 T GYP7/KS W7) @=P!IG8K

W7 R PRXRG

LQUG 6RLRB R L[6 WP J K

7i T GYFTZHOZWeWR'R PI7/G GYT7TGXITRYX RF
X* Z=>'T GYTBSZH G)WF7RO KGGKYX*?CKY XX KG8K'
W OX* & TSZFLKW7 R TP7GYTD TRM¥GPEKZ7B*, G

120



HT T GYTMGLKK7 R AD TPVEGLER7B* @4 K"W¥V *K*
THAKYXT GYT7T GYTK'LKYT[GZFWT RY X&f WO
LK WO K*KBIT TO TZMBOW7) G- )K7R*KX K6 IKYRXXG
>N KZEZ7TEKYX*Y GYTGVPKFA LYRGULTKIPTQS GZ»
PAYXRYXWBS <!7SZ77 RFR*L7J RR*YBGF R*L cQ7
[O KG\V\7TK Z7z>8KY7G QXK\ K7W O TKRZ-

WYT7 LKPIT GYW7P %L 7Z 717 Z< Q

WYT7 LRYTVQ®WLZ=' K'TT GWP B=+T GYTTGXK
KY®jW7) @=+T GYT7GO TPXFQN/ 7REO WWPQ H KP'
TO TGELB HIGYXjW7) G=-UGNP KIG LY KW K¥YXW7) G
7 RFE LKZ\F7Z=z 7 ZFWEJWWBY7S9 S9 H KR\ 7) G
Z=WP KB*YMEKYXW7) B RFR*IS'S X TP K& 7G)
T GYWEZA HIGYSXT GYTGIR*YZGS W7Q-

[O KG\V7K RWP KG KN NJTS PG

7iWYT7 LK7[O-KO KT GYYTWOQR UR RoLP'XKY X
X* @=GBK7RU SIWP KKF X TYO KG\ KX* &= XWf
WP KG RN!?S GZ2 KYXF GYT7GNOR' GY[IV KBY Xf
T GY[O K&*Gf WOT GYRY¥RXG RA GY[O K@ TS
T GYTBNODIK* @=-

7)K7RO KG GTRIL  WGf XKK*GIWYT7 LK7Y TWQO 7
T GYTO KGW0O|> G? YTWOLR*Y[LG KG\7TKWIP KG 7
\ KX* @2 KYXR*YIGGY GK YRWX7) B=M, RFY TWWO R KG
R*YLG=Gf[O KAR*YXEQNTWRY X+

7i YX[O KG\7TK Z=>7RO TYXTWQOLR*YII®S> G
Z2 KYXH{O KGO TP UR*YLB=GfO KB GY[WX* &=>»f
[O KOYX VER RPT*KKYNXN  7YKTU<K=QZP QO KGR*L7
7 RF%IR \ KWTUWS X*QMSGMP G GJO K8 G-

121



7i K HKP'GWOT GY[X K&K] BL8GX* GZ=G8GQ
[O KGR*Y K&X*?Gf XKGYKQPWX* &@='> YWT[JO KG 7
\ KRXSRZ*KR*IW ORYXX [O KG\ K O PPU R*W OT
7 T& PP U7KO KG\7TKFKYX RFXK\ KWTRUX7) G=+X

7 RFK H KPTpP KGYT7T GY[J KG\7KB [O KG R*LP"
LQ*RYX KS W7) B=+

L*{Wu GKPKZP FWP Z

L*XWU0 76KQ QT HQ@ K!P KWEW K YX*; GXKT)JK!P K
Z=KYXt KIPKKYNYW7) GB 'Y7¥TZIYKV\IR7Y TVD:
HT LK LI R RFYTKTUYTKQ@ SLRK KYX* GZ=W' Q
NYX 7 R%*' KYK] @ R70 TH*WK!PX¢ »r'Y72R LRQ G
WP KGVO¥TVQP KX R\ K77 RFZEW' QNYX 7 Rl
KYXKk'"KIPVWK QYT7SGT7T*VWIVE@=¥Z QZRW7 R HD TTS
[WT @B K!IP KWERVG TTWKYXQS W7) G=¥ QZP F7
T%LY XK' T'@RG7SZ=G8 ZBYTLRTGLTSVIRN ZQ WM U
7=

>f7ZHG GYTWIRQTXK!P RRYTLRY®IZ QZWfZJG
X* Z=GfTQd@ GYP7KS B [WIRN YVTR*J O WBRN 7
Y7HKYZeQZE)f <WIXRK/ *K*T GYT7AYXT7 TSK!P K\@f
P KSW7Q-

L*{W0d GRPKLR 9 f7YT< R

080G T K G K'W POQBU I7TW JHB)G9!F| z2
UK"7TO TT®*@QKYX RF' G T K G OR LRVe9G=-
W7 R PK7 R AKZI'OIK*QW' XY XPO+J7 $# ZBYKV'IIF
KYX K¥&+0W7 R PRK7 R KB!FQIMG QW' KYW7 R P7
K7 R PFQIi6IGIG GYTBWTKY R RYX KS GZ=
G8X'S1ZWOK7 R AD [WiARQTSK!P KP'< RA=-

122



9IMV7 R PK7 R KI'WP KB KY X<ZGRKWP K& OT
KYX%t> ZGV/7 R PG! K7 R PO G KLK WO R GWO7
NYX TRRG=G8 ZE&®"WP KXS , GINYX WKRP KW QWI K
KYX NS ZEGGLYRNK' X 7 [RMEKLYXQ S ; GOVP KG 7 RYXQ S
> W7) B=-»

9IRN7 R PK7 R PR7ZYTVXFQOWM X* XY XPTR*J O W
ZQ*>X'GIIKNZ=uZA% LY TZI\YKINQJT H* KYXH%LT
YKV'IWWKYWQ K¥YX* G¢ 77T GT %LPTZYTVQ*WRLPKV'J7
YTYQHT 7 HKR HGI*WR KKI!L  HGW7) @2 XfP!I
G8K ZBW'XX Z7 RTZYTVIQW7 R PKS W7) @= 7R
NYX 7 REINKRIff GVOW7 R PR7 R AO OR LWRe 9@ U
KYGILQ!UKI® KR! Q¥ TK OWIKYX* QG-

NZ KW7) G@Gem>f> ZW87 R % YTZYTVR=GYTZJIT <7
YFQ7RYTVQP7{NGNY® Z QIBRX*@6f> Z@ Q7 R P7
TO TTE3=GKVKV7TR WIR7iXBN)K7 RY@ 7i X7 RF Z&
W7 R PR7 R KW P TO TTPSKS ? KYXXK'™ L& P Q
TO TWa®7 R PK7 R RYAW7)K K'RYX XAR7) GF
7 RW7 R PR7 R IPR LWe9%=-

WP &< WKRTS*7K

T UQPTVQRZN IYGZIYKV' INREPUYTVO R GZGWRUG
7*K8IF7L  HZG KI!L > HE@GN)ZE HT L HZKEL HEG
W JKWHNG 9 'XBF7R YKT QKE)T=68KYFQH UL "ZF=e
> ZBUIW7 R PTP KSRIFQ 7K7 QUQRX)B=P!I> ZG
7 LYKZIGS8K7R 7*KFIFR*YKGKQS W7) G=7 LYK7G!P'
K'®KF7R*LHTLYXKRWY OGF7YKT QKEG S ? XYTU'V
I*VWILYK7ZPIGYVG@E=+

® QU 17 TS+ TWHGUGIGGIN*JX* &@=P!I XKaiGR
H R[O WPQRPWX7) G=G8' T®H QU IPX3TM'STWYF@ XQTS

123



aliGV>\ W'"RYIXR)GO QTVPR] B Q@ KO X)T=-7R &
YXV <K 'WRF &Z® 0*X SPBW! ORQZ=>7Rf]87 RMK)S
>7,f 9RIKBP: B Z=06 YXTU'WPW P %Q®BQPTZNS G
Z= HTLYXXKTWXGf7R YKT QGG S GZ=Gg¢) W7 R P7
> ZOWIRNZG@ P G*VRY2ZG

7i0 QU IYO% TQNUGYT7T GYIDU!WK L RR)B=G8K
® QZAT UQFZAYFQZQ*RUGN*IJRG' SK T QRY XY X+
0Z4 G TR*IRN)ZE>'1 QU IVKIYX*; G8 ZGWRHNBGG NQ
S'ST Q7Z=-

\ Kc 7KPKLR L[6 ©OR

T@@YTUMOQTSKc 7B KIPZKGIR)=ZH YXPZGA7K
LZ Z® ®f7*K*K7*KF G!7 G T K G K'"WIN GBGR7B* G
Z=Gf \ KYXT GMTWKYX' O YTVRK *a ¥TKQX-KI!P K
X'GW QWeVTR/WIVGE=+l XRFOHUT ZQ*4>7 T G!7G T

K G K"WIiNAXGINU*4B YTWYNK GNWP B=GD Q7
"G T K G R"WINAX'GIN 3* @ YTWKQYNKK GNVP XK QG-
YX7 K!P K7GW Q-1*WRIPES GZ=-

X G'WR/ RO8VDK

SIX'@!IG!7 G T K GWTVQY L KRNZ=Gf Q G
We 7QF0 TEZPV ZRB)G=+ GWLQ K*a 7 G T K G T7
YTVRRK®A L KYXR)Gof X7 RF :*a ¥TWYG&f 9 Q7
YTWOQKYXXRG»

>f L K& 7YTUWeWP YRR 7*KY¥YK] @ R WPQIPG!7 G-T
K'G WNTVQPZPGS ,GK'W! QZZGD|S GZ=»'\ KI*K*
T @BYTWYNXKNEZGW' YXT GIVTU'VG T K G YIK] TRN 7
4 L KYXR)S¥R)GP Q K:*a 7° G YK]TRN B L K
7R) G-

124



XF < WRWR O 8VDK

7iX'BIG!7G T K G TAXPB*KYXIT G!7G T K G T
T GWfRO KZ=Gf KT B'HXFQR NKYRWK7) G=+Q-Q)U'YV7
PGP'Q K9 B KYKXFR)B® XK KBYX G N+RGR" XK
[WEKYXT G!7G T K GTTG[WiKZ=GK'GDO< RY @=-
7*KY K KPYXT GVWPP TPGT G[WfB!B KYKXFRQTSKT @GB!
W' K¥EXXFR) B=+

LQUG8 DKLR[6 OR

L[6 Z=' XKYKQP QZ=m &'\ KT GWPTOGW®B K YKKXF
7R)\BT @B'W'KYHKXFR)Gle XRFOHQ K ® QU I:*a4 BIRWVO
B KYKXH [OJ7R)@=G8*a ¥ KT [OJW'KYXR) B QR'SG
XI9IFW N QRQ K ® QU | XZ7 RZ= 9 QK S&YHKXF

[OJ7R)G3gYTK O TI77 K!L  I®GSLR Q@ T G\ K W'X*
KIL> KEQ G-

N+UX)Z#H>8KT GTQeGX* @=G8K7RY7HIFVY K K
9IF7\ K7 T&8KN O\ KWOS9 S9Z0 AMXFR)X* ZO T7
[O KGE RRWOMW P@UWFP!I yQ K GZZG9PK) G=7 RF
W P QO7KIG!? B'GV P QI W P R KIQAGfW P [QUKYGf
7TRZO T7 QU'K® KYXISGIgGLKW®!IFWeIGX*QGIT
WTUHK YK QX KYT7W OTZ=G8iGYTK QWIZ=-

WO®SGZ=»f9!F 7R cQT QR UR KZ=Gf77\ K
I*WRY K)KZRK7R K L KRQTBRWP"XWP7 S K HZGWf
NI?8S W7) @=9IRFNVNOX K 9!'FQMUGN’/K LK LK7 RWP"XWf

L K* Z77 RFKY KTO T[®gKZ:= TO TOKFR RFO'IWf
X* =% RFQ'IRF LK LK7 QUTTQZGR'[WMX* &£
TQZGRT7GH7RO!IFV K\ K%L QuYBGQNWX* &=-

125



ORT"P 9 fN& S9'S

L"T 0®g >fW P QUWWRLWRFPRIWP X*GIT GQGfFLKWO
IIFWAICK*QBEHTWTUHKYX*@G8KZ<E* &T GMWA®!F7
VKM TS GTQR TS GANK HT7 TS G!K77 RIWP"XKRXaRG
PIT GTRKKY Xe

N+u77BW O YOG 7G}KF8 D&

L"T :86<K WB RW O GI7/&8 DB* @ =>'7 KINDIPR
1P M@ B'aL QZ=G7u>'>fT G! 7TR9!FJO KG77RFT G!7
KIP KF Q I> QKX* @ S7TRO!FVNO7KI!P KT Q I> QK
Y K TU%IRBYX*, Gf] WQ\WKPX X*QNc 7XT G] WQWBD' R
7ROIWVOY K T%UQAB W @ B YXK* »

N+OQY W O BKYXWQ@We IP7 FRREZHG®Q GT GMT[Y!F
WOY K L RRQTBRWP"IX HIGY X*RFS9 S9ZP FLKYT[U
W PRB)G=+K!P K7GKW QWTK OTJUK L RRNW P Qu
R8)G=U I7UaiVBe 7" BW ZPZ& | WRQYFQ X'RR'YTVQ7
L° HZGIQ®7 Z=7 T8*KF @P FWIN" Z&GG8 T)% L8GCO]j
> g XKKYKYGT*KF GIZAK*K L IOjW7) B=+

WXYKQPZ®>'T GLKY79IFY KPP QPWMIP FR GX* G
Zz 9!MVQA GKYX SR GIGKYX* GHT7*K¥ K GKYX* G8
T GOUAF7K!P KF Q1> QKKYXG8KR GIVKKWXLQ!WIG TK
T 7 QGWWKER) B=WP G70W R Z=-

LQUG 6RLR[6

L[6 Xg>f KIP K7®!1 ] WQTTWRAYXK Pf]87YTVQ
>7 WP RO TS, GfYX JWOWE K K7% O KYX* G|
XKKYXel> Q KIP Ky IOFF GK % IB7TEKYX* 6§'KZ QZ\,KP'
>SGQYTVDQAMWRO YVGI'F SXI TH FK]BLBIBX* &=+

126



Z QX KFMTVQ@P KGVOVE9 P!WP KGVOWO -7, f L

Z QZLWRSDBT K* @=+

\ K7 O'F' TS KW JKO KGKWX!? S W7 GK7W JK
7 REK7T%LR KGL KYXKR)G*\ KB [0 BoL\W@TiMB' K¥ X
P KSW7) G=+GdYXKSYTK ®T "G T K G K'"W P Q
YTVQ=W' QNYX 7VWVRWH @& [WX* GZ=+7R KI!P K%L8
'8 S> W7) @B W*KF GIZ QZ\ RKTRYTU K X T GIWVTVQ
KYX* &=>'K/La ¥ KB\ K7Y TBQLKY T\WKYMKNYGX TVQ7
WYT7 Z7QZ7R YK}TFZLFZ¥ TR*2=G87R YTWX]}TF7 L7
Z QZYTVQWHE K*QN i »

L[67 6R

Z QWRKAL"FHeUGYTK O7'K FLa IR YRR*KWOP'
[O< RAB 7LA 77 XIW<[UG*WRIWZ<[UB: KXIWS 9
S9\ K RHXKFQS GZ=¥*K®aluG77 WPQ7TKK SFLa&>'K

Z7TBEK* Z=WN IPX au@ K auGY KK SHLRYX/IEKg XK
KY Xe

L[OX"W7) @=>'\ KWOYX%LRR LRTRKX¥X7R R)K7R
YTVQO KEKJ XWRG> %L)K7RTRFRI dR)RE=W)K7R
YTVQO K& XKJ GR)RE=+GZ<[UGGZ<[UG®a®L7P'KWO
YTR%Z=PIK § GATK®LPFYT\RQ&V7) B=-

XKORKIP K> @ |> QK7ZWeWPK'S W7) G 9+ TQ!UG
AUGIBIWRNET QZWP KTWRB)G=P!IZ QB QaiGT U
7 S9BKJ URFVQW'Q@ QZWP KTWKQYR8)GSK!P KU I\ B
Z QZIX KTVQMBIRQTIQ!XIGZPK!IL  HG=T GTWO
\ K7YTVD9 QZ=% QZaliGT S98KJ IWR QX KZ QZ7
WP KTWQX N GPT 7 RR)=& Gg7RZP EY XKW GZP F
P UZ=Z QZPTE QT GZ QX KRV'XTBX* &3 XKXPKY X
P K3t

127



7BZ K 7R 06R

G8Kk Z&XI7 cQ alGY¥TVQP' L\ KWO'7T*K L K* G
Z2 OBT GTRIO'I L KYX* GeGPHPG' ZIPIHXFQS G
Z= TR\ KG'7L P K8 GZF>G'7TP9'HXK* &ZF\ KG'7
7P L P KS GZ=K>I 7 RT GNTKFFPUXKL G L G
KIOX* @=7*KFF GAYCGKYXGB8IKY X

LQUGZ KKT™L O6R

L[6XAW7) @=>' ZJ7 ZJIRT GN7KT GYYTVQWN" [IG)
KY®8 WOV'K*T (K@ KZPYN> GZ=> YXP'QX KT GYT7
T B HXKYXKR)G= [WIRNZQ W=F!l PG YK GI7Y XK'
KIP7TKIRX 8K X BZ QZR)=( XKZ QZYTWQ7TW Q\ KWf
N ZX& @=-

>fT G! 7TRO!F[O K*, GV *KHF7 KOIFQTUG!Y K77 RF
NYW?7) &SP!I9!F T GO K GX*QN77RFLQ!UKGP KIG
KI'TW Q\ K7ZP FWZJG=9 G!9!FD'IW I'RXY XGGNVP'IpJ
[O< RIFVB RSYXW7) GAT G!'B9 S9\ K70'I7TRYT79UF7
HXFWIiNXNt? S W7) G=-

0R7Z< Q

>f R ZJ7 ZIR%LP'GT GNVO[O KY®&fS9 S9\ KWO7
T GYTWIYKY T QYW OWT*KZ2 7i>'T A! GHXK* &7
X T GYMTIZVRP!IT GIHXEYXS!IRWOP'YHNF7 GO9u&Z7B
X* Zz= YXOIPN@B IN7j 7YXRQYX* Q¥ 9T>KR T GkJ7 7237
K>l T ONTVQKHA GYJTWG,TL#ZHT#Z XI9!F7 GO9uZGB
X* =N IT KPOIWORYWGPFFTRHXKYX Ge

128



W HHE7 7TW+B T§6 OR

7i K'A KWOP'TSX \ KT)P KS >'T GW N W'HRT#[6
7TRNZ@ KYXLYXSIRWO ¥ T WK RCBXGFPUgJO-KO K G!
WOWT*K TU'\GMW N WP'HZT#DPOS 7' KYKJ XWRBR' S
W7) B=' XK*K¥KJ KRR!IYXH KERBX' ZT#{§ X TS7
T GWNA JBZTH#H{6 @=GB GYTWOQ X* K'A KH' TSX
7\ KYTVQ KIT) B=-

>f XKGT*K KYTVQ KZ2Z" 3*KYK] )G QSf YK PN RY &f
M RRK] GA K*QW+J,RWe QMIBZTAMOX*T G!P WWIY X
X*:G 7 RWP"XWHK* @=7 RF T3 RWPTXK? QiIL KR)G
Z=+X7 RW HZTH#JOF7T GNO77 (e8S WK KBYXWT7) G
7*KW HZITH#[OZ\FTe8S WKT%MB NKIY X -

7i7*KYT[W HEZT#[87S TQZGR' TW{ %LMN Q F!yQ
7 RFGOX* @=G88F BN QKJ TQRGGZ= K Y 7KI?X%f
XKGFRWBST GMW TL#ZHT#Z XI9!MVON'X39 SOW HO7
ZT#D®'TZ= Gg WOV'KXFQP KLAG*8T GK'TO W HU7
ZTH#[OL IKPRF%BD X* @=-

LR*ZG LR*ZGKYTVOFKYWXYXORNYTT'<K

KYKR*ZG LR*Z\GK7YTWBQN _ PR TEKYXKT79!F
Z7 RZ® 7, YTVQRYKJ ¥IWRESA*WRIQX*QRKIP XK QB
URFEX*QNKI[O K ZGOGlY XS RPTVQOKG] URAWK 70"
X* @= O'\ KYTWOTO KG WWOBRRO KGYKV' JIWK* G
Z=PI!Z QZGKIP KXGI> ZGOGD' IWE K KO'XKYX \ K7
LK LK7 RFJO KAXWEZ=U I\,KK!P K\ K#ZG\ KAHZ&
ya—x

] WOR:BLBXI[O KTV@VP K7 RZ QZ\ K K*QN 7'
YTVO7N JPWQX'GRFPU[® B QZ KI!P K\ K K*@N

129



R*WW7) @2 \ K7Y TWQP XT [O,K K7[0-KO K REYIR[O K
T%L7L[KJI GR)RE=»f\ K77 RENXKJ URF7 RQS , Gf
7 RFG'QUOKT KRRXG 7 QUG"I7 CXRG-

7i LR*ZBZ QZGLR*ZIGZ QZ6 ZGAIGZ=YTV QB K
W N JLROTR7 SZFKWX7RYKF ZQ7F? K!OT @ FZ=-
Z QZK!P KZXI\ KPLR*ZGR*ZGZG®I9!FLK LKYTVQ?7
WeZo7 BKYX* GepKZKR' pKQUHED 0 _pKQEAIGX|%1Z7B
X* @= YXPKPOIFNTWKYR:HYXKWO7K! TW Q\ KP[O K
IIRZ7TEX* Z=GXPTX)EH XKP7R KI!P7R):=G X R7RI' 8)D
XKP7R RF7REHIG 8K KYTBQR*Z LR*Y7 7XS GZ2
ZQ*X Z7 RZ='KI B! KIPKQZ #ZOTTVQXS GZ=»

L*{Wu GWRP F8 DK

L*X1LZPZ GIGBWR GESUTO THJUK® K GWONTVQP'
WP KGTX R¥ J RX*W' QNYX 7 R® L X'®&/' Ip¥YTK O T7
I*VWIGZ=W7 R PV XWP KGTK RIW7) &= 7R J R
OjW7) @=T G!" HZ& WP KGTX RT RKYXK'70 K @G
9IFYFQKWIX K'7T GIAVT® N J ONTMA XXKP QG2Bf G
TOSAG/P KBGX RL K*QG&dWRW&RYB MKI7SY&' TX R
K'TT G!'W$ ZGOIGEGW N J7TRR* ==

WP KBGX R R u70W7 R TPGBZwm XK KN*RT? G8K
N+uZY XK GLNY R 7 RR PGIWTK @ DRYRXXGFX R7
J RBK7R R¥X PRKSWK*KWe9ZG KX* GZ= LYXK'
'8 S <I78BYX LK KE<SGGH XGX*e

L*{Wu G7B RZZGRWP Z

L*XHTNYX 7 RV RETHI FQZITRFL RRQTW' K¥Y Xfe
XKX* GfalG7 T B> YWNTUHWR XRI[BT#HE*,G \ KGH
YFQ We9ZIGK* @4>YBBYT7 LK RYXWeBR7QS

130



W7) G2 GBK>YBWBYT7 LK7? 7iT GYTG!P' GYNYX 7 R7
YTUVFRLT T GYN¥X 7 H GYTHG!TO KG\7R HT
T GYT®ITVQI7 O YZITAH[OWK R

LQUGYT7 WORYXSI*WR37 DK

LYXST7R QYXK+RG KIWRYTBZHF GNYT7 LKREZ'7B
KYX* G*WWRT7W'R* Y Xe GYTGAUGYTBOAW I> Q K
WYT7 LK77R WerFKW NKIY XalGY TTUKY -IWe 7' YGTAKY X
G&WYT7LK T GYITDGAI8 RWK>7ER LW NW=*»>YBS
\ K7YTWQ P XQGIT GYTGGY XRPBKYX*W7) @ RAH GYT7G
auUGYTUTQ7TTB="

G'WR7 L DK

G'WR7R RQYBBKRFQZT#[OVFQ YTWQR*IVKTWRPOZG
KYRX® RFT GYNYX 7 R GYTGI[D KGHXMTEWRF®%LS
LS JZ=-

7i9 QFYBBYT7LEKP Q 9 QTO KG GKYRXE® @ K
9 XI[DTKNPRR)G;7P!I 9 QVA GZ=Y7\ @ >\ GGWP G
TSZA GVYT7 LK7L)f<WHOR QN7 /RHF GY O7QW' 8*Q W
[O BLP'GKYXW 7.0MSGO KGHXFLS KYXf~9 QVO\ GGf
Y)K7 WO KW' X*G G8KO KG/T< WYORY ®+1ZZG Q*OK YK
G8I0'Y GKYX* G-

>fO' 1T KS'ZZGQXKT Q7KYX KS , G QTJ RF GYT7
TSZB QWIX¢ Z7 RO KGXW7) @='K9 QWfRD'|%KS'|
WP B=+6R'S> W7) @B 9 QTJ RF G YT QM KY\XGX*, G
7 RFTRWYT7 LK9 Q¥K}TFY K7N X* &= 9 QW N JP'
XKYX RP QWYT7\LRK9 Q¥ KITFV KN KYX G

YX6RPXCK Zm>f 0GO'T GYIIFZ=GFT GYN¥X 7 R
T GYTGI[WIKE REFR)\NGCGKYXW7) B RP'T GYTNYX 7 R
131



T GYPIO'[O K GIYWI KZ=GfO K G!TO T*KZZGQ*R
YKJ EYBRGN RRNYX B RO GIWfKGIQS W7) G=7 TS
7*KF GNMX 7 7T KG\ KYXR YXT G[WfK KR*Y\W7) G=
PINYX 77R*\MO KYK XK GX* @=-

7iINYX YKR/' X%QN RFLK7*KTO RYR8)&STO T@' W' X*
KYX8)B2 KYBS8K QTJ RF7 f7 NYX 79 RQWf KO KYXXRG
7 RFO QWfl 9 QWK'TI RFE TO RYX*QNVP' B =

7iNYX 7 RY RFLK TO KYR]8GEKYT[UTO TTSY7=!
T GYTG[WiRLEZ7BX* GZ2 >f XKGL"®N YK GYTTG!Wf
7R [O KB KS GZz= 7RW N NP'X 7T@ TRAYBG &@zY7
YXT GYTGI!WF R7BK* @2 LYXST7 INPY X Q@ RL"F 0\G@
RX@ RF7TR Y7=I®97RQTSZFKYXHT7 TSTO TR¥KXWEG
X*Q@&" HZGMR YTVRP*KFHKKYFQ ZIT#\W O TSWRT7 L7
8 DKYXHK&!7SZ=0

< WRP7 L DK

< WRP7 W'R* BY%FT O YZAT#[OWKNYT7 LKT GYT7
T HI[BTHRN)ZG=GK I GWK}TFY KTWP KT#[6WH QR
T GIYK}TFRA KK ST GXI[UTH#TRNQ X 1[0 X*W7) @»
YK}TFV KZT #{ 8PR NWGY T7 L K7 R N)ZG 7 TSX T &I[U
ZTH#IBN)D=>7RVK}TFY K7R L RKR)@=C ;7P!IWYT7 L7
\ K7 L[& QZZ=YTLR?2fZ QGIYK}TFY KWfQZ L KYX
X*QTB I\ K KIP K\UGZT#[6 KYXRGSLR*BLYXNK S
I*\WM' RL K*QG»

< WRP7 L7BZZGRZ 7R 8 DK

7iWYT7 LKYK}TFY K77RF TWiMGQN RFVYT7 LK
7RN I ZT#[BTVQKT QI IRX)Z2 G8KI RF T FG H U
7?7 WKITFY KMWP KT\RGBMKYX RWYT7 LRYK}TFY K7

132



T GYYTWBQYTWYNKW7) G=« ONYT7 LKLRK}TFX K7
> ZGOF7R*UW' XY WYT7 LK LKYTVRPX* &ZF GK
]JP BR7K TI RF HBGR YTVQIQ*pPQRZ7BX* GZ=7 RF
TJ RF REG8 R*L7J RKYNYW7) &Y TWQIQ*PQR7HEKY X
X*Gf 7R\ KWYT7 KYX>8KYTVR Z7B \ GX*G8K7R LR
ZP R*IW OKRY X

/B RZZGRZ 7R 8 DK

YK}ITFY KW Q@WYT7 LKLR*YXBE XKN' K¥ %Xfe W QG
\ KYTVBQ YKTOQUWE _P[ISGKR)GWYT7 LK YFQ ZT#[67
YKTWRIKTVQE? BYXW7) &fW QGRP GYTTB'W_ P[SG
7TR)@=GMWYT7 LKW'XFR YTWX ,G7 RFLKW QG\ K
T GYTWHXFQR'NW ORYXW QF GYTMB!W_ PR3 G
Z=GA KWT GYT7GAI[B*KZT#[& KKYX*QGF GYT7G!
T GYBLE7BX¢ WTUMW QT RF GYTG!T GYTWO T
Z QZGNe 9B5=+

G'WRGRZ 7R 8 DK

7RF WYT7 LK7LK WHTYK}TFY KWWO KG HXFN' X*
KYXMYT7 LK\ K%I[MBWe TZEG87R YT[UTO YK}TFX K7
TO TNEPBYX*W7) ®YT7 LK7YTVD GYTZ=G8T GYT7
YTVQ@ZGQ*B*8A GYT W ORYX¥XT7 L& DHYXH<!7S
7=

YK}TFY K7LR*ZWYT7 LKB YTU' ¥R)GE B XKW' XY X+
Z Q\TKLKYTVQRVeX*QN RFLKZZGR*Z=WYT7 LK7
YTVRR*EY X+>fY TWQOLR*E YOS , G)QKWO¥X¥TVQ K
X*QN RF7 YTVQ K *WWRT\XQ[UF QZT #{ §7R N\WQ7) B=-

133



YFQW N WYT7 LK77 RFG\XKc QyQ 7
WP Z

7iY7TSWYT7 LKLK TO TBXT GYTTXI[DTHR N>
7TRYTWGYKYXYXTZIWD T7 RFTR LK7 RWOWIBS7R
\> P Rf XKGKXPL"=38\ KT GYTGIMWKW L¥INK RXI[U
ZT#[& KR)@2 T K 7*KW LMNKK TO TG gG YT G BWAS
Z2 HTT GYTD®MTVQWVX RL KRNYK T GYTGM L70
Z2

LYXST7 ZG _7TR)B=7*K*K7*KF GYT XI[DT#[BNQ
W7) @=4*WRT7 LFO TK T GYTTGW NNI!?NEEP!I
T O YWWMNJIKYTWON Z=W P X RPK 7RYTV®7N J
B T O WMN JWKYXKS G=1 UIYKR GA7KP K¥BHM7R
T GYT7T GYT™L yQ @=)K7*YXT O YW NYINK PKY X
<S)GYXTVQT GRIX*QG*WR7 LRP' P cQ*VZ=7 RF
T GYT®I[DT#[OX BR'YTT' 7TWIPRB*>S RXZ= J R
M RX RB\BXS RXZ=+

TJ RFFXI[B]> W7) @® YRPGZZGRZ
8 DK

7i>'K RFW P @R K! L7TKQIL RR)B=GYXKJ RFLK Wf
W NT GYTTNI[BT#[& KR)G@2 XfP!I7 RFW P QURFG
W' XT[G ZGIa® TTSAWR *RIVE ZP KLAaGKYGF _pK[US 7
\ KL YK [W' XT#[RBI' G

6RLR[60 7R 8 DK

7i>7TRoU XMW P YOI @R)REE XKWYT7 LKT GYTDPK
XI[UFQ77RFZ= \ K-F7 % ZGPG& 7 9!F K77 RFBKJ UWRG

134



7R) B2 KY Xfs XKGf_pK7 €§P7QTS RWP"XP X I [UKZ T #{ & X
7RNYGRFXK K7' TS pXI[DT#[BNW P R®) G-

7iX RTIP7TTQepKBIB YX*?GX*PIIYFQ L KRN 7R
W POUZE 7ILRKXYRFY KXERGFT GYTHKWYT7 LK
T GYTDPXKI[DT#[& KYDR)GRF GYTPKKR7KYXG®
GP KE"WYT7 LKA GYTDPE7BX* &= HT _pKK7/ RFG Wf
_pKZGWRKIGT X [DT#H{8Q N R\I'% »

\ KYTVQZTBBYTV@L [O XKKBQ PZFm \ Kc 7
PGB DK

LQ! BUBKWP GN' 8* D&* G&Z=>'\ KYTV@L YFQ ZT#[07
YTV@L7[O KOG K T GYTGMW NYIKQZREBBE=7 RRZT#[0
XK TKQ[W' X* @= YXKYTVQBOP KAGHIKYXfYK &G
%L7[0 KB'XKW NYKQZRE T 3Q P &S, GFYKQP K
X*QGs

\ K TRYTV®@L [O KGKY'J

N WeWTRBYTBQTWu GR' 7RYTVQI7\Z%BL [O KG
W ORYX*RFK YTVQAK LK7 RWPWXT (8 KZ=»f7 RWP"X
WP X, GiINe W RET'<'GKCK"WT' TST RX) G-

7i7 RWPWP KYXGKYT[U RFQK7RTO TP KGL K|
W7) @2 KYXs GTRTO R RWP"XWMKK* GZ=7 QUVP KG Wf
7 RWP"XD K&X!P XK®&* Gl XRFNHU_pK J"P7 RE QZ
X* @=P!l GWR7PK pKWfKS8 BYX RF _pKWe¥KT QU
% LBYXS) GKYKXS W7) G=>'J"P7 §"P KW' X*pKWF K* G
Z=P!l Q pKWRF'7 RF7 ZWe 9@' I*WRPQKYXjW7) G
ya—x

135



LQLUGPGLRB R L[6

>fK SG K 9'K -YTVQK7> ZGSBF Z=Gf \ K=*WaK
YTVOW$!8G >f YTVOWFZ=Gi KB 7*KYTU' YREGYXTVQ7
S9OW LXKl Z\@e PR/ ZWeQR!I7SZ=-GN+BP KLaGB\ K

L K YYXT \XQ[UF @ R N )ZG= YTVIQ GYGW7) B=+YXK BVU
JK7RSLRKX YND*7 TR N&4Q RFK 7*Kt ®YXe

\ K RLKWIHXFQS GZ=w YXT7 LWP Z

G8K K LKYXIXI[DTH#RNS\ KWe 3R YTU ¥R)GGX* G
Z=7 REKTWe TZ+-aliGY X% IXI[P!'Y&H Gy GYT BWRfZ<
> GZ=>'K HRP7XI[P!AaQTHIG G Glg HRMBf <)Z&GKY X »
\ KWFQL KK*QNNVX YyQKYX RFE'7*K*F&G P X6 TMIKI X
1,G7RXI[D ZTHINK; GTJ RF BEIXK¥DS XTKGZ =+

N T GYTBG!OR RFWL7R*W'K¥Y¥XW7) GRF GYTG!
TJ RF WINWZ=%LINR GHTYTVQ®R7IW' KYXW7) GK7
TZ7 UGMITQZe7 [IXKG @ =G87TR LRZP R*L7TWRYX*R77
<PXI[DTH#[A7TXRFPIGPB X R KQEZ® QK77 RETHF G
Z=+YXPYNET#[& KYX* GEQN+U7 GV'X* T O WAEMiIG

W+U "PG&LRB R L[0

%LYTVR® YXWU GRWHXMN T GI7 GYT[MGIRN 7
7*KF)ZP RYXS9 S9\ KRVRWPDRHRO BLZ 7iBN T G!7
T GYTWEIRQTSBIKS, Gf [O< RA=ZPRR7IX K6 L' 8) G
Z=>7Rl WeW RPKYXe

W HAH7 ZP FWP Z

N T GYTGIZP FRHLR GWs HOT#[ON [W' %H GX*G8K
7T*KYT[WLWNYK~RZEG T GI7 GYTG O KWKY %*KZPR9 7

136



R*B Z7BT GYT7U 7TURLT7*KN YTVIQY)GYXKK*S+Y77
We 7 RWHV HZT#[BIW' XTVQIRYNRWK?) G=-GN G

W HET#[& KRNN <YTK QWIKYX RFTLRYBY K\KY X
70S W7) @+T G GYTZE \ K%LQ!Z& YXKP®B 7We?9
P KW [SWPGUZ ="

T)O YW&T GYTE@ TJ RF PK7YTVRw 7R
WP Z

G8Kl TSZHF GYTB!YX RF PR T\PQKS «QpYLG!
LK T%LP'KY AWe 7YGTAKQY XGgT QZ=GH YBNYX 7LR7Z
W N JRW P %Q YWK] %8 QjW7) @=>»'K7 aiG®PGQ9 Q
WONYX TR GE=GYXK 9 QUON'XC<7G8K."®N GH 7ZHG
09 Q72 7i7 9 QU KY7=Z=WTO9 B YTU YRGTHFRY XG
> Z =W

u9 @ Z G YIX 8B u7S*<K

LYXSPP KS GF7*KYK] GUGIGCQI KKWR @ ® Q%LP'
> KF IXKYXW7G& RF LYXSQP K*QNK7G9 QNYX 7 R
KYDR) GNCY XY XH UK!®W Q@' H*QLP'GX*Q:B4a>7 f9 Q0@ W
X HXIWORYX 7TRRB=>'W O *K¥K] IGQMDf KZ=+

7i:%*49 @ W' X¥X RATBR)S K9 QV®B 7R) @2 XfP!I0 Q
U IWfOZ'SQV' X*WR @ NYX 7RBE=GH YL9 QZ=KYX
TG HZ6 9 QNYX 79RQH+ Z=Gf :*a W'X* HG@=>»f
9+ TRZGWRTE=Gf7TR L yQ7%-+

u9 @7 I*WmRu7S*<K

09 @ I*WRIP KS Gf9 QMYX 7 RK*@O @ YTU'YVG
7TROQTEFRYXGNYX PRXKNY X F+RTONGTGG WP KX Xe

137



JPU7i~GEFL[6 7R OR

GB8RVP IKB QTE8UGIGCON@B YXTOUWP GUGNVOW P Q
%P YX QNYXBW P UWQUAWIRNZ< YXR VP!l W ORY X
7 RBAL7[O KEYXPFO KG GYKYX RFS9 S9 auGR LR
We DGFQFUGE=+[0 K@ TSTJ RF W7/KYX"WIRQKI19 Q7
alGVAR A WIZBQX* ="

7i 7 TOU7TGNOB!'MW@B LR LRO R™ LGQS ? KYXTU'YVG
T GIWIRK*KYTU'KNGXFO KTU'RES , GV TTW IJWP @
> GZ=-

> ZGYITVQPRPUT7 | P&RW P Z

G8K G7X8[0O-KO KTSZF GYTG!UKWP KG R L K
7RN W P QB KS « YXV P QUTON@>fWP KIGQVO7
Zp® Q7XS, YXW P RWMIGAI9 @ W P QUGN
JKZRK7R RFIVf®* @=G87TRT GYTTGHKREK S> W7) G

SfWP KG RN!? B ZB KS , GB ZWOLR WRP KG K
N1? SGBK7WOLRI7B R > ZB KLAGGYXKUGNOP'ZG7
WPTYXJ URG'S7TB K > ZB KLAGGOVP KG RN!? B
> ZBBKS WIU R'ZZGYPHKgG7 LRXI[U*WKR <XT[Us

LQUGP G B DK

SE7*KWX Q7RI NKR LRTU® KaiGNVOWAFP KGTX R
NI? S W7) G=GF7*K{O K GIWfKGTX R'K1? S W7) G
Z=+KPGPdUGNVO7T O YW7P QUIZKWP B=P!I K XEF7G)

[O KG\K L KYX*QGT L KGF7 RIK*Q&KLWRFKPZ<G
Z=4*WRGLR' XX We BBIX* &Z®B[0O KGTX RL KYX*QG
HT 7 RK*QG»g' K7 T G]O KG TX RL RR)B=GYXR K

138



TGOV TEO KGT/X RL RR)GBG=9 GNO7TX-RL IW P Q@u
Z7 RKQZPG

K ZZGIPKKR 7RF

>f7 TS7T T G[O KG TX RL KR)G@FGfS9 S9> ZWO7
YTVRQ®P'KG T7TX R7; y@ O6R X > 7P &L WYTVQ®P'KG 7
TX R7yQ ¥ TX RP @Y Xf> ZWOTO KGT/X R'XP Q
X* KZWeYPRZB WP %LBS JZ=-

GS8KNP BWe OPTOUAUGNO N TVRRPXFO KG TX RP Q
P KS of XKGfO KGTX W'XP © KS W7) G=P!W HYIFQ
WOLR LR KZ=G8K 7 K C;7P!I>'KW HYFQVO7[O KG
[O KIX7 L KRQTRUGVO7[0 KG [0 KBNTR)@=GY XK
YFQVOWP KGWP KGUGVOPHGE ZWBO7[0 KG [O K[GV U
TR)BT Y7 KYN 3%

7iW HYFQVO WP KG WP KA Qe GYRYXG8KNP %L8
YEFQVOFO KB'XP QXS W7) @=tP YSO>f7XS ,GN T G!7
T GYT7T&®ARG*aRAGKPRIQ X Z#>fM RXS , Gf7R 06R
9f1'S G-

> ZG7B RZP F

P YK>WP K&P KG RKWIR L RRQTBQGVO7[0 kG
[O KGK!PKKYKRY®) @Q*KF KW Q I*WJP P7Z® \ KG8K'
W OI8K7 Z7 R7T RW Q K I*WR7 R7 REP QK L RR)G
X*7 QW7T[Z7 R RFYT[Z7 RYROZRKYX? RWP"XWK
7 QYTT[U B 7 X*QG-

7 RFR7 QUYX% ZGYR&J BRFK'NKO KauGNVO WP KG 7
TX B]P7(e8SNP NQK W UZ® aiGVO71'8 &=7 RF
YK7TYTVQVP KGP7X* &Z= P alGNOTL"TU\#KF 7G 7
JPWFL KK* GZ=ofLYXKKS KIW[® KaiiGTQ&KWP KGT

139



[O KG\K L RjW7) @= YX7 R'\ZWPZ 9GOjW7) G=
GR(e8S 7yQYK M&QG3JP P7R*L7TX B'SN'XR*L7
YTVQmbKS ZG'KP BX*QN Q7 Z=+ ZGI7 GYTH ®'NK
W OKTY X+

> ZGYIT$AP F7J RLRL*{WUTIRN FG

G8K ZG7 GYTNIHP R*QN RFL*XWR KS KYXf
WP KGTX RK Z7 R8? EYX W7) Gb ZXI7YT$ZP B K
X*QGQHYTLR®B® TRYKF ZO7FRYKT[WU[O K& TO-T
ST KB TH] INTRZP FWB S W7) G=GH+MTRZP F
8*>N & S=S*WiP KGTXK R!? NKHL &YX QN RF)K7Wf
W OKTY X+

> ZGYIT$W O YZIRGF Z GG

> ZG7 GYTNITFIKZNEP RYXX'GDGP ZG Qe YX*§UG
HT> ZG7KYTSUZGYZBBGI7R TO TY KXW7) B= HT
> ZBLR LWe OGFQFPGKN »

LQUGLY X¥ST7 Lg DK

LYXST7TR BYX REWKYXQS W7) @G=XP. GT GN¥O7
WP KGT®LY f<R OTQKY \ GT HYXG%LRY®S® ZG G
P KEY>XWT7) G=-

7iXP ZQ7K7' T QZKW7T RAXWYT7 LRKKYX U 1We7 G> Q
WP KGFPFTQK7K X RWK7TRE 7SZfs X S*?» ZG7 GYT7G
P KFGEKPKYWXXKKYXXS W7) @27 LK 78 K7*KW KYRXS8

7T7TRT GYTMNOKYIXRPG|] W' W EYXKYXKeI7RF HT\ K
KYRKY XGZQ 7TKX* & ==

140



LQIGZ QPRR L[6

7iU d1We 7'\GKK YRY X\&*2 ENWe » R'G7K L RR) B2
>f XKGL"=5 g W P W@ B2 ENWe 7>RIB7K 7' We 7' Z GG X
RYXG*GZ=Y7 RXSRLYXST7 LI YW OKYXe QU I>'K
9S7 NSQSBGS99 B'ZQ!XE Z=GYXK9 S9We 7" BT X
PEHU | TOUX]8N FL YRMXIS V' XQ!X6E &Z=G8KYX |7
WeZ GKNWe 7 RWH O K GNVO77 WP XFWQfiMBPZ 9 &
X*QN K7 T 7 Q@

XKT 7 REX*Q@® KQTSU®S7 NSQIE@ iGN ORP*K*
W P %QKYIX8)=ZHP!ILR7TXIWZ7 RWT{8 K GVOR' P %Q
'8 HXKalUGYTVDFXS ? )K7R]8YK QQ ®&'! XRDRG

LQUG L[67 OR

7il*WIRZW' X¢ L[OKYW7) BB N+UB*<7 LRWT{§E K
T GVYOW P TO RYIX8)XZH!I9S7 NS QAii@V O P'8)=G2HXf
TYW7)=ZHP!W P UQIWe 7\GKLR WRTX B YKRKEXQ S
W7) B=-

ORLR[O WP J K

G)QZJ7GRENWIX*QBWYT7 LK> ZB Y TVNKN)ZE
YK}ITEX K2 ZBHXFR)@z 7 KIWX*QGORWYT7 LK
T GYTWIYTWKNEG YK}ITEFY K?YTWOYT7 LK7Y TVQWT
[O KZ=+

WYT7 LK> ZBSY TVOKNKNE@ 7 RB IWe 7 RKW O YTG
GOW®B WYT7 LK7W N JP'GYTGIWTVQE&J d4RETHS YK
YKRIGS <!7SZ=+X " GRORZ= N 7# LQIR*+

141



Z K OR

>f> Z&Z=Gf auGNON <B S H KP'YTpPoKR'7 7KYX
'8 &X27 RP Z&77177 RF ail@ K'auGR <L HKGY X

7B RZ K ©OR

>'KL UR'8SIRWSL UWX K8 &=GYXKZGK cQ aiG
WO K7 KYIX8 ?GfJO K8 (R H{O K KIP8 N=Gb ZG
KKYIX8 ,@ RFTR H KaiG7 fX Z=»f HIS9%LP8 Nz
Gh Z& T Q'8 &=»f alG > ZG@ X*, GI*WRUGWe Q!UG
'8 QT8UG ZGWIKXX8 ,@ RFK"aiGR LWe Q A

LTUGI*WYRT7 LYT< R

LRT*WYRT 7 W' X*ZGrTTRKY XPRWeQ AW/ OL[6 TQT G!7
T GYT7GLY{TBMOWP KYWIR7TQS W7) G=P!b ZBK> P
KYXKAUGWINATBX*QG TGURR® =*YN 17ali GWH XY X
> KN |7aUG? PWe9PS) &Z=-

C;7XT*K>KSHKTauG YM KPPS)&EZ= GQ> ZIGY XK' Wf
KYX2>f> ZG®Q ZFGfFYXH K77 UW'¥+ XI> Z GWiIKGE/]
> BKYXalG L KO'SN I3 ZG U XIWWPTWONKYNXKN)G
Z=» YAUGWIZGN NX* Z= aliG ZGWKQV NREYRX)G-
G8KTauG L K*QN.VYX¥KZE KRYX L K* GEXGWPTE' G
Y R G PWe 97263

> Z@QUGN N JIT< RfNa& S9'S

L[OXW7) @=' ailG' TS ZQ7L7 Z=> Z@UGWP TKB&ES
aliGP'ZWPT QX B+FZ=of> Z@GUG L K*QNLY XK' KP"
YThRXIGF7 U> ZGWIECX RG 7>f XKGR L7%lauG79 fL = f
9PK L[OYTK XI> ZG7TVQPXTX @B N!? BB Q XEQG-

142



G8KPUT7|~gbd> ZB*KAiUGB9> G XBKFB)Q*GGuUP K
OYT QUGVOWPTP XS GZ®B7S'F*KTWRYRXG-Qx!7S
JKIPUR <ZIQ LKY TMEG7) B=G Y XIR 07 ¥ XAF0 WIK RHER

7REGH
JPuU7i~GI®B7TWP Z S*<K

JPU7 | GWEWIDB L 7TRYY¥XK'S GZ=>'> ZQUGO7
S9KYX GK)K7 WB)B=M W O T& S> GZ=>'> ZGYT Q7
aliG R'RS TSH KWPTX& KYX¥XKTHKN W N7® >fG 70
>'> ZWOH K WPQRPY XBTpP aiiGWfNAKBXjW7) G=Gf
BRZ®T G!T O YTIG T K G MK, T GIXRXYK TS
7RW NUTGW NUK T GIYRXARZ =

S*<K FP 9 fNa $9'S

OYT QGiGBKKYX=G8Kr ZGQKYX#H7XN HG? 7' TS
GM'> Z&WTPpP aiGWINAKGXF X HUZ=P!lal@ IPL K
0'3R ZGR W NA7FEX*QG@R aiGL' HGj9',S W N J7
LYX® TaiG7K' G W7RESGS8L[07P"3 K Z®>' aiG&Y XK'
KYXSWN IP' G TP*K N)GZ2 L Gg QY XK TMPXKQN 7
[WU GK7"B=+XKL[6 C QONN& KT GOSQ7 fz=-

> ZG auGX¥TU-YFUWQON JURWRUBG[O6

YXYyQ N I¥f> ZG > ZG QAL R MRTB KZzGHK7R
WX HZKW OTOR U | | L[OWX  BZBU7 cQWW N Z=-
[O R GNO Y TRFIKX K YNK! 23 %o

PIbf XKGD Q :*aW' WX  RABS BKYXZZGV'JTGZ:z
Y TR*JKOY X¥ X RFPHUT* KX UV TV ®@PUAW fTRH7XS |, Gf
7RHUKYSXP)UWQ GLIW fEZHXK ZGV'IJXRBUOY X

143



7B R L[6 OR

G)PO K GNVO71 XRHPKO'XK*QN<7Y7WX™ HGY7=!
KYXYX'I7L YK%WLF Q7 Z=%fO'lZ= T GWO7TO TWf
YK KWRGGF' TY 7 GN7=K T GMWN*"XGCHXZ=WO G!
WO WY X

>f XKGfalGVOWP K71W'X*GNO7TO YRQPPIGS W7) G
Z2ZKYXPT GIK'7TWHT K'7T G!'7WW NPJI KN PKWe IKGX »
PIH7T N)T<KTX RL RR@ K'7TT GY T7TX RL RR®
We 95G=-

> ZG\ KTRZP F8 DK

> ZOTK7YTSTFKF KP P e W JWTXY %+ZG\ KR LYKV'J
KIOTWEJIB=-YX K77*K? RKWXYX KWBJI7R L[67 B)G
Z=+ ZG\ XTVDT KYXYXKWJIG @ B)B=' 7TRYTVQP'
We BGF WX HZEBYX* GYX KPLR*ZGIVRK WXY X KV'J7
J RISGZ=7 REKYTVDQe LR*XKLR*Y K ] WQWfKGf
LR*Z QHLR*Z* @ =+ ZGWKBWYXYXKWBJIG @ B)B=>'
YTB@ZP WIQR'NK R\ KB ZP RYXXS W7) G K] WQ> Q
KYXYXKV'YTRIIWQZe 3R TQZGR'XWiZ=+ Z QK ¥X
YXKB'J WQ> QG QZG YITK @ B)B=-

WYT7 B7ZG\ KI7TWQ> Q@ QZGWPHUK

>fZ QX* G*ZG\]JKWQKYEY K} TFV KW' X*W Q K Y2XXR G »
>f\ K7Z QZG7TR YTVQXK}TFTX K7N IX*QNLRAPURS , Gf
Z'PYTaSiGZZQ77LKZ QT XRBSKYTRZP KYX*QN7 7RF
WYT7 +7ZG\ KNRZBLYXIIDIKITFY K77 QUW JX*QN 7
MSP KN 7 Q7CGKY Xk XK7 LK T 7 R*GIYK}TFX KZYTVQP'
YTLRLGW' XOS W7) G=-

144



>f] WQWIKYX @Y T7 LR TEK}TFVY KWL I0O'SY RF
Z QX*GK}TFY K7N 7T*KK Z7 RVK L KYXjW7 G2 KK*
W7) @Gu>f ] WOQQX K L KR)G=GYTVQ@QWIKFr GWXT7 L7
\ KY7 KYXL FR)GORLYABSYTVORF>7 WX Q7RF] WQ
YTWQ L7TOWMPQALS KYX*; G& 7 WYT7 EZ7QZ L KYX* G-

] WQXQGZ QB IQ*XQ-
L*{Wu G 7 RRN ZQ*>K7DK

G8K*KYT[Ug' R"RRN §'SL*XWu G 7 RRY¥T : & Q
YK @P & GI¥KTU<KWQRNZ=WP GIJ RF P1K ® S
XBLRKL"BI" ®70 RYKPTSH R)f<)Z=C ;7P!I YXKR J R
7H LRT W7RGKZ QZK K!P RRWPHAR) G=U UZP F7
YTVQXPITQEK[U @ 7XK'¥'U U*KF GYTT B VT \KQY X+

8 DKFP 9 fNa S9'S

T*KE GHUGTGUZKYIXS W7) G='U Y 7KIY[XVB8NYG™ |7
THKT)J&7 RQTB 0QrQe N ITHKZz GN+UT<K7PYTR*J
L Z=-

>fU IT GVOXTVYPPZIYKV'IHK RN §FZ Q! X& & =Gf
TSZA GYTDBN PWeTG I\ KYTWKYX*QN RFT QZfs
MSG@RYTVQR'TX RW O TWP X3Q&X7 RM IYTZJ
YKV'IHK/IRN 3" SZQ! KX RjW7) =Gf X fA¥KM IQTQe

PYTRMIRVYG X fLKYKV'RT GN@B T QJYXKR*BDEK7R
S'& S)fe

N+ULKYTR*RT GYTG'HKTL)f<WXR®m YXKV'YITSU
Z GIG[6WOW RG7PUT GUUKIZQ*PR)Z HreT R7 X)=ZeH
YXH KIUDRGURK]8X *7WN+BG7 PYTR*8 S> W7) G=-
N+Uu7S'8¥ TVD GYJR7RTR*JSI8X¥ TVQ GYTLF-

145



8 DKLR[O 7R OR

U INI[SUGYTJ T X fW PKES , GBKX XPRO7 P+K7
CQW' K¥YSGW7)=G/'XPf X f7KIP KPW QX' G!'%HLGYTTG!
YTVQRKY TR'R), GjfPYTREYE®)M YR SBZKYX* QN RF
XPP+RYW7)EY X {7 HZEKKYXX B YTR*IJRY XG PEW 0
7RN Z=+X £ZJRY XKg' WIR® X¥&'Z QI KI!P KWJ
KYGST @ GNO7 S 'FRNST S IZQ*OR LAG*B-<IMRfX R
XB NQVYE'S7TN GX*e

N+PGHF'I7ZQ*>K

>fU W QYTRXJ3, GfT92W!8 P*Z XQT8UGNO7TX R
YKRXF GG F TEPRWOJWO LES QIWRf<Nj &

\ Kc PG7S*<K YK 7Vu

L"T :86<K WKc RC SZ K )K7TRORWOXTVQPK 7Vu
YK7SYG6e I7THUWEUYX KY KcG BIZRFEIHWU 17iZ7BR)G
ZB30® r*K K L KR)G@BUQO W IT GTH'R S'8R)G=#U
LYX3 K7 6B U QNYX 7URIBWRBT Q NYX 77TRQTSTSZF
T GYTBGE WRIF 7=IKYXFZPDBR B7KY X

LYXBRJ We 798 K%LR) B=7 RFQT GNYX 7 FkKE
UI\ KYTWKYKSWRR/FQ ZTH@ TS K%LR) B=NYX 7 RWI
TSZA GYTTXI[U)f<ISYXW7) G*WRR PYTR%ZE=7 RF
LK HIT GY%ELP'S'87TR)G=KYXZ K70RYXYX* GYX P
Z\F7G L*XYTVQ7IWP X3 GZ=+GgN [WD'S'Z\F7G 7
[WU ® 7T GYB/ B YKHYW7) B=-

146



8eD

N T GYT7CKY'Wu OGLIK R

TAIYTVQWR<Q

>8KYT\ KTRAEZZGLR)BZH<'GKN7XR =1YTp K X& 8K
P7 G TR GXRX)B2 C;7G8KT\ KTU"WF g 7i)K7R
UQ >\ K HZG7/,UH G \ GYT) KGGIg GYX*7 GR LR
[O KZ2 HT K'7"> ZGBGRZ2T\'QeU LYKZ2

YT\ KT KPK7 I*" VX K®%LF

G KK!IP KPXWW WIRNST SW-Z 717 YKT QA ®GT
Z7 UP KGI>7*K¢'BIGT®S , L %LBVL"Fe

I*V7L 7TRF

LR LReKGS ' GXI%LT87%'K L K* &% LQIUK® K7

T 7#XB) O PN)ZG>' YX KW@ TXe7j1)GZ=-+

I*V7L 7RP fNa S9'S

>f 1G KLR LRe FGGN B HXFR) B=Gf7 X* G* K' 7T G!Wf
[O R KXW 7) G2>f )KTHXRYXR)B=GHK7BRLTS KX* G
Z2 TWe\TKILKYYXTV @@L W & YRWK7) B=+

R K7i~6R7 7R 8 DK

LIOXW7) GB We DGAVOW X' HZ G G IPFBX'G8KNVe 7B
Z=>f XKZ 7IRYXNGT GIO IR KS, G)K7 WE KV HYFQ
YK7XI[DTH[B LRSZPSG N T GVOD'KYRXBik'GK X&
We7BY X' GK 7 G T7*KW HYFQ L K7TRN IYROKRX' TS

147



Z7 UP KBKIRIRY *KF &d XQT8UK'G&*>E®YX G« GK 7
YFQTZ7 W GAFWOT7T O Y7 XWEWRIUBYX¥XFQVO7

< XQT&UMV' X¥FXT HOWIKN XRY X¢TXK'IGKLRP » GO T
Zz7 RWP SGKRWeT+#-

LQIG 6RLRpPQ P@R

ZZQ!Q7i TRHU>KWLUK' KI> P> GBU FU GIO TTS
W JIZP7 SOL)fZKK T O YR VNAGZ=GYXKS'GXILR LR
YTRFJIG!K RHXP'SRLK T O WITTR*MEGZ2 HTYTRY¥K'S
R]8GFRLWRFLR LR KoG=*Y]RGZ2

LQUG KYT7 L DK

LYXST7R ®YXYRL HZGK!L HP®IgWRER!L  HZG
L° HZGWfZ= XKI GV @ LR LYRTRKYX KS , GIWe WWRPWGE
YTRWP @G> GH7HKYXKKK® XKORZ<BYX+GVONTR*J
TO TYX7 RIP IGYXQS> W7) B RER LNRYX 7YRRXJDO T
Z=eYXYX 7[WTIO KGW[Z= Gdg*WRT7 W' X*Q R YRY X
W7) B=-

8 DKLR[6 ©OR

7XS> W7) @=>'N T GWO7S9 SOW HYFQK7RTR*J7
JRUA GT® DS YKQPTE T GVOISRK™ KT <'G KKILYRES
YTVQ K* G*[O KYX*QBl G7YTT'7VK VX3 We DG O 7
Z7BVX  BZGAGNVOJO K& RP KS GZ=GW HYFQ AUG9G
W P 7S'8WfS ®>fY79 OKYBf7R S'8Y7 7W HNFQ 7
aliGoE PW' B8R XS8KYFQVOPWe ®GFZ7BN X' HZGRF
)K7RO KXG*e

148



8 DKLR[O 7R 8 DK

[O KTVD\ KRE7TEKYXjW7) @B XKKIBR 7'\ KPS9
SOYTVD QZ7BOjW7) G=KXAD KTVQ@771 LR LRRSKLY X
7RIBXN XPRHOKYXPRIUGHK STQe QRLR7EKYX* L QR
TQe LRY WP GTR*J7TR X Z=+

8 DK7Z< Q

>f XKKYXCGE K\ KW' KR LYR RK YRX Gl X R F>HIuGK YiX
7XS GZ=W\ GZ=7 RRFIYW7)= 0\ G*4 XI\ GKYXHc¢
YXWIK L 0j> G3j\ K\ K%WLP' \ K\ K%LRT7BYX*?20f
PIKS L @R O RGVO77TWAaKK $ QRLP'GX* @=7|
> Y XYWRMQO P T REFYRKR G

G TVQIGKIBTRKWP KKS, LKLKYTVQD KG
RZTRNWP W P QINTSS 7B [*WRWP KNZL B UZ=>'
[08 RY#Y XE[WAX TG7 fZ=+

LYSY 7 PGB8 DK

LQ !B UKW U7Y X SHE \ KR*K¥T &YW ' B* DGj> G
Z=}O-KO %WOJO %LPKYNXK7Y TO Lk

L[67 7B R 8 DK

SIWP I8 T GYTTNF7Z=GK S L @R fN T ®! 7We 9
> KQT8UG8KK7RR ICRF KNZQ MWRG8KWRK 0j<!7S
X*QG8KX aii@ G! 7TRO'FPULK> KGK aiG RY®'I7
\ KIYTVDHRKYFK] KA R' 1Y KRV IRXBRO' IR W* IRKX G »
PIBfT G 7R\ KB 7R WO K7 YKKYW7) GiWW 7% R N+0
\'Q \ K70'B\ KPYTO'I¥ RLRW@R® X¥G@Hf YTOTQ¥ X

149



O'I7J RLRWUIQS , GKF71*'VW*QGB3g0O'B 7 RF¥LG!G
TRN7TFKHKY X

U\ KYTO'IRZE¥GYXL[678 DK

G8K K77%IZ7 UP KR K'7 T[O KR7TRQ G YXWPe9G
9IMVOZ7BNX HZR 7 TRTRQP!I7 T K'7 TK'"RYXGS
L QRIYTVQK7U!Z7 UPDO TLYRXKWD7{ZO?TKYX 6R
NNSR R8'GYKR+KfZ®m: W. XB N®RSLR WOMWS8 Ya
1'S77 X*QNHYK] BLWIHG QN K'7X*QNHUYK] G[O-K
[O BLWIDGE QN KP7 T K'7 KKKY&f K SLHTK -2 QR
K'%%L REY{W7.GMSGEHR O GIRKI L KXNK< G

\ KPWe®E7 Z 7i]P P7Z3 YXL[0678 DK

G8K K7 YTO[WWRN G70 X¢ 7" TSWe GRNO T GYTY
WX BZ&XF'BX* 7R [O KBKJ UWREL=P!I GQZ 717 TS
1P P72=¢C ;7>f XKGfLK[WD[j9'S$'\ KMYB77 U!u %LRYXG
Zz G YXPBO RALWO 7R LKKYX&gWLT GYXTHT
T GYaT KPGP'K 7RYTV®7Z 7i7 J RLRK7RO'I7K!P K
W QYT7SET*VWIVG=-

[O KGI' GYTZ=w YXL[6 O0R

7i[O KGTX R'"S TSXKT GYD7LQ KBXWYT7 LKP'
Z7BX* GZ7 YK}TFA KKPKYXKYXXKO'IW'XEKT GYT7G
T GYT7G KRZ'7F Z 71 YTVQOWOWIR KIYBXWK7) G=-»

L[67ZZGRZ 7R 8 DK

7i7 TSYTPPHKT T GYT7\ GO'IHXFQS Gz2 XfP!I
HXWJ |7HOUL 7RQ4GHR] 7TRHIHYXGXTVQIZX R7 RR*@QN
Z2 KYXfeTX RKWD K7=ZzGf K\W® K*QN RFTQ& GYT7

150



TX B O'IT*K L KRG>f TX RKYZ=G7*KYKQ PNK/R
\ KOW N7FK¥K] TGCMWVIX*QE&® T GMWFKYX

7i S9 SO TX RBY S90'IWIN ITX RZTRWOW P QR
YKJ RWE&EG KYXN+UVTZ<U& TX RK772Z7 R 7TRYTVQ
T GYD7I7*K*K YKQ RYRYXGX R7 RFW P )YK¥RV N J
YKJ IRER® K®S G)ERP!VK}TFY K7 7RT GYMTTVQ7
N & KW NP K® B) KRXsYXL <R*9OWH R=>"U!u] =*Ya
O GF 4B SWB8)B=-

8 DKLR[6

7iN T GVOD' W' X¥X\ K™% LWD KYX 7R HXFR) G=

>'KN T GTQeK%R KS Gz2 >fO'NK] BLT GY TZ=Gf
T GVWTR™ I KX*QG >fO'Y KWLJX KZ=GFT GYTEN+Q
YXYTORQ KI ZHs

P YSKO'T GYTZEP!BA KO'I7cQ ZZG@*OYKXRFER)&
O'T*K GX*QG >f KB 7TRWe&BXFR) B=Gf7\ KYWOWO K
7 KX*Q @i\ KZ<UY PZISTB KS ? KY Re<U%L Z=Y7K' T
YXT7WOELWRETRK WRG' TKP G§> GZ=»f%LK'7Gf7
\ KWFO R' K >f%LO' IR!W\ KW' XK' 70j> , GZ Q'\7K LKY X
WL TWIFQN? TR We QZ&Q %LTKF KKYX*QBfA K 7' R X Gf
CQ ZZGQXIB YKTYUMB_ P[RD TEB 7*KHXFRG

LTUG L[67ZZGRZ8 DK

7iZ<U\ KTVIQTS7 Z<U%tP!IK'7K %LNYX 77RRF
ZP @LE'71'8 B*>INYX VKW, 6 K 7R HXRYN W7) &
[0 KGNY X TKRKYXjW7) &7, GfO KGZP QKG77*K L K
7RGW OTGgG YT K'7 KYX TS7TR\ K Z=C ;7G8KL
7% O'ILK\ K7%LZ=Y7KYX%f Z=Gf7 K'7[0 KZ® XK
YT\Z @@iG* Va7 XG>IKYGKPX P K3 *fP K"

151



7i\ KIP PXW7) @2 >fX*GG YRBfLKYXKLZ7TBX*QGIT
K77R%LG'"WR7 KY XY T7LLY XWe WD j<!7SZ=-

Z<U\ WMTVRPK7~FGFWP Z 8 DK

G8KG7RS > K *KF G[WIK7ZIP BLE T QYA X* &=
T GLK WI $%LR7ED'SEK TO RY2X4)GBTO TGY KLKYTVQ
WOTO %l RFj K' MLR7TEjW7) = \ KYTWQOY K TO T
7 QR 8S W7) B=-

PAG8K'< UVWeQ@ILKW{O KIG K7 LK% IOjWT7) B!l XK
KYXKWO K GIKF*KZ7BK* @#uYX K76R9 fl'SS GR!I
JO K@QeKMIZ*KX*@B << WKF ZQIZ=> YXNFYTU'V
Q KN I X o

\ KWO KRG 7RYTWJIQN*R'¥T< R

GGOgKWD® K G!K R GX*QN*W'? 7*KI*\KYR¢IYRGP'
TG!'\ KW [OKGNQ L7W N7Z*K77 RR OZYFQYWJ UWRG
KYXKQS> W7) @ RFXKYKQZG ®Y %+ ZGWP KV WE N J
YKJ RYERAGT) IGYGE KW NYIT[YU TU@MR ZR XX B* KF GHK *
\ KITYTWI QB+ TQIGS @*KK T GW N JP QKYE|> G
7=

>f XKGFU@*X KYTVQ'IPGIVWR B*X* @=a KT @e> K)G
Zw TX R*KZYFQKWX RFLK LRLKYFQV ORY X%+ZG9G
WP K@ 'Kl KYGE KWP G B!Y TWXK G+ KFK EIX8 D' S’

9 @ TSLKW N PPZG®H@BQZ= KT GW N KPrXK T\ L7
X*QN77RF Q\ K\ LW'X*Y XYGfZ Q'WKZ Q'K \ KB YTVQ
NK Ge

152



ORLR[6 Z PR

7iYTVQ7 [UGBO T3 RLR K YTVQ7P K7 WRK"70'I
KP YKYRI¥KVTRO'INTZI DA

Z<U\[IO K*YX[O KKYBXYXL[6 OR

G8K<U\KI O'IK'RYX®f 7TR%L KWO, IGh K 7R
Z7 [UGYH W7) S+[O ,KGh K 7 X*QN TRB6IW' X X*QG8K
K,SL QRI 7TWe9KQMSKRZ<UYTEYKEG* HZ®B 7K Y %K
7 CQPLR LYRTRIBUVTZWe,9@Y X KXY TRIBW O 77 WeYK V' J
W' XWe 9BY K WWIR*YIU>f7XS , GN+Z Q' ¥KW O TK 7 R
7RPGK <LQZZ ERLABXI9 NRQ T YKSHNKLAG

Z<UGWP ®KJ uRRX Y XL[678 DK

G8K<U\<KWR YR R¥BUO, 1 O,10'l O TO'l GWRY X&
<YK QUGT GEZFK 7, K K'7X* G*KT GYTEE*X<P 78R
<l 17H® YKC ;7>f XKGT KB < BWPIWIMG KYRX YSR K"
PGPKB <P 7 RLXNUW/7 RWP E=M,R %R*LR'Q'7W OTG
7TRYTLRR'GB YKT7®)UG=7 RFW OTR*L¥KWGIRTLRYG7
YTX3 &E=-

L[67 7B R 8 DK

>f\ KT G EP%P IRWIXZEGf 7XN*WR IPG N JPWQ KW
[O K* G'GZ=HT \ GO\ G7XNWXKYX RFX U IWOWWO
\ GOjRXSZ=>»f\ GP KS , Gi' X*QN.WROQIRik KW®'ss Y NK
\ GZ=68K7\ KB K'P KL4G YTZZUR7)GL K*QG-

PIIGQYXKYRZRUQG@® \' QGSZFRYIX@\!' X GX* &=
7R\ KK 7 Z=K K'7.G'TZEWNO7)® KNJIJ7YTT' 7L"FU
Z=+YXT 7# ZGHO K GA\7TK YX K77 T KW!RROQZL:+

153



TAZ7 [UGQN/ 7/RF KWFO KZs YRGWP Z

G8KO'ITG7UXs XPP K¥@'\ KLGWRT UN YTVR"P'
V'QGLWRQ"RYX*; ®!IK SL QR17Z7 [UGIKE SKYXW7) G

XPI' TSGNEZGL DR)BYKY XK AN'Z'<® B N< NQOQ- 37 f
Z=YTVQRGLWRBEXRYXGYX7 [UBPG*K?P KYX*, Q'
]8R77?

Z7 UV KWF NGBY X+ T Qk 7QKZH\ KT Z7 U R7T*K*
ZYFQR OKYXXS P W N XY KJ KWRW 7)>G7 *K K7 *K TBQ
> K)B=+Z7 UWO KIGV' KYKYGZ<U\ 89 SOYTVJWIO]
K'70j> G*GgrTVQ@7 [UBNG NQRIQK7RQ®I!?,NQT
Z7 [UBG RQ-

QH GW-R7 YTU@GLWRW VLHRYXWRETR7 [UGG
N< NQN&IYTU'WVIE® YXaiG>7Zf='X HR*KB174 K7R
WIRREIN S S7 UPY fXT &QX)D=+

R OPFXS*WRT7 L&F DK

N T GAN7QG ZQ!YKY' RWfO¥T7 WOP'WWR'Z* DB* G
Z=T GNTKWfZGW® KGKS\VIGLWRQ"RYXj> G7 RF
\ K YTVO7ZGW® KGKR *KF G@FK*K7Y TVOQW7) G
YKW O NKK'RSX)Z3=sB\ KT #2AWK*ZGWE K®B)B=+

PIBIN YTW@ Z=GZ7 [UBT< GKKX*QBG7 [WGEGH KW
> ZGW® K KLAG-7XCKa < GK"WP K=»'l UlYXKKB
TWeRYX K¥BHK7RGPKK T B!Z7 [WUR) B=P!I T@eKY X+
TWe\TKP KQPHBP'K T@ez7 [UR)B=P!IK T GW N 3R’
Z=G8K T BIKYX YW 7) &F*K*K K\ KB W' X*Kz7 R&)B5
GN T B'W'X*YW7) G8KK!P K76TLIAWM [$O< R¥QG -

154



YTVOKW ZGCWMP KEZZGRZ

7iN T GLK\ KWWP KR K$ GI'QGLWROIWL"RYIXR) G
7 TS ZGWE KRGKERK"7L | K RFKQMMPPK*QGK ,SL QR
XI1%LTS KWALR UR K* G7I*WR T@> KQTSVID]j
W7GKYKO BIWOTR MRKS'QGWP K | RRBYTWKQ, P7
HT7 RWP"W7PBW P YBQ PKL&G QH:B\ K7 TSBIJWR
W ZRGBXXGHBY TWXW 7 G »

>f YKQ PKLEGFX YKQ PR\ K7LK WWP K[O KT[U
YTVUQWMR ZPWOMWMXN!I? S W7) G=Gd YXIKB SI*\WX'GUPR
L H@=>-

R O¥T7 WOB"WRT< R

G8IG'WR7gll\ GT GT GYTZmWXP KS '@\ KWO K
T [O KWRO7TRMW OTZ VQLTWREBWKGSH KW NYIKJ uUWR
TRNS ST RWP"W/P QUDRK XUYBKQS> W7) BRFB*>7'"TS
YTT' ' 7Wo P8 T GZWe HRI'L"FUT' 7L 'GRY X

C ;7G8K"mN'QGLWREBYWYW7N 7 RN T GATQ®&/P G
X* Z=Y7TTRT GYTZWG

LQUGLY X¥ST7 L DK

LYXST7R &YX TEWROHK] KYR'ST RFL Z Q4 G!7
"G K7 RWYX W7) @=L WRO YK] GBGR>YBSIGW" PG 7
7 RW OjJW7) @G=2f\'QN T GII GRRGKYX*GHK7R K7YKV'J
YTT ' 7W*RE!II WOL \ GZ=-

[*WYRT7 Lg DK

[*WRT7 W'R* @Y XQLWROWOX*QNQ7T GYTGGSK'
[WERGBKLWROT®E GYT7GQKNLMB NX*P!BI\V'QF GYTY

155



XT T GYST K" HZGWROWO TZ=GKV TWoLE GYT7G7LR
WUGY¥>f7XN' T GYTNGQLWROZ¥GIXPL"®NT GYT7G
Y7 KYXT GYTTGLEWMR GV GYTWGK*e

\'QG 7B RLWROWKPRP u8& DK

G8K' QGLWRG#\A KWL KTX RYTWO QN 7P YX P!
7FRYTUTX R*KYTU KWL KK \ KWRNX 7*KYKJ XWNRES
YT[U RWPYX[UKP UL RR)B= K\ KKYXXK KS, Gf
T GYTGZWeWPOTT GYTRYXFX RYTU'\XKGZ=d GYT7
TGY KS LR X*GZ= & ZQ,WQ WFQ L KR)@=YFQ Wf
T GYT®! G* =T GYTTX GYXQS W7) G87TRYTVQP'
XK Y 6fZ &*GfT GYRYXe

> TX RTQ2P QZ=GN'QG UWRMWY Gj> GZ=7 RF
LWRO WRTX RYXGYTZ~=-

<RE G T 7R 8 DK

G8KVeB/LRFULg B KS , 7 RF\ KW{O, K [O RLP'Q
Z=€ 77 TRHWeWTR QP W Q\ KKVZF HT U" QIWR
L)f<)Z2 LYXST7 W ORYXvP & Q\ WKVTIQEB W QZ-
YKYWIIMNQOB'ZIXSQN RF/R YTKT YKVKEZX KS W7) G
>f W QYKV'ZGGf P T\ 7T GYT7G W W W' XAFRWP K
YKVXOQ @ RfWP GKT YT<YRV'ZEGfT*KZ< GK\ K pP
7RN AHUKXXe

LAUG<RE G TZZGRZ8 DK

N+07Z< 0IEQYKQZAGROU L RR) B® XKN'K¥KXS
W7) BRF7 U7U" XG]F*KG#KYEX' B)GEUI QGG RISP K$'S
Z< GRKW GKWNK G+ g8VPlatNGXYIGYTpP KpK[@BS
gSFIKS WRPK!ORYX* G¥P BT#[BTFP"SK X« GKB

156



KYXeli G"FK» 6 IR TS7KYDPQK7R LRNQTSg8 RKY X
X* Ge
KYXXS> W7) @=>' g8W GW' XTT' 7+ TR®YXB7) Gg

T GYXTQN RF7TR R7TRNZQ W Q7KYXFai®9 R7TRQ
Q*FOKY K HXYGZ< GKPXFQNZO7 RY X

7iWP B< GENK AYGZ='W P KON X I GYRYX
KYXNE< GKFK WQaliGVX>FX)G= [U\ZG*7RV' X3 RF
RX)B=Z< GKTR)TJI XIYFWOWTPAIR®>FPUFOUKR77
7 LYWIS)® KS GZ® XKL'ZW'K¥Y %FZ< GRIGR7WIP!8
7TR)G=GWN7ZP @ YTT' 7IZEXKN*JL Rj Y% TK74G
S QVOWIXTPIR@/7) @=b RS+YB#YB7QLR MRP R=-

7iS+YB7Q'8 GZ=L RS+KYRfI'SF HU K Z=GfK"
WP 9%L80>f ] WQZ RZGFYWe WKRP'KI\ KWIGY T\KQ[U*K *
AU THYKWTIGri YXWeW RDX GYTUQXKN IE2'QX* G
Z2 XfL RS+YTIWWQ X*RS+Y79+YMW!838 TO TWH KGg
W P %178 Q Z Q *=0Q

7iS*7TTPKPS+Y7W!8ZZGT O YT™W KGE2 YXWE& GK7
T Q7TGWKYX* @< O'KIW' 8*7L RS+Y7GVOZZ& O YT7
YTRRIBV7) @=Z< GKX¥ TRBUNAN)D2 XKW' XY X RF
S+YHFWOW" XFZ< L RjW7) B=-

<< WrK 7VuU

N+UT-RFK Z® N -8 KREIWIK!RP>K fZ=L TKLXK!P K7
LR ARIYKZZG LJ W7XPPSW :NS73) =S f®9+SY7=R7" X|
WPIB[PMLAS 7XS30 WPYW QN PZ=77R*WKYXWT7) G
RP QFHZP @*QBI+ UL Q! THEX Z7 RKRHIEAVe W G
LWROKYX®V7) GgZ< @®» YK WP &I NEK< GKY}G
Z=G8XK K 1VQITB< GHU

157



7TiYK MKS @k GRNZ<BYXYX OLZ=N+u7!USG77RF
Z< GXKYK 7TMOELRE*> P UK I G'8T LWROKYNGV7) G
Z=P'W PS®7X7 RR § B! \'QT LWR XK VPX)L="-

LQUGI*WRT7 LWP Z 8 DK

G8IK" QGRPB " G K 17 T HX*KYXU" QW KY&WeW R
U" QRVREE'S 7*K7TXS W7) @2 7T*KTWRDRK)R P'T R
THRRMWX>2Z=>»fU" QGK WO RK*KZP FWFX*Gf ZP A* GYT7
P KL4G \'"QGLTWROYXPYKTXWABR KLAG

>f  QZP RI[HT\ KW® KYGWeW R" QG'RYRX® RF
KI' KTYTVD=68KVe WKRKBX' S HZGP'QGR ZP R![jW/fK
W KYXW S T@[WIARNS SLK WO KP B X)G=GfK G
ZZGOPHQGWEZP B" JQWIKYX W7) Siwe WUR Q GJ&V T
TQeZF KBEGIX T'I ®79LYRBKS)f e

Tl ®G7 yQ

T'I G LKPGZ GUR)<ZH YXWWRGYK7IBS GZ=+RP

T GYTTQWX*QN RFK!IOT TZHEWeW RGYTU" X¥QN 7
7 RF GYTM®? SW PrMF KEWRSAGY K @=+X7 RFUW P Wf
RYXGQNTU E=M RX7 RR*KSZFWRI\,XGg'T< R HXF Q
Z=WP GT<YRU'WFUWQN X8jE=P!LRP GYT¥® N JWif
LR'X7 RB YXPKO'KYXG VP G'T )GMRWe W"RUTGgGYT7
X*QN RP G ORYXeK WO K7KYX* QN RFITR7*KZZGQ*9
KYXGg W7 R AD TTE=G)@®%eW RTT' 7TT"RNYT7G Z

7R 78KW" QXS GZ=-

G8KMNe WNR'K 7 RIGK! O TWe W7 RWTN 3f\ G\' QN N KY X
P KS? WeWRGKYXeR T GTPKW NKYR!I[PTUK"R <
\ GV'QV NZIG )& &E=>"' cQ [cGW N>J7 fZ=+7 U I'TS*77

158



O"RP<XKN N Q@ ZQTW' R*K¥BH*l GPIGN'W N7ITS @
YTU'WR)@ =

YTPTQ® KQr GVO7S9 S9 TX RYTVQ@AVOPP P7
% LBV R T"*GEG «K!OW' X¥Th RR*YI[G KL ZWOWTU'GNV G
K'71'8 &=+ YTYZJI 7WTu L U7:4 T#ZT*BR*LaY
T KPKIOY W& YTQANVO R K'70 9RTOUB QN fZ=P!I1YX
Ud> STGYXGX* IRTN'<QBE& TZ< BRN T Q7&XKYXe

G70YK 7 VItH/K

LY XKXS7 RENVOMWI' | GUOQ G PRJUSO R]IBWYT7 L7
YK}TF7K'K!OTV GYTRXKLAGMSGK!OTWIKZIRYTVQ7
T 7# X&T RaYTV@ D' 'SLRYTVQG*RKEWRT VKJ 0RD
X*QG-e

>IN T K7 RKSYX 7R\ KYK ® KS , GVKJ WR79!F
HT\ K N YTVR"%!P KSW7) @=>N T GYTKGRS,
GIYKJ TR K79!X*Qsfa KYK QR GYRKS , > KT'Il ,GR'
YKJ AIRBQYTVOMP KLAG:

GQLWRQ K N Z=- W NT GYTR77B GWRTO T
ZBYTU\GIWTVQRX*@NDIR«K7T O WIK*QN RF/R
\ K77 RWO7ZGWRA G RFT Q7KYXYT[YTV@¥X N~ JG
TO X*QN RF K YTVQWKYNXKNEG e

Q-Q)U' PR KW N JZZGRZ

Z KXg YX KW N IMS7? 6BRN T GOGPKYTVAOWZ N JP'
TX RZTGUIK GRK7Z7 UM R'=85 g\ KXK'7 2 TX RRN)G
Z2 0R\ K L RRQTSERWPVXB XK RF&I RRNW P Qu
R8)B=+ 0F RF7 QUYTVRFGZTK706RWPZIK

159



>f 6RISX* 7 RF QUPKZGWR{IGRL RR)FGKS , Gf
L7 RTQe *QN RF7TRO @RWR7 RL RRL4G7R GR
G'WR K GL7-R8X*QS&¥ RF> Q7 R QST Q7KY ®f
7*KF RR*KF QW7 KYXL KRG 0RYT[U RF T¥T[U Qu
L RR)B=68KVP %KIPS K"\ K7' TST[YTBQ K)B=-
> KON Y TWX @NHGT? G8KI L KRR H®'X* 7TRQAG
L IR @i G TN Z=C ;7G8RT[YTVQKY%L&7 L[
7R R YXYTWQ> KNZ=%7 QUR' KL7 RYTV@BX*'K K7
ZWePQUuL[06WIGWRNKL7 RY X-

ZZGRZLL& 8 DK

>f LQIU[@WO7 RF RF QU NBIW' XHY TG I'S> |, Gf

Q GG TSXKQGS8K GIGNKXFQBHTWTUHTPP\KEW N J
W XB S, GIQ G KR\GKRXGHT 7*K¥ KKYXK"Wf7 LRP
T GYTNIG-

7i7 R N JTJ RF KA X*W7) &Z2 G8K\ KW N W'X*
TJ RF ®W7) G=>\"QXTVQY QU7 GYT7G7YRZNGEP K*
GFKW N JJ RF PKS; KY&(KT GYT7FSX YT7 IZ=»

\ KW NJZQ YTVQW7 ey QPGB DK

T G!" HZGN+RGP'KW NWJUK 7RYTVRB YTU' KYX
W7) GKPH @ GYTTT GYTAN' X7TEK* &Z+=>fW N K"3!F
X*GE K*H @ KLAG3E TSKBW N JZQP KN<G-

PIS>ENI[OYT7 RYWKYK Q YTVIONRTGRKUE S GfW eyQ7
PG KMIYVQ N JEQ KYX]W7) G RW eyiQH LY X&Ku L8T D7G
Oj<!7YXISCGIVVTSQN ITT GIZ 71P KNKYXTVQZW OT
KYX W eRQ¥TRZ}=-

160



Z\F7\ KW' X¥ N J€Q KYX*W7) &f\'QT GMT GYTZ®m
T GYTMWW NKIYNKKGG \ K7LK7*K®HIKYX/IR HXFRQ-
K, S QRI\ KLR*YMGKYX KS W7) GRFIT GYXTQN RF
R*IS'"SV'X*S KY X

8 DKLR[6 OR

7i T GYK7SL QRIN 7 LYK7GTQeKB YTU'%VB7B
X* GZ2 KYXieT GYI 7THW @\ K7TWPQ H KPKIL?HGK*
SZFWIFRXET7 TET[MYX 77R%L

LYXBT7 LIPGT GYXF G*U 7 ST GYR7KLAGIKWRP'
T GYT7GSZFX X*QN77RK KB YTU' KY& W7) G WRP'
T GYR7SK SWNYX 7 R#GEfK ST GYXN Q&K ST GYT7
GF7RNYX KGSU GYNT7QEK S K SK'T GYBV*K\*KB
YTU'RYDEWT) @=e

dSRLR[6 Z DR

7i T GYBLR' SXI\ KB YTU'YK ®YXR) G ;7G 8K *KK
%LPR)B2 7{K,SL QRI%I2P3f XKGf %LT GYK?S QWRLWT
[O =[O K6 GYX*Q8[F0 KYEX*\ KBYTURYDEW7) G

ZMRR L[6 OR

LIOXWT7) @GvYT7=5+Y7We 7 RRF WIGYT7TQ!'KRZ7B
O] TR YTU'¥R) &=+ W OF YKT GYZ77177 RFGWR X
KYW I'%'%ISZFRYXGGYTTGTQEWRTTU' ¥ GNK)B=%*R
YXG QLR='K ,SL QK| LK Z7BLZPSZFRYXEMIIK -& QR
WLPKRT77*KSZFT X*QG-

THK77 TSYX RFT GYTXS GZ='YTT'ALTRBEYBT) G
KYXK-2 QR GYTZ®w YN B I"WB IPTXN UZ=7 RF
YTT'7L"FBWG Q! U G & KIRYK7) &KYTRKYBFX f¥ fIPYX

161



YBYRGE QRZK®»LT SZF Z® [WX*QGB8KX f?2 f<¥XL"Fu
Zz7 RF K-2 QR7@Z0O YRYER) G fW PKTSP 8Q Gf
Tl GYKTu<ZK7®@[Wu G&Q [S, HT T GYZTZ77i7 N+[u7
ISISWfXRNQ-Q)U'YW&B >9GT GYTTG/ Mo

YK 7Wué&\Z IBK

YX RFQO GNOLR IRl \ KWK7R'P R'NKKW NW OT
KYX®'K7 RS, GT'Il GREGCT 7TMMRMLAGQHWeW RBYT7
YKR 7TPFKRAGK"HZBPRG'SH KY X

N+BGH¥TR*J OWT7yQ

WeWTRGYTYTT' 7WIQ'@® ZP FWIK] &% YXPG7J R
P KZE8< GKTVQP:S g Z< GIBR7j 7R TO TP ORX*
W7) @® ZGR'ZZGTGCBUWRP ~HAPGFYX QLZ'E & KTV DkI>f
ZP FTT'YBVIKY&IWe 7#4GG7B7S>7 ZP F7L Q*&R

7BP"RI>PXB7B7IXRH'8S7 B7SS9 N® 960 P"S
YK9SPGRZ2 HT9>BGN>NRWRGHT 7! B!7NRF< QUXK'
=Z¢>'PXS R PU XWRe>9, W7! B2 NTO"ZRC &8 QTISG!7
= @M RK7 LKWOTQeBS#l X RYX RB8K W-7 7 KWf
?2 LKYX9)B'KYX RP': &% BROKYXI BKNX RFR!BLNS C
KY:XPNIGXYX RE QV) 7RKE @7HY®RS)GgY7=KYX-

7i XKB7S 7RYKR GXRFV GYTW8 G I'GT I*WR
P"&UZ=W'ZHTYXZIYT WIR &S ? >WeW RITTT'YNR|f G
709 W7) G=GiWeW R7GYTPA[WU BK8' DGj> GZ:
JK7R QI6RF ZT Q7KY X

N+d< GEZGRZ8 DK

N+UYW7)=ZH YTT' 7L [WIBQTH® QTW @ NO[UK ! 96
W7) G=GS8KWUYTT' 7L"FRTE*VWEGEP!IZP FWX Q7RF
162



WP"XTu®/" X P NQ[UWVYKQPKRI!W*QN<7X YK @BP BISR L K
Z< PKPTKiUQ< RF RY¥X G-

WP QG T iQ I\ KW JKZ=>7RTQW IWO7 eZ
Q*PQGNA KZ2JWS* QHRYX*>7RHUK ZP FWZKE¥ X LK
T<KYFQ \ KIZYTRYIVWN XE LKYXOU¥ TRPSYKTKYX
7RQt XBRR LTUGPKQZE® YWfO K U@ @ I\ KW JKYX-
YKTKiIQXGN® L"RYDXRP@ L T,0GT 18 +RZALL iY ORISS UQ
_pPKQUHABCI'TI160 R8 QETUGPKQBG & R7 C7X H+YRXS
ZABRXWEZACCPUN f2ZHXBP"ZWX B 7RKYX KE® X @ R
7 KET'TR)GH<F:7YaX)@® 7RL< RG G-

Q QT WWr+>K

Q QT BH@ 7R7*KTQTZQ*{W[U 8 DKZ={W[U X' G!Wf
X* @=>'X'W! FTK O IZPX'GL7 HZ&K7Z7'LSISZF \Qfl G »
| XRAGQ WKRIGRG YK7TRXSZ®@ UGQ_pKZ4aW QT)J
X'GS U*QNYW QF T O W-e

T)X' GWX QZGR'ZZG7G%Z=W Q-® TT O YTK O TLR
J WRGKLWRF S NQNR T%LYKLWRFZA RT) %[V T G!7
Q,9HTN ZJGG!T 7# AGXBR:L YIQ W7 aU & YXR) Gf
7R YL SYX &f K URYRTERX L RR)GXPBR YWR'HK X

L KRIEGT)ZZGTTRIFRYTLR¥E YR W GYHXR)G 7 U
>7 f >SRKYX*; Gf K7 URYIRR'R)GIXPR GWR!9 J K RizG
| *V LGFU »

8 DRRQTISV X»' LK7THKX¥TRYK MMX KT7®D TLRYG
X'G87TDKWITK OXT LYXKWMUW*ETUGRKK!P BPAT)X' G!
KYX RF_pKWI<:R&EG[O< RRR Z<BV>'I*VYX OGN® L"R
KYXR)WS DKYXR) GeXRR J"P_pKK!PKYKRNYGRF7R
YTK B TKJ TR@DBTUHQL ZMW I'X= HT WéWelLZ&e

LK cQP'_pKL HZGTRZHp 7HKV Q7 DKYDR)G -

163



Z QA | X1 K ZP W'XKIP KX QALP' < GRN)GF
7 RF ZZGTAI YKTWON JVX Q&SWE=-GgK7RTVQPX*
X YQS X*QG-

LQUG<< WY/K 7V U

[WW P Y&QP TX RXKZ=»fN+WXZP-EUZGWFN azGif
JK7TRGTQeL KKYXLN)B7=!KY@ 1! G YR 17!G KINID
Y 7T T' 7K YT AR Y T VKUY *K FU UKYIT7 *KFW U KOGXX |
K7 R PZG\ PYTRIFRNKCRG! QX'Gf PGTQ&BIGYQ|
W7:GYBGET GYRYX*KIFWRFLPKYXR)GTT' Y KAR\ K
YTVQXN RMS7T*KP &YX HTE*KW U KFX$XZGWO ¥ TZIWf
YKLWRE*RG e

LQUGYK 7VWLI&® 8 DK

N+@YXV7) EZHXP YXYKYK 7W@ T 7 RR)GYKYR U
T 7# ZOGWTRREYX* G 7=IKYGZZG\ RT*K GX*QE8K
ZZGTQEKYKWIWNOB' ZPB2 >fZZGXK YN BN OB' Z KY &f
ZZOGXTT' TR RRIZZGYTT' 7GIFR HYTT' 7L RF 0 LK YYXT VW
T@eDf [W ®' & Y 9K fZ=-

L[67ZZGRZ8 DK

7iZZG\YKWBJII GIPTU WFWRGLQ!UUGRKYXQS>
W7) @2XfP!I 0 GYT7HZ< GKHTW P X RZGFPEYXS
YT7ILYBRK'DQj<!7 < GKQZ G\ XMIQN RHT GY TZEGT
W73 GYRWXZGA< GK7GYTBGC DWB*QGE&KW G RWIS- R
>7 Z< GIKKYDWRPMPWAG QG »

[*WWRT7 WP'X¥ PYTRTIGLKY=X@L= Y& 7 W P Q
TX RZGFPEFGH *K¥K] x GKOKRYXYK] Zx GK-GW P Q
TX RZGFRFY X

164



LQUG8 DK¥T G R

ZZGWOR'KV'AZGQFIGYXT T GYd K" HZGH'R>*>D
T GYGL"FKGQRKYXW7) S T GYBGIZZGQYIT pPXKQN 7
7 RFFTRYKWJIOKRY X

7iYKYVNGW P\@®P U7TRYK\B'BQ,iTGGYTTGQ 7K ¥ X
XfPIGBK KYNG!7 G TWUDJO'S+QZ7 RE=I[WKYX* G4
W P\QT TX WTUN @YX WFPhQQS W7) @2>f7 ZWe 9P'
ZP,GfKPKYM!a iR KN ZJG G YRYGRP' Q-

7iW P \GEWTNU =7 RF7=!T GYRYXGS8KH"®mN \ K
XK*WIRVU KWfZX6 @=' LKT)JS& 8 Y XSKLRKOMMRK BYK
HT TQ@P QKWIEY XB ORY X*KF GJ BWXXKKIP K T G!7
FG Z QBW P QGUKEKR)G RFFG\ GYNKIRYTLRYG
O T GKYKWRT7 W QTZZGQAKYNKKVYTRFI KK YX*

W7) G'WR7 INPJY KTQ@P R*QN RR J7RISP"3ZGN J7
BN ZIGW7) G=N+T)U KWFOZP Q[W@RKXE R O7 S,YK |
GZP QKW TURNUP YSKSYK-

8 DKWP LK

T)) KWEQ!Ni QW' X*7\WK SKYX SZP Q Ki7? TGg
LK QZ) HT7 TS*KNYKLWRFPRYXGN+B Z QZ\WK Q
P KL&G We WYRY'Z*KZ QRYX* QN RPG[W R X 6ft * WRf
W P X R7Se:X*QGRP UYKW O TKKN BZP RYXR) G-
M, RTRNIOUNXKW O BKT 7K 7TRYTRYINT) B=+

YXWJIP8 KPKWO XGWOB DK

LQ!BUBKWF 7YKV' JKIBP ER'1US9 SOX @I R* DO
> GZ=+ K!P K)IK7TR'GNX7 RZBWN7=KYX=7 RF\ G
X* &=>"KD*RO RVPWKiI &Y T=!W ®YX=7 RF \ KZz>'K

165



D*RWRIPL"FKI A T=!7GTWYFQ KWSZ=7 RF T GYTZ&
>'KBRX WY T=!Q!aii GKWe®E7 RFTRYK RYX S> W7) G
Z=>'KILUFPZGYNPNBB*KY K7YTVIQ GYRYX =7 RF
7 LK PU=>KT KG'8&K P7*KYFEYX=7 RBfI'8S NS
T &IYXGI' 8N YEQV' KYXjW7) G=>'KZ BS N7 KYXGT
7 BW ORYIW W*KMWU K¥X=7 RE Q'GH 7ZMG GTR*J
I*WR/O 7R) B=>"'KW!8 N@TB [O> NQIT SR YR RZ=0
YXWOK!P K78YK TWWIRN ZQ KR) @z X 7YTLRK&Vu
W' XFKT7@NUB=We,9YKTHKWN2ZGLYRW'R)B= 7TRW QG
LYXR WK &=t YXSI*WK!P K7GD< RA=7 RFK7 WE K
KIP KQ¥7&!Z= TQ@B\ K Z=»f KIPY/ =IKYX*, GIX'G!
YK MBj> G&'WR< WRRIWUZ=7 RA G!I7 GYT7G7R
YK] GWLYXWd S> <!7SZ=¢ fIHPW!KYXSI*WR f[O< RY
Z=7 RFTRMS T%IL KK!P KZKYTYQK!ZP@!Z==CKX'G!
[W0 PYTR*J[O< BYKZ=7 RF8N YFQ PFImLYXWO]j
<173 K P7GQeKT IUOGKFQZz &*KW IKUXPGLK'7B
IUUR=W GPW!XW0J [O< RA=7*K% [WU PGKNY PR*Y X
7 RFTLRWG GI7BP KS W7) G=M WQWa GRVLK'7B
[WU B=+ GGG GVOT GYX7QN RFYXOK!P KPPN Q7
O TT*W'X* HG=-

KPKPI'SWOI XRF& DK

LQI!U8K 7 RFKIPWOP'SI| XRFT 7 Q> GZ=-
| XRWOZ® D*ROYRVPWKIIT KY KESRXWEBLURZZ GY NP1 8N G
7 BS NS KYKYXGBENV!8 NQTIBK [O> NQUIT S KI*D*RYP'
W fLT GYTIGFLWI\NKFZP Q SRXWCECONXFQGLuURP'87
ZZGYN@QMNAUGWeDPBAX7YTVQX KGBS NST GHYRYXG*
7 BN W OT6 J RWfi?8 GZ= X J RWFR¥Y7GYTDGRY 78
W fLo/fk K TS K7W QG ¢O9W N BPQ7 7 KW N BRX 7

166



7 REGLUFGH H®WLT KW KKWO¥TVQQTuBR* GI7 BS
TGN GYT7TGKWNYTVQ7GYTWEGK* @=-

>f K KYX*, GIWOI XRW QT GYTZ® Q Xlg Wi T XOK
> G7 RFRG)T GYTRYEXGIT GYTWGKYXjW7) G=-LQ!UUG
AN GR XRBRK'AQIK'KIL® HAZ={W0 WOOLR LYRTR*Q* Q O T7
TWL7Z=>8KY7 _pK L YRTTREU7 K X*PQTSGW N J7
THLTR*IVTKW 77 TS XWP KGQ! UK P [K K YK]
W7) B=»

TQTTE& T GYTFGDGBRN N+G7u

G8HW+U)K7RZGLR7<7-1*W PTG P*W' 8NJAX* QG 7Z=
'8 T I7T*K<S)@=ZZGLRTB DBRN T N+W X7 RG 7L
W7)=ZH>'T GYTNS GZ=W'H"SI R7TKYXjW7) G RE 8K
7R R'R YR RFUK YRX) GW" F R7W'K¥YXjW7) G RB 8K
W"IP8 G+ KLRIEKBYXW7) GRESK KXY Ge KLR/ K@W R*
KYXjW7) G RESKT GYRXKGT GYdSAT GYTTLRGXUGT
LY XK TWRXKN77RFTR7 RFTR L KYX W7D G>f T GYT7
X*G7*KF RFTR ° G TRK®'YW7) G+7 KYXjW7) B RB8K
W 7R K'DIFWPSX fK' ®LRYIX8 G+ K' W' KYXW7) G
7 RBE8K7R T%YT8 DG)YTB Ge+WTUu KYXjW7) B RF
GB8KZGX*KGe WTU W' KYXjW7) B RESK7R T GYRYX
> KS W78G7 T GTWP QP PP KYTpP KK YXjW7) (G e

YW QS 70LR YR RZW:WTL@WIGTE M ST Q7YTK O T7
OTT 7 RQVWRFIPW KHZGLYITLRGGEPHINK KIP K
S'ST Q7 ZGR'¥{TK O D78 YX7 RIFVZ=+N YX*WO7
YT GYRWV<E> GZ=-

167



LQAUGG7TWOT*V7L 7RF

>S'KIYXTUGLR TKKYX RB8K_pKD TX*UG UYXTUGLR
_pKYX RB8K _pKQIBGHB YXR ALYRR*E 70WFK "7 We 9
W BYXW7)®87B T Q*VL"FAGY X&)LR -LYR RGJi7 W9 J
KYXjW7) G"SGY TIWK' P RV[IDWKYX W" P& T7J K"SG 7
YKV IOVKY X RW:VTLOWUQ 70 W RLWRF BP7T L"TuLZ7
O TN <YTK QWIKYX=>»f YTK QW KS,6 GFYTK QIT

JKTRQWOT GYTWEW®Oj> GG8Kr GPK BWI7=IKYX
Z@W RYRXG YTTWIP OG> G-

LYXK!P K"SGRW'RPGLWRF 8N)Z=WXPRQ-D)U'Y¥ 7
S'ST 7 Qi&¥K] G YK] GK%LP'GTQT GLR -IYRF RFUW O 7
O XPT 7 RR)<¥ 7TRL 7RP fX*QBWRZGW' XP RLYZZ
WX QZ® W" POKRVHISG R7TRN)ZE 7*KF G! YKLP8 G
Z= YX%LU 4 TX RWR YTK OZ¥6'VERG\  HZGXZ7 R7
Z=+7*KT G!R'RG UXRV'IR LRG UG K7RN)B= We,9Y X
LRG UBTIYK Q8TA KWK OZE-

< WRRI SLWRHWUZ=T GYT7GT GYTUZRBAYRR*J
X*QN RFK7Re QMEBGIN'W OTZ=>G'YK7Rle MTG K § <P
ZZGQ-DU'YYS' $"FIGF Q&> YKG!IBP KS RXZ =

G YXPT7IYKVK' 7G\TK7RN)G= 7*KT G!M 7% LRXN 7
TX RTR K'7%LP'8 QNYWK OZE<CRZGW'XPRVOB'S
T 7 Qe

Oo'Im GYT7QAIR

LQIBWGXD'S' TQTT GK'XED'T G!IT%WBLLPNX*QG-
7RYTRNMIX)EZH O'IT GYT7B IR [SEYXW7) GO'|
18R7? 7 T GITLKYX%ILZ=T GVO7 Q* Q &@F HTT G!Wf
[O R*KFIFZ2

168



LYXST7W ORYXT G! 7R T% L7 X*GU B[O KZ#& XK 1Q
HOXLKKS$ @& G WRT7 W'X* ORYX RBS8IO'IT K LKYX
LRY KXARBZG Qr* @Y XK] B\ GKYXGf Q* Q O GKYQj
W7 BIZZGQM IW8F K KNLKO'IT KZ=6"WR7 W' XKT H

L RR)B=>»f0'[O K GRX TSYXT GIWfB!K*GfLKYIXG!Wf
[O RXN77RF T G KYNKW7.G >f T G!WI K*Gf7R
[O KW@ARNS S RWRO!P KLAGK K GP<[S4GE8I0'I
]18RIW@*KX*Q G

O'17S*<K LR[

7i 7TRHU Z='0'1Y KX* BYX2 HTO'IY KX* @=P!I
YK @2 HTZ\F7ZzP!I7 RFRYKG7 RF> R=P!IYTVQX K
HT 7ZRYTVR=P!l YTWQZIGS> W7) B2

LYXST7 WZ7 RPYTR*I=G8OR M *PQY X*WRT 7 YKW 7
\ KRYXG WWe 9B=G&*YIaN 7 X G'WR 7 LK!OTVTR*2=
Gg T 7 GUWRP7R UYX RFQ @='0'IT Ki LI LKO'I78
YTWRLW"ZEKRH @B O'T GTXPT KYX*k f<PT7 LW N ¥Pr< R
7RY 7TRYTVRQ!GIRRT*K72 O'| CRG!T%L Q* Q,OHT
CQPRX T[® &!F Z=Y7YWONX K7=4 TVQE KWK =
GFLQ!Ut\G f<PT7 L778KZO YTREG K P KGiixk*R7LR JW' J!78
L7ab7 fQ ®*QG-

O'ILYXESGRZ

SOy K7YTVRQ!GURRT *KT Z= >fO'l cCRGI@fR!IFYX
O'I7TT%E KS ,GFKT HNWWN S SYX9!FM R,F 7R*M R F
XKK GFP T 7 RYKRW!IP"®:9!FZ*aN7#K*T Q7GKY X
KT HH*KXFZLY XS 7# BCBEYIXR)G7 TK @+-E#e8R* G
Zw>'K79 IJMIRWRIP KNT Q7&KYX &E=-

169



O'IT*WIRGRZ

>fOY KIYTV@®* Q AGIG) LKYKRYKXARN*¥C S
> W7) @=f!l 1*VO!Y K7 L[6N TRFR)S8KY 70:\ KT GTP'
L K* B8 &=+GP KL4G' 7R L RR TS RF7TR WfO K
Y7=£=0\ KLKYXRRKYX® YX REFWfK 7TRNXK7 ) G

L KYX @=-e

GQTXS> W7) @=>' \ K YTp L> Z=G87R K 7 RF7

T Q7&KYRIITZR YTp L>7YKS WP cQ*VRKYX* G# K
I*VRX*, GfEB7La XIW J RFGN'XFTph I>X*QN RFLK'L
LB KS G )K7S'F! X RI7 RFTT Q7 X YRXNG RX S>
W7) @® O\ K78LKYXRP KS LR cQ*W* &=G87R7 RF
K Y7=T QZ=P!l 7 RFL LWROKY®@EW7) G ¥ RF7R
AYTP7XS GZ=»f GNUQ Z=GXPR X fYTT7'IT& PRYX
9'BXP YIXGA\7&77 REX)GY X f7TR' YT X)=GY

T GIGE RF78 %UBVRO7YSAGW7) G=>8KYKV' Q78
7TRZZGMBBRYXKS GZz ZZGQNKYBJ CQFWLPRF
KYXKS> GZ=G8KZGQ*YKV'J LRARIT K L K* &=-
XZ7 @'\ K77 REKJ TVBR®V7) B=+

O'IG'WKBRZ

>IT GITKY X%LA@8! K7Y TWPQKS , GT G!NBJIFr7Wa]® K
UI7TWP K ZZI®RP7RFGG O YX7QN RE*4aS W7) G=»
PIIY® YVKCK7RBD'IT GYTPAN7TKF RRY X

7iJO MU 17T GINBWIVIWaOP K ZZARPBK*T 7 RYX S
> BT 7MRS> GZFP!l YTWEZW;hOP'EZ=T O NJYEDR*9
KYXFKYTT' '@ GBPfON)TGLAI'8SN YKINUWHO U 17ZQ *OY X
7TR)G=fP!>'KOB0I wSWU IWP KH#% N BYX!? TRuUG78
NI? BSQRIB7SUZ# XKWP K ZJ7RBXS W7) G=GYXR7

170



YTIUT%KYX!? TQUGRBI? N'@ B[O KZHA7TXS W7) G YX
ZQ*FPKI*\WKY X

O'IW NNGPG

QpYQ'IT B7 R7TTJ RFRIZ7 S9,SGH YLGW @ Z2
OR T G7# Z&TWGRB'P @ =+ XRF7TH&:BWO K3 Y X
\ KA'LA:B7WP KYIX8 ,GBWfQ%LP8 ,G XKN P 9QFQFfuG
'8 @="BKYX=+FPUGG! TULIXR* Q O[D KPu@'l
7=

O LI HMS KPT TBYXBRX)Z=7 RFO TRIF K O T
W P XI7*KMFYKTPWKBYXW7) GeGYTTG KR > Z8TU'V

WPTWRLYXSLD'ILS JZ5G YRR'TK 9/KYX*QN RF
G'WRKYX¥, 9!F 7P Y)XG K'F B K7 RO'IS 9X* GZ=-
| XRFX$ GZ®U7La Z=:BKYX W'GNWISGZ=0 B J
ZETFRYX WI9A 2606 9Z&7 LRXIWS 7KW X ZG RZG
Z =is

THLIBITWROZW T GIZLK%LP'K %LAKYX7BX*QN-e
Q* Q OLWROZW YKV'J BOJR T3 I7TWeWP K ZPERE
ZQIY®V' INFIWIL KN ZMKM E7YTVXIQN-O TOGIHT
YTRYJWROZW TO TMWe9ZH UGN -LYRT RIIF 77 WeOYRY X
W7NY¥ RGBT 7 RI'NI?2N<7X o

W GPZG\RZ

LQIWIGFZGL"FUTGF @&FTQTT GWTU L7GKYV7R
W ZPG G\RZRNZGWe, WKL LIBGX KGT WIOZE»

CPZZG\ @[UTTT7E

CPZZGW 7 ZW;h9PX TU' WFFY 7 @& 7*KIPYI7=tQP"
YTKDKQN RFB cQPYTPXKS GZ= YXHUPWTUU
171



KYXZ=PI7i 7XS W7) G=' JPWTUUTJI B2 KYX%K HK
S'F*KY¥TK O TRKYXSBN ZPG T W Tu[WTWI' Qs FTR*J
Z=%' WTU Z=WWTIWUTJI' D& XK*KYTK BYIXWTU L
X*QNHY 7=H KPTpXHQE:=>8KY N+uK! WR 0T IXOQN 7
HWQ@ PYTPpPXKQNKN G GILRgLYR RZ=-

LQUGN GLIR6 8 DK

PID'T GLK TO YFI R-WYKV7TE&OjW7) @2 O6R >
YTI QGIRYBEV'IIPIF Z=YKVYTVRTZZG X*AKN R ¢ b’
T ONTpPZK 7TRYKWV' KXW OTK P KN/ PRI*\WKY Xp YXWIG T
K" GLIR LRTRK¥Xj> BKYXFe™ G T K G T@KO K
LZT ZW;h198S , G7T*KI*V L KYX* G¥ LZ 7 ZW;h 9P’
TG!7GT K G K7 T7KRYNXR)GBGEGE87TR YTHMTRAIY
C SKYX W7)GeX7 R7=IHZGB'QNS G-TK" G TYTR*J78
S9 S97 S9GZWf8S LR S> W7) G=-

TQTTE& T GYT7TG LR L[O6 7R 8 DK

G8HK K \ K XILRALWYR RIPU7Wef@ HZIG QN 1LRVRG
L[I6 RTQT GM7 GYTBGDKR S> KYXSQHTHWHKYX G
Z=N G Z=' XKI*K*KIORYX* 6 YXP!7auG7®P!7H K
WPQPr G!IGO,SX alG78 H K WPQPT GY GRX®E*XK
PGNV'X* KYXK)G=P!II7] KKYXT G!70 9 GX* = I*WR
O 9\ GRX)XZ2 Xfe7RUQ7 TSGN'W L"FQTI Q!IGX* & S
TRY79 9 G Y79 9\ GRX)4=T UQFTU' W N JPSYTJ K
TYKVYTU'VRRR KRN F*7Z<[REZAW R7XS GZ=-
TGNGKY \VKTQWOIPZEP!I7TRW L"FQT G!IRRYIZ{
N+LQ!UMICLWRE GBYTRFZ H-

172



TQTTE& T GYT7TBWRI[O 7R 8 DK

X ORWFQTT G!7 O Ef7S I"WB KYKI7E*QN/ ZHG
YTRWP JWKRj> GZ=P!IZ RYX GZ='>8K7RY7€ 9
Ef7Z=~G8KN L"HUBWRP FOQOUIG GY XKr7 KYIX8 &=
>'KI*KO KYF7BRXER'8 &Z2 O6R > XKW O PKYKYX
W7) @+ ZPO K TUWRWRE"FQTT GIZYWRP[G WZ = Y X
W ZRWRP\RK L KR TY RW PM'XT[WXX* GZ=<8K
7 RW PH HBYRX)G=G8KWN L"FQTT GN\/KX* G*W ZPG
LWRPE Y ==

TQTTE& T GYT7G 'WH[O 7R 8 DK

TQTT GLR YR RIPUW X' HRPGBOj9',SG8X T GOZG
"HRG7We @ HIGXPWI0]9'S»8K7 RW PH[@ KG77RF
WLTFGIZ TS 7TMTUTQTEPZGL K* &Z=G8KTQTT GNVPH
%LPHRX)B=P!IKXEDBZGU SHRIQTR LBIKYXj> B
JK7R/e ®*O'S RV L"FQTT GN'K*KYXj> BX* GK* QB!
7i X fP"BGHTLRYKYX72IHZOALWRRFPT 7 RR)=G »
G8IGWO HZGPR T 7 RR LAGP YK S)P!I YXWTQTT G!7
T GYT7TG KR Ta) @2 XP KYX K¥&' TQTZ QIZXKT QUG
YXWe QYTRYTO @ RR)Z=> YXWE"FQTT GNKSZ=7 TS
Y7¥ITW\RFYFQ WS R7 YT[UW7 RFIZXK TO @ RR)B=
> TQT GMTK URRK)DG=+

LQIG 6RLR[6 7R 8 DK

X ORWIG7TW'B* DOj> GZum>fXH'8SS)&XZ=GfXH'S 7
J ROLBPWKS)Z=MSGJgLRP FYHR f&PN fYORPLRILR
YTODG> GCGM RRXKQP KIWKR Gl Y XIWefQ*8TOZ9 GR) G
Z= YXT GIWFKTQT WeW' XFRWe @*9TOX9 =N fYX
XH'BR LB90j> GPK7Re®*OD'S RV LURKROj> GP!I
173



XH'SLRP PEB fYXYXLRPWOR ¥TO YKT%UIBL KYIR) G
Z=7iYTOK¥XL RREZG %LYTRKYX8KIZGTO BRRP KS
> GZ2 KYHZGUe®77 UWTO @ RRN 3 RLRZG %W u
RX)G=+: G> QZGW'XXZ7 R7THZ®BS GZ=P!BDZWOPO'I
Y777 REYXKKS> <17SZ=>'7 Q@TK WZGL KR TS RF
YT[Y* @=-

PIpf TQE[SGFQT GI!HRWX7) B=GfTQF YX UW¥eQ!iG
T YTOXG GZ= TQTT GYX 7 UWKWe QXdQB Y TO UlG¥ X »
L I%CQTT GMWeQ*9TO PR TQWOWeQ*89TO 88K* G
Z=+YXYFQT™K 27 K!?NS7F)U'YWT GODQK Q7 Z=-
PIIYRPG KBWYRRQWOLRQTYB7)Z3= <S)BYXG®O®T HR
'8 NXXf XPR/OB'ST 7 RUXTX H fLERV LURI¥RL)G
KYIX8 @=-

LQUGP GLR-B*BL[6 )K7RB DK

HTG Q Z='7*K*HR G! Y4 RP'HE8 &= J R<SS
LR T GW'X%S)s7 fKIOX* GZ® > KILUFIP8 QNSIST L YKP'
ZZGYNAWRLUFL YKSSLR HR!T < WRS)IG8 &=68Y X
YKRHIVTT 1G8=% P! bf J RMZGcGT GIR*YDG> GZr
GW L"FQTWXI&S)G7 KYIX8 &Z2 >8KWXIWTQES)G
Z=G8KV LTFGV'XS)IG8 &= YR QG*HI*\KYX%B8KTQT
KYXS)Z=GITQKS)TGK'S @G

PIIY7=TQES)G Y7=IHRX)B=G8KK7 LB WRIR WRX *
TWeB)G" HRKI"S QNY >'KL YRE'GYNAWRS)G  HRK"
'8 GZ=¥f>f TQWO7J RPFT8 DXXGFK W OTZ=+7 " HR
>S UQR WPJF L KYX* GF < WRXLGYKB)G  HR YKP'
"HR8 &=P!L YKPWR> BIBRYIX8 &2 XfC ;77 RBR:h 9
WQ YK7%LGO78Tj1) GZ=-

174



LQUGN GLIR 6 7R 8 DK

G8K HXI e9 URVR MRe QR¥GW & QWil®' G RENWPHU
P KS,7 RR H[SERYRRX)Z=KYX+T QeYTK OT T7 KRY X
7TREZHLR MR QTG !P<SSLR*WRHRX)K7RNe QIuG T
[WTIR)B@=G8K YXJ RLRIKLWRR*RYK7 Y87) €2H7 *K *
ZW:h 9%KLWRFCP S> Gf7R J RO"GTK GPWIPZZGLZ7
S'ST 7 XQQN Q7 Z=P!IN+LZW'X*Y TK ® YX K)Z=-

7i0 >3L4 L YKFXRFPYTK ®YIX8 &2 7La WE7) G
L YKS)@=7L4" HRX)D= S90'I RK"We QUWLAR'X)D= Xf
PIW"G7L4 7|l XRFPRYTLRNIE8 &=)}K7RZ[® RYXG4
W"G 90f0] ° G KYR]&7) G WeQliG T TP X* T GTP'
ZP RYXW7P G8KRLaA L YKZXRFReQIiG W @7 P KS
>?>f7 RE> GQ T G!WeQ!UG TVKN ZJG=GW"G
7L4 ZW;h\WPXK7R/e QliG P KN7PKN KYX=-GgYWeQ!iG
G TYTRFIKK ZP ENT Q7Z=7{ TQT%ZG TQT 7HRG
W"G7L4 WeQ!iU® TYTRPIKS ? 7TRYTLRKG*W7) @®
TQTBZG TQT 7THRAQT TQT WeQ!iG TRBZJIR)G
ya—x

8 DKLR[O 7R 8 DK

PIITQTT G!B9 S90 9B ' SR:h 9L HZG K!L  HZBGQN
7R 7 TIYTRKY X2 KYX%K HZ@PLTF® SZ®» \ K]JPL"Fu
X* GZ= XKTQTT G GTPSKYX=G8K SR;h9L KR TS
W 7We Q*9YXWe Q*@7TS9 S90 9RXW L"FQT 7T%L7
YTRK¥X*Q®YX%$ TQT ZRP WP WPPXKS , GF YX TR*J7
W O TR XR'YXGj<!7SZ=P!b YWT\ KPGR'GK S®LRP F{7
"G P KEYX GZ= GQ7j 6R G)S SG S SG YKJ UWR

175



7R T$O-KO KZ7J RLK 6RS XK* @=+ZO'MWRRD|> G
Z=e

>f[0O KZFRRYXGS S SLR-LYRRPIKS , G¥TYTJIGY XK"
YTRIPUWX  HZGTK QWIKY®jW7,G7 RMWeQ*97R O T
7TWeRY XYW7GR!I>f YTK QWIPP KS , GO KZ77 RF
YTR*JR¥@OWe Q*9 WMXTTHEG RR LAGR|We Q*@T GV O WT
[O E:h @KYTRD TWeRIX)DG= YX RPe QTITGY T =G YR&Y X
'S ? KYXk 7TRBfK WO GMW8X*alLaG RF WONe QWO K
LKY TR'Q T TV eKIYRKX )L

LQAUGYK 7V LLR 7R 8 DK

GBKNOT GIVKRWEIB YK S , > YXWITUH Q@ Dj> -
PII7*KF GA8KKRTGQ R* &=>8K 7R PXKIPW X*' WO
T GYTTONOWIKTU%LBVe XG>f7*KF GI!P' GYT7TGNOT8 XR
7R TIPZ:GIYXWRT GYTW&* @=M, R YIXGNKWV' B
> GZ= 7R\ KYNKKWJORYX48RX W¢97 LK P7K R
TRYKWYXKS> GZ2 KYXPQAYXB'YXQj<!7SZ=»f7*K*
7 RENWeQ*B7&GYT7 LBXS , GT*KF G!#Z7 RT GYT7
7XS W7) G=8RXWCOT GYP7KN77RWe QD GRYX*, G
7 RWe @@V XZ= \ GW'X* =¥ TSK T G[OfK*QN RF
>fWe Q*9 T PPKKS , GF7R \ K 7R K G TLRK' G TR
\ KLRKOBRMSGF7I*V L K*QGe

LQUG8 DKLRJ[O 7R 8 DK

7i KKYX KS W7) @='TF0 WWXZ Q[O\KPTYKW P Q
JPUT78 G YWTWPQWKK7 yQ7 S> GZ=GYXKY\XK7Y TWE Q*9
'8 &= 7R yQWeQTIGYTVGRYTVQG7 RKYNK S
>, MWeQ*9KWTR T GYT[MBI S> ? KYXSKFTVQN*J7
\ K78LQ!TG GYYTWYIXS> , HT 7R K!OT7R KI!%IPu%L

176



YTVQWNKIY?D 7 TBP7YXS , GFXK K7ZZ QY TRKIPNK S
> W7) G=G8K_pK7FG Z QZK!OX* G* _pH GIZw XK
KIP7HR SO9GFFUZ Q[O\KS'SV P JO®7 fZ<®BTVRS JZ:=
PIWeQHB Ve QHI®jW7 TSXK*KK Z<BT\KY X=-

>\ K7T GYVTWEJ dRMR I XKQRMX KS , GYTYTJIG
LR YR RIBPUZZHW X" H2GYTK -© KN+dT 7 RR)ZZH7R
W' K*dWadj 7RT GYWTVD 7 RKYNKYQ7 S> W7) G=+
YXWe 7TBWK<S Gf YTK O ZWH#GTU9 f7*KN®G Gg K
YTVQN*K?7 We-Q*#07Y TWQe Q977G Y TWGXT 7 RR LAG-
We Q*PYWL K*QNGISS NXI7 QURT GYTIWWR) B=-
YXK7®PP KN77K3 RKY X

TQTTE& T GYT7TG LR L[O 7R 8 DK

G8WTRMPIKS > 7T GFKH KPHGZ= ~ HEYW' XZ=-
KY XY TRLWROLVRAIR) GKF G!P!7H KWé QF97 RS LR
7RI*WR KWEQYXAXY &% GQYXH KRYROGN RHU*W R
H KPHR*@NS'SZ=¥K W ' KPHE*QN X H KPH&Y X
X*QAMR LYRRZEP!IIYXK"7BWEOT 7 TR) B2

7i KKYXXS W7) @='7*KF G!P!7cQWNe BIHPOFR TS
Z QZYXT GUIFWRQWWe QNOTER)G= YN YX 7PR7TQPWf
LYX8Q7 We QYKV' IWK TRZIBX* (&Z2 K G8KK* Sf7*K*
TGITB cQWWeQIBGTY QZYKTUILBRWO Q cQWWe Q*97
YKVIR) BT G!&KgKYX=+K'7T GWEQIUTE GHXFR TS
Z QZ>f TR NYX 7PRRS gGf QGIW O GWEQKIXERGH T
7*KWe QKYR XYRGHT LKYWTVQ78MRGY X*K¥T7 IZPQZ
7*K¥TRAOK YOR) GE GN+W' X LRP FTWP QX' 1LRP ReVDi* 9
T 7 REIH-

177



LQIG 7 Q L[678 DK

X ORWIKQTT GLK TQWOP*KRX)Gw YXTVQ[OW' X*
8 DOj> GZ=TQMWOPTQT 7 G WTUMXKZ=>'K7
LRP FELRPWQP'G THT)K7 WEQ*9-

YOS L[6

G8KK'7TR:h 9 TSG[®-KO R:h VX" HXGRPIKS -« XK
T G!7T R;hKYXjW7) GRB8K YTYTXKYRXGAFRR h B' W' X*
KYXjW7) GRFK'R;h® TQT GWPTWON KWBKWX7& cQ

7 X6f[cGR;h F*X*QNXM, RfR:h B'7Z2=Gf WOV L"FQT P’
L KYXjW7) B RF GIZ Q' 9WR:h 8 HIG8 &YX=-
K'7TR:h 9L W' XYXjW7) &K P KS LRLK O TWedg cQP'
RX TBPNYXK G»>f XKTO HYXK*R:h BK O T W eFOWX7) Gf
YTR*JYTR*QMWP Q§> G<TQTT GNTRHh 9XZ# K W'K¥ X
7XS W7) GRBE8K7IRZ QZWe 7BPa G-

L[678 DK

SI LQINTRYR QG LRRG=>'YTYTJITH TGh WP ZZ =

HT 7R:;h QR -YRR¥I WP  HE= YX RFRTYTRIFY
KYXW7) GFY G 7TUXRR*KL[OKYRIXPXKP QB ]8IGYXY -
YTYTITRWEY X =>f K X* GFK'7 >RT GNUPW XTYTJITFU
'8 Ge7'T GLRR YR RIUFWPTWOKYX REB!MVOTLR LYRTR*J'
XKNPT QVSBOMKNYEGT GUGGGXI>7 YTYTIWENBYTU'V
Z7 RW P JBWZ=-TQTT G!B9 S9 TQTP39 S9Z7 RR:h 9
RXSRBK7WPZ WRPZ7TEX* @=» YXQT WOTQT7 R:h 9Z=

G YXBP7TEKYX* GX7 REB KRP MINWEY" FQTT GTWPTYTJTFU
X* GTYTIHLPIGKYX*, @ RFTR TQZ QRKYX=-

178



ORNI?NY&S' TRhWGXTBEQTYXWGXYRYTYTFKY X
'8 E=P!IITQTLKYTYTXTFTRA>RNGX/TRF>R/7 1'8 G
Z2 7 RFYX HZ@WEBXHT TQTR;hV8 L"FQT LRYIOG> G

ZF TQTX R;h 978 GZ=+X7 RE YX PTQTR;hI98 G
KY%'KcG KRP NKSBY" HQTgPGQLRPVWOWIXRE7Z UR;h 9
YXTQT IRYKE &= 7TYLR:h 9B &=-

LQUGN GLIR 6 7R 8 DK

SEYTYTITFUGWREZ=GfS9 SOR;h 9R'7T GYC PIBS LR
YTYTIJVRUB S &Z=>8KY7GQ[O R:h9TQTWKS7BK"GK
TQTT GAYX2 O6R >>FWTYTUTRFLHJO-KO R;h 9TQTWH

LK7T G'S,GfS9 SOR:h ®9>7L4a WP"XT8Y T KIYPQ
7XS W7) BsUK'7Z7 RV GIY X*WR U P XWPSXY TY TUTIFU
ZQ79 T 7 RYDRGWU IN) HZ =+

PI'[O-KO R;h I7GNO7-1*WRSPR 88 X )K7 WIKK"QKG!
KYMKS*G) QLY XBUTBTYTITFKEYXK* 2 X* Z=P!|
7TR7 RF]P Z=" GQYTYR;h J7KK"JKG!L KOj9'SZ=-"
YXKZ=>'KlI K7K'7TE' B¥S9R 8S L/TRK"YRULSVRPLFK'S
>70 W =

LRPFY YKV'JLRVRGQTT & T GYT7EHR
L[6 7R8 DK

GB8KTQTN G!MX RE*YI4S >'> YXWNKGXK. RP VF®7
G KYX=Z K Z® K'7TK LRP MeFRY BLRP)RY WIK
Y70 9 R>14)B= HTW L'%08& WRKYT7 KYX& XBT7 L
W Q7 RERPYHRTRI>f 7R TQK*Gf LRP KYRX G*W R
YT7 W' W ORY X7 LRP R W9 lBe QQiiBS N | I*WIRRP F{ Wf
We EYH) W7G+T GV L9%I#BTS? H KPHGZ: 7 WPRQWR
H KW' XHBYXjW7) B=-

179



L[678 DK

KYX L[6 Z<BYXRP FMIZQ*BAHK7Y TWQ N7 fZ=7 K
7 S>W7) @®T GYT7TT GYYTVEMFER TSHT)K7R? R
JRER TS K 7 >W L%IIR) G=Y7LKY7 9 RLYXST7 L
W OPBf\ KW L% W8 YTVRBFR)GI 7'\ KK S L GKYTVQ?7
7 RKYXRFjW7G#\ KW L%IB YTVTX S 7 RRZz L G
YTVIQL G 7 RRB*KYSjW7) GWRT7 W' ¥* ORYX RF K7
7*KTQRYX =+

G8K K78KR 7 RK}TEWKQ7 PN 2 XP7R T 7 RR)=Y€ ;7
PII7RHU>\ GT @P @= HTY7=I\ GKY)X* @2 LYXST7 L
KYXSGk ,SL GXI YTPPPKKS 9K7RK7*KX* B Z KNKS'
RX@, LIPKK SPBXKYX W7) B RB8K GXI \ GRYX G
\ K77*KO® HXKYX W7) G RF KYKRPQRS' SZ=4*WRT7 L
W' W ORTY X 7=1Z 7K YXX'GI 7=Z=KYR8KZ K'*KCG'7*K*
T GV LY%LB  H@=Y7e[U®LS8

L[67ZZGRZ 7R 8 DK

G8KOR X* QW LIFRHUZ®B Y7=IU'XY=XWAOY 7,=! e U
7 RHUZ® 7T*K"FUFIWP"XI70 N KWP"XKRK PT GZ=-
G8K K Re[UTW LHRFZ K*KC S>W7) &2 \ KT G!78
KYIKXFR)TG7TR 7 RKYXRFR)G®w 7THK*KYB7G6f7XS
>HXF7K 7*KRYZGLBYX S> W7) GFOR >'\ KLKYX%LWf
LKYTVRIBFR)G=TIXG70 UWD7<GWRI QN > 7jC N G
TXSYKTIXPRVOWR uT®I7 SIWRWXORS!7RKXS$ X 6R
LRP PAY'DRP KIS8 X'* & =-

180



TQTTE& T GYT7GYXKR' S L[678 DK

YXORWHF H KPH&*QNKYX*QN ZHGTRYJE* DGj> G
Z=+1 XRFKHS 7ZRQZ\LKG 7XR7NYX 7TRR@® KP KS
W7) @=7 RE G 7 R7 HKGS 7 RW TWf NiZz=>7R K R
YKV XS GZ=68K KCG' 7'\ K7W&9,SL GXI K'77 R7
7 KOjW7) @2 Z KTQTT GW N JP'H KP'G T K G T7
7ZHEBX  HZGWP B=-

N+0Y 2 K76RK Ij W7)€ZdH 7XCKG8KK* SfK S 7XRQN
L G KRXQNVEYTK (RX)RA+KKYZ=K S L GK"7 RTS
\ K7\ KWLP'GX* @=»fZ Q\TK YKTUJI®BTS? 7 RPV ZPG
RXJBEK' 7T GMW P"YK7Y X QI K YX* @X.WRERP FITQT
T GIWRR*X* @=+K'LRP RMMEVQITILRP AT K'7TQTWPT' G
7 TQT GV WO%BLP'GKYX* 66 KKYZ=>f KX* Gf7T G!7
K'7T GMWVN J7K7Y X QEF KYX* GEgKZW:hOWRWP B=+
\ K7 HARP FITQT 7THZGWKZ® O'IGQ*KLQ*RBWRF P
KYIXGZ =

LRPFYTR*J[OWOB DK

YX7 R7T LRP FK77 K LRP PAY&\Q¥ 9O TW D' SP U Wrf
LRP EXXIU PHGXLRP RMeMIWOOX*QINRP F$9% S9 H K
P KLANLRP FJIQRANXI J RLRC SWOL[68 DGj> G
ya—x

8 DKk RY

LRP FYRP FT [W&87RN 8'SI'S9'SK 7 RRWOLRP FT7
T GYTIW[MHT [W[d K'Ws YOZ7ZP Rg X W DGj> G
/=

181



7B Q=*BL[0 7R8 DK

LRP DIGRVPr UZT'TR)B® WTUW OTZ=-

LQLGWOL[67W P 8QDK

YXWOK!P KZT QB LILR-IYRR*Z=+1 XRFGRP F
TQTQ!Z& YXZT UQMRPIBYI7 H:YKRTIQG Z = We,olYZXP'
W KIL'> KMGQN77RF KI!PW QY TX7K*VWF X* G Z=<»f
LRP YR XOTGf7RYK] @ RKYX*, G =X[O KRP RfeNYoX
7TRIKIZW:h 9 GRIWLZ [WUYTK OITVWAV)G QT R Ff
LRP RYX=GfYTK OSTNQTSK* GLS KYX*QM+RRP F{7
YTO QGT$K & QFQ@EBS ¥KLWRFCP@=+7RWe ZZG7"S
LWRFZR5'>fLRP VYR KYK*GIG KRP AK&V" PTQTT G!
LWRYPGO$> G+ KN GRP NKRT QPG HE)®D= -

8 DKLR[O 7R 8 DK

GSKRPWNXTK URI ISS KYXPRYTK UUVBEBR TF*K*
ZP FLS XYXRP MY 7BOWIR TSVOX'&X GTQTR LR*V

L KR)@=+Gg LRP RIYTZWWB Z®B P KRUGKK>PT KT’
G70 RLZWL7BI YM RRP 958 XYRK7[8) &Z=+UQ >'LRP F{7
8 DIS'$ 'S RWO GGARP FIWYDR) B=+

LYX8[07ZZGRZ 7R 8 DK

7i7 LYKZ 7 LYKYTK O JLMRR®/ ;h 9 GRRYNHSNT7) G
Z2 KYXY TJWKVXA7 TS LG RF URWRGT GYWTI K
YKWD7THWP @G> Ge >F YXTVQP7TZ<[SIX Rl SK S
>, GUTQTLK TQWOWPTKBAW7UXILYX/HK>'W P Q
TX RVTRZIFWTUH 7 RRYIXS> W7) GN &R'R 7 S> <I7S
Z=s

182



8 DK RY

QH H BHZ<[SG I*VLETUT 7 BIKS g LRP F7$ U
LQ!WIGS 78 KLR' B*X*QEXT G!WIWP® NW OX*QN 7
J RLRK7®/' W TQW{T S> W7) G=P!N K7We,Q¥R] G R
XI7*KWX*QGCK!P KMX XRBAgK 77 WP OXT G WEQ *DP"

7RYK] @ RZ=7 RFT GYEZE \ GT GNO7 fTRYTVQP'
TX R* &=0P!N K7T GYTMWAIR TEP F7RYTLRKGIW
7R) B=G8 K!PYKKRKIY&RXRG ;7>f YXJ RLRK!P=K4$S , Gf
LRP EZMW:hWPXXYT< R¥SKIGNT Q7 Z=W N” KGZ KN O7
WP JXZ7 RRNZ<@=+

P QZPBWNT< R

7 QT BP QZPOQWEN S SF]8P"YK)=Z®IGB K' GW' X *
WP G§> 6>8KX!@ ,QZ XIWO7 S'8¥EXVAR',BFYXHKLR
7i7XS ?2 7] YNWOTP P7S'&KYXjW7) G2 OjW7) Go >f
7PWFP]P HT]P PX K7L"AU GYT7IG7 RS « QH >'KK
T GYWT\RYXB]P PYTV®YNRAPL"TU7GYA KS W7) B=+
XfPIBf YX*WR*T GYTZ=GfLQ!THEWT K" KX D'S-.
SH*WR L"FIGG YA KS , Gf LK&'GK=>7RT GYTRGRS
KYXW?7) ¢ ]JP PY KT GYN ZJGG$PL"Tu7G YRYQ]
WT7P BY %k YK]%BLB GYTEGI7TR 7*K QN ZI®G >f
N ZJG=Gf7TRHXF SYTWQ G Y*KX*Q G

P QZPBB DK

>T GL %8 ZXG'X* GZ= 7TR T GYRP7/KS GZ®m
KIOTWBZ=G8K'T GYT7GWIRXJL=HT>'T GYUfF
7RN JW ORYWX T 7 RRLAGR!P'N J WeROX)L=HTN ZJG
Zz TRT GYTVG KYK7 RES? >f K7 S> W7) @G=GN J 7
T GYTWXT RSW7) G=€ 7G8KR GYT768 JK'LWRK QK
183



S XfT GIGKQgZFYKVYKI7TR/X™ HZBNR Z&> YXWR*J K* G
Z=¢{R-AYRRFIGW X" HEGW X" HG5 /R -YRF R* I SL KY K >

PG GRKS W7) G=T-IYTT IIPKYKP QB I GVRNZ<G

KYXIeSAQU+BG'2'GKZPB NAF¥GH'GKZ7 UGNG'X* & G
Z=<"GKYKWIXX*QN Q7 Z=GgN+U7 | L7WfWIRL7N!?
X RL RRN<7 7jRXSZH-

7 Q L[678 DK

YXORWEHRV'&* DGj> GZ='7 RF QM N[WHKYXXS>
W7)G¥7=IT GYRYX*RF QM N B7DIS'N+0ZQ WMSET
WMB KIU P' W NK7 RSYX W7) @ WMSGZQ W[Wu
YK 7W07 RE QU N T 7TRLAGWMXGW N N ZRXG6f
W N WKV'R 7 QU7RFIPY XK TVBRXKQNWO 8G DBRQ X) G
=ZWBf T 7 Q&EPI!bf KT L K*PQTQJWU 8G DBGRRQ X)G
=ZMKBZ QZYTRXIQN RFP @YX:RIKT* 7 KQIWU BN
'8 NQTBH YXKTBPZKGI7TR M RL RRN T Q7 CKY X o>f

LY XK TIK KBMN+07< RFZR KT%L8L KR)@=MS Q¥
T GYTZEW' L KYX (GYXK!P K7GO< RWX* @=-

8 DKLR[O 7R 8 DK

G8K L[6X* QTQTI GT$LQ!WWS*<KYK M D'S*
7R \ K 7 WPHU[6OjW7) G=-TQT> YX KP'KS GZ=
GQLRPW® WP "DOVK*KF XIPRYIX8 &=P!l LR \>QiG7
Z*OL'"FR UZ=+H"STQT GM7 GYT7RB!IOWTUW P=<Q

HSG7 \ KZP QZ% YXL[678 DK

7i KKYXXS W7) @="' TQT7T GZ® \ KWYT7 LZ/=G8
ZP 2 KYXY KLKYTVQ® GL G WXFR)G=7{7XS >'
YX K7L G7 T3*KUGUILKROZRKY XMW P KTVQYK}TFY K7

184



YWYT7 LK7J RX* LYASK7L GI*WRRRYXEWYT7 L7
\ KW Q@QW0Dj> GZ=+ >f[O KTVQYWIS}TFY K7R J R

P KS,GK,SL QRIYTVER}TFY K7L GW'XG 0B KLAG
MS Grg KW KL"BALE KYRXG'T GMK}TF7 MWYT7 LKZ7 R7
\ KEHXX* GZ=7 TSX 70QH BQZ¥TVRKS W7) @=of
WYT7 LK7YTVIQ GYRYX*GIVK}TFT K7Y TW® X* G YRY X
RXGe

LQUG8 DKLR[6 7R 8 DK

7iLRPVOTQEH"BYXjW7) G2 KYX O'S LR RP KPYMXXG e
7iLRPVEQWP'"KK"OjW7) G2 KYXP"YXGWOLR WRG P7
WPRWON+UT 7 RYKR)EZH>f XKW6 T 7 RS, GF TQTT G!
T 7 RRiPY7{LRPFQVP"YIXB PLK'H"S G!%h& &YX]
W7) @2 KYX RFK7WOR®Z Q' H"8&YX¢ H"SG HJO-KO K
H KP'GX*QN2 KYX?BLRP FfH K¥PT G RL'"GRYX* G-
G8KK'LRP:FK%L8 >7 F8 G K'7H K L) G*Z® Y XK
H'SB KSW7) B2 KYX+"B GMTV@P'7 T7TKIOX* @=»

LRPFIWWOP7 T\ K77 QZZGRZ 7R 8 DK

7iH'SB GITQNK TERPWOLR TR*YXGEQNJI7RLRI"S
TG!7 T\ KN!? SYXW7) @2 H BGIWR S9 S9 TQWO
7- 7 %LP'8 &=GW L"F I'8 QBYXK KYXjW7) GRYR H

L RC*aK 7 XI1[0O K NK TSWe Y ®RPWOL7R 7 T R*Y KX X
7TR)GeWQR LR %U8 GEK7N W LURWR7TA KK!L® HG
KYX* GSB'TQW(JO K8 BYXK7 LR TR*YIZGS> W7) G
7=

185



8 DK RY

M, RfT GT/PK*7 TQTT KYX=GW LTFWR TQWO
NK TZR*&RP TFTS7 LRP FY7T)K7 LR*YIXGQN/ RF7
'8 &3 KP KLAGE8KR*L¥TWQTERP FIT8PR3B"S G!%L8
KYXt H'S&Z 771 YXK!IP KWWY $ W7) @='LRP Kf7H KP'
LWRZ22 KYXe yQ PYTR*Z=»f S9 S9 H KPWNRRP KF¥K
S9 SO H K®IX*ZEHK7 LR T K'7H K7ZJT W*@N K"
R*IKYXS> W7G+f[O KH KPHG G\ iIGKY®TO KH RVO 78

L TST G*"KX*QG >fLRPWOLR T [O-KO KH K7ZJT W
X*QK"R*YXGEGIO KH WO 78L TS7*K*K T GJ' KYRXGGE Q
LRPKFK ' RLP8 QIGH KPBEZPKH-KZIJT W' X'GK YX*Q G>g
>f 7 TR*YLG=G7' TERP\FEX* Q)& 7 RH" SKGY X »

7B=*F K 7R O6R

>f K ZzGf XKT GNP"XTVQP'SG 7 T7TW P \K7*K
NI? S ,> YXWKET TQT L I L KYXSZ2 6R> GQVP"XLR
TRLWRP FWHKK TSW 7 TO TR*YIXG Z57 RFXKW
WP"WMP KT G R7K'R)B=P!I| X fPGP'W OKYX RFR*YLG
X*PQTMHE'SAEQH HR K 7GW'XI*S KYXt GQYTpP KT
H"SGTQeGX* Z2KYXP T H"SG'THUGC 7Y XRB"YIXG]
<1 7SZ=-

W O WITA. PY:E R*Z DK

TQTT GVMT$R7WO7LQ!BUBKWHIGN' B* DQj> GZ='
T GIT QNB"STTWYT7 LK7YTVD= G®H KYIX%¥KH"SG
G KWf7 Z7 RX*@QWTUH GYWO \ K RK~PR® HT
T GYTG!-

186



QLRPFW Q@ QXYJAjWT7)eGYXTV@7DK

>8KZ QLRP FR Z=GJK7RP"XQ7*KOjW7) @2 QT G!
WOWePXWf QKYNYXK G3j K7XS >'Z QZF QLRP Ff
WOWE 0] YOSZFK X*PQTSGY YTWY RY* &=G8 WQWf
HXFX? @2 KYX%¢ P KVLKXPHW QVRP fRESY7 RE\F7G 7
[Wi LEXB " YXGj<!7SZ="

8 DKk RY

HT Z\F77 RFG 7 WROIZ\F7T GP7 3 Q : L K187
YTURUT GYTNRYXKTNYX Rj<!7S8Y7 RFXKIPR KS>LRG
WOTLR LRGFPHATV L K* &@=+G@gfLRP FAR'TWRKY &f
W P LRP FY TKSRP FIQ 7*K QX*@G7R7*KYK] GO X
RXGTIT' 7YTRKITS LIRRPWOP*KO'YKJI RYORSS> W7) B=-

HSG ] WQH WKJ uR#® Y® DK¥T G R

P YK> YTWREZ:=G)Q*WQHYIK] IRRRGPN TSH"SG
P KLAG+*QH H"BYRY)XEGT 3 Q : L KBYTWRIQNI K *
LRP FQOj> GeH"SMOI K G!¥KT Q& TSH"S G!7QG 78
[WIR)@=+GQH"SG QG 7TQZGR'7TVRIE QAl N\JGX* G
Z=bLRPW® WP "WPH" SIGY X =+

LQUG8 DKLR[6

7i K'7TGH"SG 7R O TW" PKYQXjW7) @2 KYX P KS LR
YT ®#¥0 BPYa K LRPWXQOj> G>f H'SE SX*T Q7
PKS > LRP MI#A*K*GR ISYX*GITGURBW;:h 9BGL"RY X
X*QB RIN+BG KITWGRWe R<RChPLRP WO N <T | XI9!IF7
LRPFN)T=+ GR S OR*8MGX¥X KS W7) B RB Y X W7
I*VX*@G GR S O R7LIO'SLRH"SG KX* G&ZF H"SG K
O'SN I' R*l7 S> GZ=+Gg] WQHRFXIJQNS7S G!H"S
187



X*QN Q7 Z=+K KY¥%* GN)GR RIWLRVRRPWIK8 G8&RP Ff
WO QP KLAGT QT GT 7KRYKXS> Gf7R7*KF H JPWUG
KYXW7Ge

TQTTE& T GYT7TG LR L[O 7R 8 DK

G8K7 ZFP BX TS "B @ KS «KYXW ORYXYF7GF/GP'
TQT TQT7WPR QEYXjW7) G-QTTQT T | K RR*QN 7
7 RF7TR W7 ZFLYXKpPXKQN Q7 GgTQT L K* GTQT
YTpPOK> GM,RL KO'S ¥9SZFK X*PQTB7L4a XIT G!
LK7 RFC 7RV"KIgWf L K* &=P!IZ QZF L KOj Y9S
ZFK X*PQTUS7RV"XIFPRX? RGP 9G 7RV"GI L K
7R TY RW'R*KS GZ=MSGB 7L4a X17 L | K RFC 7R
W"&lg 7WPQS9 L I-KK%T G!L RRG+*YXYKQFTR*Z=
>7 LI KRFRF'LI-R QUL[0*WRK QUL[OR*T7)Z="-

G70YK 7Vu

YX7 RTQTT GIH"S@GVUR TZP BE\F7G W88* DBR) G
Zp C TYXKS'KI*KZZG\ZP FTR RL"TUPZ @\WBKW i@ R) G
Z=+H UBhSE"B G!Z\F7GYKT7QNB="

7B=*BL[0 TRYKR 7RF

YXK 7VIQITT GIVEKRTQYTTR TSXKK!P W XKRXG G
ZaP'Y7TF! GYZEW\ K>7 YKRTODTB XIYTT KIG! GYT7
Z=00 YXK!P RV TUMKQ R EKWIZXIX*QN/ RKX'G!W Q7
YTK QWIKYX* GPRYT$U T-87 fXKKIP IKS W7) Go &'

T GYEZEW!B>7 W TQZ=\ KT GYTZFef KI!PIKVL"FaGf
TRYTLRNG® IKY L"FUKZW;h JPORS X* & =-

188



YKR 7RRY

PII<'GKTO TGWRTQTWeTZE>8KY 7B XIW TQZA=Y7
K¥X 8KYTT XMGG8KN TQMWUERN KIPTRI*KX*QG K"
KIP KTBORWIKYKRIG> W7) G2 KYXKRG7& GKYTVQP'
W'XES S> W7) @ TRYKRTQRE XI*[6 C S> W7) G=-
WP IQOTP':B787RIRIYWKHIX7KLR, L' BXIWRYK®&X K) G
HTATu GYXT7QN RFX X'GIWAP7KS> W7) @G='<'GK*K*

QT GWPTKE®X= HT:B LK TQWOP*K*QW 6% V8P T4 »
>'K KIPYWEFWEKYDXR)GY XKGKYRRTW®HBR TE&"T (KPP K*
YK MB=-

YKR 7TRFH7G R

M,RH"S GIWVKRTOQW®BR TSLQ!ZPGW7 R KIP K=Y7
ZW:Y T L Q W% GITGY XYST7 W ORY XfK!P KB'XIGU IR:h 9
XI9!FHTLRP RYIT GW8ZKRZ )K7LZNK S , GLYXK'Wf
[WT GLARW[UT\K*QE«7 P7H"B GT 7 WRLZNK S,
GLZPW Q OIMK*QG«f XKI GT 7 RKYX, GLZ [W[IFV

L K*QG&QJXS W7) B=>'H"SY PT GT 7 )XQG8KY Q O T7
1*V. T 7 RBBK'Z [WIFK*Q&g7 K!P KA*WKYRHYX
Z7 RKIP RZ7 S> Gf7 U7TM" SW!9[WJR TSKI!P KZT)J
P KLAGMSGF [WFV WP OG> GGgXKe70 BY XGX*e

YKR 7TREL&®R 7R OR

7iW P RIOTPGB X178 ZNK 7YKRTQTKEPHKYK S >
W7) G=>' K. TUGR'K =Y KWYX LY XYK] GKYNKTUGZBIK 7]j
_PKKIP7KS> GZ2>f KKYXGLTUG T GYIIWR TAYK
7 TPP PZ 7ig \ GRX3 RETUGRKK!P W*ORYRX ¥ X
KKYXKT'| O T7 LR1P KPKWe 9RCMre W 7RL W R TV@ i K
G)QT»G EZ LK TO RYXIS) G-XRPAGIGK RIPXKGFT K2"PWf
189



T KETUG@PK7_pKK!P KKGZ=YTp 7RSS TSTX RP'X*
W LW Q ZP QOTRX)ZF TX B'SYR®'ILYK®XRA) G=P!|
LQ!UKEP RB'XIGU | H"S G! EZDNKNYZG+*GgH"SGL®BL
7R RW@ S> TSYKRTON G TRYXT D=

YKR 7TRFLRQY L[ 7R 8 DK

>f LQ!UKIG® KRPVFQIBRIP YWWNK S , GLY X K\Wf G 7
LIKW [UFV*KKYX* @G> aiGRP MKRTQYGVRPI'IR) G
Z= TRS'S I*WKYX*QBYXRP MKRTQYGVP'W I'KY X
7R)BGi* K!PWK P S®77YXP78R7RN 7 SLQ*RB YX* @GB X
W TQZ2 OjW7) G=G)OMW P SO7> YX"S GIHXFR)Gx=
X 78ZNK S ,GLZ W QWTRYXTXOQE-7TR ZGWRiKE
T @IZX*GLY X KW GIZ!KW[UWZFWK] @G=7iGBK7XS >
H'S G7 KYX2 K X'Gf YXHK7YXXZKP F'NT Q7 Z=-
YKRTQTKGP7KIP'GYTRGP XK' 8TRYRIYRIXRTSIX KK>7 f
YK MB=+H"S[GVTRN K!P MPX* GYTXGRYNXYW7) G RF
H"SG RZP ® KS LDRGZ7TWe We TG> G+GgrK 7\BI7*K*
T G YKLPZNK S GZ® H PGNKLP' "4GW QWTRKY X
> YELW QT HEZBXKWMITYK}TE®X' TSX %LPKIP K7
YTWKO @= QWLRYX-s

LQUGI *WRT 7 2LZWIB Y TL Q IWUBEGG #7 8 DK

LQ!ZZGAW:IV T L QU G 0 QKIBWK K YXjW 7) B RF7 R
YK AVT 0P UQVTRHLWP KO/X* Gl XRB®G: BT GYX* G
GNKRXOTP!l YKRKQY®S GYRYXY)XS7uB7W TQWNGU7
S'ST 7 QRYXGN+B7W TQTQNJI7RLRR T GYTPMBKY X
7iW7 GQZ [WFIK* QX X' GVWFQ T\GK7TBP W #RN 7
ZQ WGLR YR RHITW' XL K*QB RE K TQe GYWD Z=+
We o8B0 Ve 7XEQN*VWIK*X*QGRR+RG KKNMTRGYT7

190



BRXW TQAFK<'GKRP Kfs 7XNQ KBXN+WLKZZGLZ7
W TQTGT 7 RNOTRLR7Uj W7)=ZH RBGUQKUIB KKV'J P7
YK IMNIF' SI+uBQEGN7GYTTGI MR LAG

TQTT & KPKP7ZP FP f9 7R 8 DK

PIITQTT G!K!P K ZFP7TR| Z2 Z K"=JG7| X f 7XQ
< X¥®' KIPZKQZWfZ2>f K Z=GfX fRT 7 RK7TWeT'IK
S'SKIP K ZFTFj Z2 Gg P f9KR ZRG)QFO TH'IG!TS
KIPKGUGS> W7 G® > YK GTP'KIR YR RIBUWX G T
'8 &YXIR\ K>7 f7 WOP KNL Q7 Z= >'T GV P7H"S
T GI%G8* =W'L GKKZ=¢7 TW NTX RTSTRIBWO?7
WX HKXX8 QNIKRIRRB=+ TX R7 RPOjW7) B=K7*K*Q
7 REWOH>SL# T Q! pKWSX*T @ KLAG e

N TG&T GYT7& MRP Q[0 7R 8 DK

G8HN T GI7 GYTNGIVQRW IRX@ RW Q W QD'l
7RNW OTZ=KYX*W OTO'XY RRKYXjW7) G=>'"WO/ 7 Q
Z=7 RFN L"=S TSZ K76RY» QG878DGBR)G=Z K
Zs XPYX GIFSON!?28)KXKW P NO>7RL WRO%EBT Q \ K
7XS GZ=W QZYKYXYX KT*KOR'S , WO TW Z»
[WKYXW7) G

LQUG8 DKLRJ[O

7i KOjW7) G='KP7RISMI!?8)YXHKZP Q YXN' TS
YKRHUWP"SXWRRNZ2 KY % Y AHKT =7fKN* K YKY X GfQ
ZP Q \ KBLYTVRBOXt KYDWRGRS*77' T8 I7YTVOPT |
KYXR)=ZH XKYXYT VKON Z*K¥TTTIPGOKNX* @ =7
YTTZIP QAXU ITHUYTVRP'@2>f KX*GP' \ G Z=T7R

191



YKWKYXS> W7) GYTT Igd' RDZGLBRGY¥KWRNX*QN RF
KYXXS WT7)>GI IWO'K7 WRSZIKB7TRK7TN*BKY X =-

WYT7 EP Q \ W70 TRNPHUK

7T GANTKPK! QAR GI\ETHOYK W7) GQH\ K7YTVQ
ZT#[BTVO90j> G+H WGNG T GUTSVR ANI?BYX, G NG
LY XIS WT#[& KYXW7) KKYXXS W7) @=' 7T GA\7K
I*WIRGA7K7C BIX*QN REYXSXIET#[& RR)B=7 RF
KP KS TRV K7*KZT#[& KjI'GM RKKYXKXS W7)sG K"
\ KW P @BK7RO KG\TKZT#[B7RFZ=5fJO KG \7KP'
\ KPIYyQ[O K&+P KS, GfX \ K\ET#[WEK TW[XL K*QG
7 RFYX TWRLReZEG [WIKG\7K*L" H@=o'KT e ZI=G ! Wf
[O KEYX KHNT#[& KWR)@=GYXRK eZEG!WfK&YX KN
YKT#[@QRR G KKYDXXS W7) B=>'YKTH[ORP KKYX eZ=G
T G[WIKG RZ2KYXeP KSLRN!?8 T GPKl GRTW[O T
KYX*QG RFYXWP®< K MfKZ4 XKNVYT7 LKKYRX)D= -
>f XKO KG \TKZ RS GZP Q \TK7GYTTG7 RSST RF[O K
T GIM K!?S RXZ=+Gg'S*7ZP Q \WT0 KK RIGHK7
[O KG\TK7Z T#[O0YKTH#H{67 RP KLAGMSGF WPQT#[0
YKTH'OL K*QNYKLWRO H RXIG »

[O KG\TK7T)7 L7WQ 7RYKR 7RF

>f7XS >'(JO KG\7TKP'[O KB!yQ \ K9+FZ=GfT GYT7
< KVKPK! @7BXIWTHKNNY W7 & RE GTGG!< K\VKRZ'7B
< KKR [ KYX=YRG7 QLWRW®YT<TRJeS> W7) G="-

LLUGYKR 7REL&R 7R 8 DK

L"=S W7) GB > KZTH#[BW:hDR'Z=G eZKG GIWIKG 7
\ KL HBX)ZEGYNR L K*QN.YXK'ME K L HEX)T:

192



G8KO KG [0 KAX"VK 7N'R7 KYXL K* &2 6R>T7 TS

\ K XK KWO7 L[6B'3Q KBXK"B'SYTWW\RWP"K Q7
Z® [O KGR*IS'Y 7%tV [0 KOG KS'$*V70 TXIeP!bf
[O KG\ KOj>, GfF[O KG R*IKYXjW7) 8KQPZ=>'[O KG 7
\ KW¥e QFY® KGP’T R*L L KR)B= [O KGJRT R*L7
YTVQPX®¢Z7 RI?N<S7TXPI7GYO KG [0 KGK"7'We@ ®Y X
X* @=z> YXKIV K7 WPQL K*sYXTV@®P QWP J XRYZG
7 S>

WQ KZP QZ= YX*WWRT7 Lg DK

WO KZP Q*QN77RMV Q W QD'IW OTZ® X*KY X%$
OP!R KZP @4 \ KW QZ=GIWQ KZP QY Xf \ KW ®YG&f
7RYTVE W@ QXD'S KT GUZP RYXQBSGIBW @ K
T 7MRLAGY X7 RKYT7 LER PYTRMX* @=7 G!" HZG
Y7%KQH H¥7=0H Kt &=QH HUQH HK7 O'IK!OTK'
YNKRYTVQX R OKYX-

\ K7QH HT'&X\ GX* &= 7RL 7RF
TZ P QZGRZ

N L7 S>RXZ=>'\ KQH HU&' R GX* @=¥7LK Wf
[O R*KW JKRLYXST7 LPK7QH HXG\ K RHT YX\ K78
> K TB*WARK R\ GX*Q /*XK"PYXBYT7 W OTZ=\ KLK 78
W' K¥X K)&BKLKQH HIFGKISKEGRA7 U THIOW O KTEGT U
\ K K'WP KPRYX7 WU 17 TX RWP KRG U VK P KKYX[S
W7) GiZ QZYX GZP PjW7) G2 KYX K TS K\ G KWfO K
Z=YTOK YXTVQP"XzGE8 QZ9IT XGQLQ*RYRIL[OX*
W7) @=>>A KTQKMBXKGILKY TV@IKYX YW7G 7\ K78
I*WRK R> K® KS GfK GFPX*Q®+R'K7 BN YFQLKY X

193



> ZATWR BN YFQ YT WKQYXjW7) GY XKKF*WARK 7Y T WK Xj
W7) GgLQ!IWMIGX K'YX &=-

TZ P PGLR X&E[O

P"SURFR'L[GW"<T 17 HE P Z=YAUUK7K>7RI*WWR | Wf
0 K7X'SZ2>f Hib RIX*GFTHK7UQ X*QGYTV®KGS8K'
L KK* GZ=>8K YX\ K7\ K L K* GZ=MSGx Q'\7K 78LK
L[6OW | L Kj<!7SH (TGhUP YKIFIP\ KK 78 KL & G*\ GKYW'
L KYX* @G YXYQ 7TKIWPRNTVQ\ KK TQeK L K*QG
7R W' K*WARK R> KS NT Q7X*QGrZ7 RK7 TWeTP&7
GOgKWTUB TYWdR) B=-

TZ P P@GLRWR[O6

>E LQIUIGII*WRI Ki T 7 RS, GILY XKWAN G W8 RW U
7RN ITW*Q8\ GKYW\ GKYWX GfL 'Z=P!IG8Kf\ K TQeG
KYRF7RYTWD X* GKYRY>X BKYXTVO7E TS K\ K7\ K
KYX TQETVQK Z=P!IZ KKW7) G®>f\ K\ GKY&D KO'®
XK TX R*KX*QG6R XK TX R7T Q7G7| Z2 7*KT G!7
G TYTVQRX RYX*QNUWIG!7 G WP KGYQj> GF G!7
\ KLR WRTRYTVQIX R'X*a8YXW?7) G YX KO U RKGGWf
FPKYX*Q&YXPNQ@ Q\7KA GX*QMNKTKOX K¥&-Y K] \GK
>7 fZ=>7R(K]\GKM' R K TKX Q H>'Y K] \GK T QfeK ] %61 8G
KYX LKYTV®@7K] WGLKEYX YW 7 GP!IY K] \GK LK YYXK ] \GK
KYX=+eGg K7TWe T'ZKZGRZXO#Y XIF) $7 fZ='P!fXBORK"
LZOWR?<NXES P! I LKP If Xomi Z)= K YW 7 S »

8 DKk RY

7 BNYFQ>71 XRF®'SZ= P XPR/ KRYNXW7) GF\ K
[*WARK7Y TWQ X RF I*"WARK7TWP X ZGTFQZ= 7> ZGIFK*

194



YFQX > ZATWRFQ YITWKYX*, G'K7 7 BNYFQ*WRBN 7
YFQYM\KQWX XKK!PIKVL"F2>f7 BNYFQ7 ¥ K78LK> ZG7
I *W\RK7Y TV@WIB KWIRN ZQ K*GLZPN Q OITK*QG
7 RF7 aiGTY KI*WRiUGTY K R\ GX* &z PK! QIK\ K

7R RF R\ GX* GZ=+ >f\ K7 TYTVRMBIRN ZQ W*Gf

| XRF T7%RBN Y7F QLK YYKT WK X* QN7 R QRWIXZE=MS G g
¥FQ*QNGW! QV¥eWe TKRG -

QH HOLR PUU\RKGX* Z=m YRGB DK

\ KQH HORGPUURKHT\ GYTVQI7ZRLRS K!P K&\ G
KYX* @=7 RFYXL Q@B HUGQH HUG KYXS> W7) BTS
QH HKYQH P AKGX* @2 KKYZXP QKOH MIPS GZ=>f
ZP QK K\ GKYX*, Gf 7*K¥FQZR#[0D*KYPWRGQ-

8 DKk RY

P YK>'\ K78 TWXNQMFSWRKWe Q*FRIDH HZTHG )G
Z=G) QXKZ 7i77*KYK] K&X*QN RF aYT WL K Y]
W7)>GLY XSKQH HJQO WYXPRX aYT WY Q7GZ=7 RF
LRS*7W MSIS'S7 S> TS7PuU7 YKTWRAZ=+7{7*KZ7 R
QH HWB ITR7j1'S> , > Y QM HAGK*KN JKYRR®D|jW7) G
Z=P!W I'XQ@e K RX*Q6f7*K*QQH \HRT ZP FWfI'R7 S
>,GL"=8 &' \ KaYK QL RR)B=YKYXKYGWN I'RKY X
X*QBGRW IYXKT RE]\GK7MS Z=+ >f \ KAYK QL KR)G
Z=GP' L'\Z6EW QH HIMX @WLR PUMRIWKYXYX Q\ KWf
Z G'Se

LQUG8 DKLRJ[O 7R OR

G8K KA KXI7 T®H HEZG77 L RRQ7RLIKYIR Q!
>f YK QLYFUYP7 9UIKYXK W7,Q5f XKZ 7i7 LQ*B? T G!Gg

195



\ K7\ KQH HUG 74* L KKYXj W7) GsRPR GYTVOPYXPu7
L HZ\GKRVQ H HUKG) XW RG>f JPWGK YX'GE K78 H P K
\ GKYXS> W7) GK RYTV@7P HZP U7TRQH HIYGP PW' X *
YTVEXR* @=QH HUGNGIV Q786G YBZRXFRNZ =} K7*K*
YTVORE|S,G YXMNXXS W7)>G YTVP7 GYTME R F
7§ S'S77 RFXK KYTVQYXJPUR¥KXXFR)@=>' 7TR]P P7
THLXBNYGY 73¥!KPIPHXK* &®>'Ki :B'ZH P!b'\ K
7 TS*KF K78 TWKNZGG YKFX%FP K KYX*, Gf LWRX KG
QH HUWGTVQ/PI' XL KYX* GWRVZKGZW:hB9PVOQH HXF
X* GZ=WX'G!W QWTK O REWfL KK* GZ= RFLYXS
YTK O TWEK77 SRMJfZ=G8 Q K!P K QRV\HKRV_P[Z6
MSGRZ P PGB 7)ZG »

LQUG8 DKLR[6 7R 8 DK

PIN K7QH HUBIP K YD UREEP L KYXRGKYXLIR K
\ KTWP KGJ7RLR"GKK7QH HYIKG) XWRAE LIR\ KLY XK' Wf
QHWHBZ= 7RQH HUIGRNIRN T Q7&KYEB8YX RFK G P
KYX*Q@E>fQH HIWAR TSK!P KQHUXHUGK®R S> , GfK G
FP7W O XKN7) B=P!IK!P KIZKQH HAOGN'RK] 7R NT Q7
KYXK!P KKYTVQ®KfZ=>'" LKYTVQIBFRN '3 Y XKK
QH HMATRNT Q7KYK K)G7G8KK!P KZ X' GIK77 RF
K GPX*:Q REZ X'G!P6L8GO ' KNKK!PKKX*, G )K7 R/ X
VK YXKIP QH HOGKYNKYXW7)SGYXPW@Q!UB=KY X+
\ K7QH HMGFR TSK!P IO HUGQH HUGGL ™ HEY XY X
KIP KRLZ QH HUGQ@=G®H HMG ITXXK!P 07 GZR'KIY X
7R)66QZT X'GIKPN Q ZP Q RW O TRX)G® H U\GK
W I'X¥%LGZ® GQW QEKJ KWRGN7 7R’ GV Q X' N 7
W I HWER X)G=GT) KYEXRPGPGQZT X' GV K7 TRH HUG Wf
W N~ Z&G GQ QH HUGK7 O TP UWI7RH HIG] XW G-

196



LKYTU' QTS7T YTU MXER TS KYK Q PRX* &Z=9v*K*

\ KTTRIPUWHXER TS KRV Q ZP Q )MBYRX) GH Y NGG
Z=P!pf YXKMQH HW XK DRLAGEGFf N XWYIKI u&hP KYX
RX*QQ> QPXPYT< RISKZ=+X KI!P K \PR7YTUT™AOL7

7 RBE LQUPX 8T < LZBK'ZH K!IP KH HL&! GX* G
Zy H WP KEB KQR HME IKXY X) G-

LR PUUWK@W Q7)F7 KYRX)Gwm Z K O6R

L"=SW7) @® TQeKYKI EWRGBKQH HIL® P ULKK
YTU YQIU'VEBBH HHXFR) B= QH HUGY X K Y K] KGY X
X*GfK GP L K*Q®R >>8KLR PUIW KPFZGYH HI@ |
> GZ= LR PUU\ RH HUBTK OK] Q> GZ=G8KZX'G!
X1\ K7LR PUUX K*G JP IQNIDG QN7 RV P R %LV GX* G
Z=G®H PIKS GZ=>8KW P %Q8YK] Gj9'S'WAR PUu\ K
QH HEGBKYX> G JPU7GOTBKYTUNMIGFTVQR ™ KYX
RX)GXRF®mg HUN*X? GZ® YX UQPQ!WG ULI LKYX
HON*J 745 Q76 KBYXX) B RF QPR XK. #HWVhP KB © *Y X
Ul T7) RLWQU 17 HON*J7X9'SZ= U | TYX UQW G
LIPW' XZ=68 7RKPW KXY X)GW ULl HON*ZEY KYN 17
HOL"RODNKP G P 71 % VK YXK* @ =+

ORWT G R

LQ!UVTGK QVDTWPHZKRNTLQ BI%A=+1 XRBGGLZ
TYTU \QRZP @* Gf YK}TEVHT 7TRYTVZP &* ®!|
T 7 QYX=LR PUQHKKE Gf LKYTWXS K7YTVQW' %6
HXKYJXWRGB @®RF KWO K*KF & Q Z LYST KYNMKYGEG Q Q
L H&Z=GQ L77 L> HZGR7WP K*K¥* K>f QH HW X *Gf
YTK O TXKXS7FK®Z'UT J RKYXN<SG7 REFYTK O TX KG

197



ZP Q HXFZ#IL GYTOXR7RYKWIOTZ=7 RKFKVX
T GYTNKORRBG=(

G70YK 7Vu

YX7 W Q ZP QK70'IH YDG9'S LRHKVP Y@ & ='
TK > 9RFKIGK WBP*KO' KYX¥TPPTKEZ 7i7[W0 G
YTVQRY&XGKWU LE XRYXG|j<!7SZ=M, R GYT GA7K7
W O TR 7 RKYNEP Q \[MV) <GKYW7) G3gf> HGT H P
W' X* GTRK Y+, GFXK KITGKYX* QG

> 9RF T KD'I7L 7RF

G)QZ KXW7) @® YXK'T H 'FT*K7 S>? 0R>'K
W P X RPS> GZ=MR'=S ¢ YXTH TZWR®{\Z2 6R

Z® TK THZ=> YOPGRBK R WeQ*OTRI'E§8 &=
PIG YXPE G YIFQV JKH K WPQYKR GRBXPGORF T H
Z=> YXPRY7=NTWQIN ZX3 GZz YT[OYRVQKR GRG
We Q*9RBRX)DG=*YXWRO Y RLR K > 9RF¥KI) 7" LgLP'
W' KWRO7YSAGW7) G T K TH Z=> YXYAWQOX¥KR GRG
N ZXEQNpR=> 9RF T H Z='LYXSKR GRG TRfOX* G
Z= T K PIYXTHRP X3 @= YXPYKR GRADG> G
Z=+YX7 RK"QO'N!?N<7X o

NGFK 7Vu

GyWe WKR%O8 GYZEP!P!a8'GGJ RV JWO W XN W R7
T GYT7GZIjI'KZH RFK7S'SWe WYRZ RKY T ULWQ *OY X
'8 XZ=#of K Z-GIG }787TWeWTRGYT7RZ7RN B"BZ<
Y7 B)SZ2HO6R >'PlaiMBePW IRY*YNRKNK 7R WXW7 WR
>, Gi*VLGYu7 RF KT WQZP-E*GH¥FTVQHRP L KOjW7) G

198



Z=MSQM" PNIQI}7TET#[EUGQ¥KG TSRME QWKRYLX)f Z <
W7G-

199



8eDeg 9F )K7RV %LcQ7 O'ILR
YTT |

G8K P 7 > G RYRXQ@ RBI!F )K7RcQ LR LRO KZz=
MSGMe W' RIBEF> T KWQ'RXG¥ XP+R 6 RR'F7 X)C#¢'l' 8N
="MNYXO KKIOWOP QPWT GIL7KgLXK]RGLE &=-N
Z KZ® YXK7YTWQh BT LUN7 7*K% 9!1FZz K"WP"X=
YXK"MX R*KF GZ=7*KF GYTGPNVKYXQTSLZ= HT
WTUHTpPTIGZ2

R®T LUw7 f7S9F78LKEX< K7 Y TWQKNS87DK

LYXYST7H KYXY7R,hEZsW'LU Zw KKYR<h RBU:] WQWT
HXK* &% XKYXQHK'UXakiG®*h £!0OMWR Gk YX 7'
T O-KO KKW JK7 RFO BLEZ7BX* &Z=of KP KS , Gf
P KS8S GIMK*HRT%LEBYX<sG O'IGH O'I7YK] GGRV' X *
We7BVPaA G-

LQUGL f¥T7 UPWWRT7 LYT< R

I*WRT7 I KYX*WPPXKS RXSZ= 7R J R7j Z®
WX~ GTTWP@RRAN'MS L RRNHT 77 RFWSf K*QN

I*WRT7 LY RI RRRYXSVP KQo 78 DK

>STWPWKP KQ77 RP KS , Gf 9/IFNOTWP K I-K RF7
7 RKYAWT7) B QF'F7LK S9 L I-RRFZ®#R:h 97RR:h 9
LUWRAHUXI>fWO7*K7 WP K I-K RFT 7 RS Gf W'
X*QW T 7 WRGWMP @G> GO"ZP¥7KH KB@RMWO WP K
CQP YKW]WX ~ GWHEYX Gl«+RG K!B7RKYTWR W I\ K
Z= f]l8Wf8S GZ=O0"XWP K*WHR;h OMOf K f]8Wf8S G

200



Z=68K7” YK Q WPRPB78(cG O"ZRMN!I?SW7) G=P!I

O"ZPRAUKXI9OIR*KXK KW JKWKf KGY7IXS> W7) G RF]8

LUKYKXFR) GZQLU:] WPQT HAGVWKF*cQ [cGW NKYMNKG
LU:] WIRO"ZAMUU:B7 LUIN <cQ [cGO TY KIjW7) G=+

ILMVP"X77 cQP KM*ORYX RFGQR LR ¢QR*@G!MWO7
WP KQ[WIRN S JK7TWPPXKS GZz )K7R/P[WTRN 7
S'SWVP KQ8*>S GZ=-YRGWI GPX*QG@QP KO"ZPQe
ILVPOBKK*QGBK 7R*7 WP KQ X*P!IYXCcQ7 7%L® R
X WP QLRG-

I*WR ReWP7 [S3G 8 DK

R:hQAUKXKI 7 ] WOIWKRYX*QN RF TSTWPQ ™ HRBXN7
J RLW' XR7R/ PRKXNXYW7) Gre%'T*KF)d RRYXWP7 [S7G
P UQ XGGF7WPQ ™ HETEX fBN'XFWPNXK GeKYNXXS
> W7)>G)K7RO KG KWP"X771 R*7) =7 REFGURW;:h\WPX*
[O KG\V\7TKW OKY X

G'WRRs "MS L KR&78 DK

LY XKKS? REWH (GR'F'F7S9 L I-K RK*QN7 RF9I!F
WO79' MS L KR T® YKW WPK¥NXK S W7) B!FWO R

L R*K7 PMSZ=KYXFXNZ<KBYXR:hQUXIOIFWP"X T%L
'B>SORNT7KN 77 YFQL RR)B=N+RGPS TQ& T &YX
RNAUXIOIFWP"X=+YRIFVOR' Q' WBWP"X KR)G®
7TR7*KZP RYX%YX-RMVP"KWSI RN S S7MS L RRN Q7S
> RXZ= WPZXQ9F78L RR)B® N GBKIWRNUZ=-

201



< WRPRg 77 RK*@N 8 DK

X7 RFWf7 RRK*QNJI7RLW' BFRWV O W PKXNXYW 7) &Y NK
7*K*J R7TOIMFVOWe QRUKGS , Gf TX RXKI GVO LR $* 10|
> G'LR BPRKaX7) G=-

G'WRYT7 LT7#s

G'WR7 LYITTVDHKYT TKY X

< WRR f<WT7 L DK

< WRP7 H* KY XPRQGHY T\ KTI7RLR KS W7) @= HT
TYX? 7T%LG\7TK < WP 8 QT]® >7 ZP QZ=4 YXBT7 L
T 7 ROROLYR WAIZj)K7T GYMZ7 P KS? YT\ KT | K!W R
7%LG\K Q\ KW KYTVQRIEXGMRT7 H* KY X %L G\ K
W QZ=7 RF LKYTWUWMRBf<)Z= W HWFQL KR)Z® N+u
PGP'KW QGITW+E=%; 7XS W7) G@=' YXKTW+BW7N J
S9 S99!FWI2 G8K Y7 KYXXS > 7 TS!RNO77 P7
CQWW N~ ZGO!FNOWPX7RYTLRYKF RFS Gf K 7
WPDFPWfQRN W™ OTB*QIGS S S STYTRWX HZG&"
7 REY®R'DQj<!7SZ=M R7 RE\F7T G! R;h 9 Q RiR5 FY DR
KYX*:G7 TSH ZQ TH"SG/TR*2RY 9!V O *KF GIFH &Y X
X* @2 G8KRK7 W NRXXI M R KX*@G (R:;h 9QHKG8 G
Z2 OGROjW7) @5 >' KX fR+RGBRYFKYRY XGBKZ Z7B
X* @=GY YK O *KF G1H & YRY X GG 078 QUIlAP 8N Q T K
L RRPGPIPfW R L WOV HUFQ@!WWO7 RF NWT S
W7) G=GB!FVBOW Y7 P KS? 7TRORMP KI7&XS W7) G
Z®>fWON NANWGHYFQ TSTQTT G!7 RF TW? S W7) G
Z=GfS9 S99!N7 P KS?>f 6R >9!F GX* &=G8T 7 RS
> GZ=GW 7Z K76RW'XX¥Z7 RS> W7) G=+X8 DKWf<P
YT74d3 7%LG\KAYTVD GYTGZ® YKRO® GZ=-

202



OF cQ7 O'I7ZP FLR[O 7R 8 DK

PII9IF )K7RcQ [O KZ® YN GZP FiW 7T GYT7G 7
Y TROYR) BR) B=P!l ZP Fi Z27i9'F cQ YKT%QL& We9
Z7TBK* @2 KYXK7TRYKTWQZ TWKY X* XRFEGgRU ;h 87 KP'
SRAKYN!? ROYXGH 81?7 @® > KYLOI*VIRF YLQR G
Z=7{ 7XS >'YLQUR GhB8 GYTRRYX TEPRO Hi®G 78
'8 QT2 @ L7 U:h® U GFZ2 9!FQTUGI7 GYTNGT$u
7 XK"T UHEX9!F7¢Q7 YTR*dUG GNP*YXD=>'ZP Q' U78
T GYRP7K)T=7 RF K="NSW7) GeK7*KW HYEQR) @Gz
PIlU;h8"NSW7) G= LQ*Y¥FQR)GB=G)Q@*TSYX RF7R
JP7X)@=' >RJU;h 8V KP'>RGLKKYZX7B)'Skj 7XS >'
>R@J;h SBWTUUG Z=G8 >RG\7KS! G®'S UR 8Y K'S! G
X*QN XG8K"=S @ L7 QT GTQE=YDK7RR>T G!
TQBY TTKNXL77Z 7iWP @GR UL7T G! 7RZ 71 K"
WP KO%* Gk K X* Gf_pK7KKYRXS _pKYIX8S ORP J"P7
\ KWP @G> GGQ X fY7 KYXX)GE' pKYIX8S BER'8 G
Z=WI"W UZ=J"RYXL Z=' L77\ KWP GBK' Q TQ¥P G
KYX*:GL7T & O'K'QK X* @z Z GIGXRFR'7T &K
KYX' SZ=+YZW :hWPXXN G X* &@=»f\ KK"7YTK ® KS
> GTGUP KRFYR G*a)Z=7 RF >RG\7KYNW' ¥*h 87 K
X* GZ=+7{G8KZ Q'ZF 7B K"GKLQRh 8 L KX* GZ2 KYX
YLOI*VRWRGE GX U:h SPTS>RG 8)@=-

7 QLJ[O 7R 8 DK

XKYKXS W7)5G WP KSTWX\KF cQ7 0'17J R
Z=7 RFX'&G &=+ XREBFP | >R@7 UG b >RG 7
Wel98 Z=G)QK[O KZ=7i K"S9 SO H KZ=G8[O KYX
P KS W7P BY XMW X\ KVe@P K KW'X ° G UG4S , GBIF
TQEK cQ7We®Z7 RYRXGI*BRRYRP LR LRXTIGEX K"

203



KPR LP'GX* @=G)K"7T KYXGPGUXIBEXZG PBNX* G
Z=7{URYR P WXTIGEX RERKRXYX®*RX)Z2 KYX!F
CQ7YTVRPXXN GZ® 7*KYTWM 77 KP"KYRY XGO X
> ZGTWR FQ/fOGEX* @=P!17R SB7Y XIQOY* &G ¢ Q KNXG
XG8K*KFI K GKYX*; ®pYEQ 9!FFNKGOjW7) G=-6R URYR
P 7YTVQPX¢N GZ=N+ULKPG KW R T <' GRQK Y3
GIUURYRRW OKYR!l P 7\ KURYRRYNKOjW7) @=+7R
ZGWRTGATK L[67 RWPWILR >RABXS8 RF WQVI
7TWEIBK* 7 H K,RG)PTRIBIQNIZT XK*QN RER [R K
RYW7) @=+YXKN GPTR¥? X*QGBPWONTRFJIZ2 TGUP K
ZW:h IR XRFZ® 7\ GO'K'WRGKYX*QN7 S'8'K'WR7
STEKYX* QN7 YKOIK*WRK\KIX*QNI+K FPSYXSYG
XK GQIP'GKPR;h QWiITGP STOZ' @=7PS RK SHK\KYX-
L*XT 87DIS'SYXIGE7S RN X €@ KN N G>'78KT78K*
YKVTReKFTUNRTEK* @2 > K 9 ®YXAKYIXQ Xl

7 Q8 DK

>fcQ G YXAGIER LRO K*, Gf7'T GBI9W8S LIR
RWBS URFIIFKZ7BX*?G7j S9 S9 RYLRGUU7W N JP'
TGL G J!IfJS QKWALPL K* &2 KYX'T GI[O BPuWf
Wed! MGYXjW7) G8KR i T GEZ® 7 JIfJSI*WR? KYX GV
%LP' 77 H KRLKKgLXx KGZ=+7 H K R'N I7X<]R K Y]
W7) GRWIKIWAE)BIG7R H KISKYIX8)GTF GI\YK}TRYR*
KX* Gf KT*KFTUHVKY T V&7 7 YT U \G NVXISYRKY X G »

LQUG8 DKLR[6 7R e[U706R

7iV K7TYXT[YTWE G X8YTVQI'STWNKGTFY KWL K
P KS W7) @2 P KS W7) G=P!IYK}TFY KLKYTVQH K78
Y TWQYNXKNIGe H KYSTWXNYGGFH KT QeK 7Y T WO Q B*K *

204



T GA7& Y TWPQKNS7S KP7R GN'S'&Q 0ZG+« 7 XNZ<KYX
7 TSH KTVD= H KPHG KY®8 =L T J!fISCKYX* G# =
77 WeldfJS L KYXjW7) GIH KEYR[jW7) Bp 7XS > RWI
'S GBGW®!NK}ITFY KPL HXK* &=P!WYT7 LK)K7R
Y7OKYKXFR)GSL KYX*?2GKYR*9% >KWI!uZ TR*9 78
=*YWi P QUGT R P DBMZWOL I'8 &% K 7XXKYX
W7) Ge

L[67 7 Q8 DK

M,RFK}TFX K7P KS'SNVNOYTVQWYT7 LK L K7 7KYX
X*@G/R7T*KF RRYXY¥K}ITFHBLP'CO,WWYT7 BLWP7 KYX
HXK* &7 Y®' Y7FIRR*QN Q7 Z=7iYK}TFY K™ XK
\ K74 KYX9NR RFZ2 KYX3KF G!TRWO@!FWYKEBTF% LR’
> KSN IUU¥8K YXT GIRXYB GZFGB8KH YXSK7RFRYXG*
TR YXT G 7 3 QL KKYX* G-

LQUG8 DKLR =*BL[0 7R OR

>IT GW@LBP I YT7 LRKYRY XGRYK}TFY kW OF KS
>, Gf Y7 KYKKS >Z QAUGNONPQ O/ 7K} TFPLP'
> K)B=QpWWYT7 WLRYX K) GiYT7T#Z®RRE*KF GLKYTR*J
T LK VO K G!pZIPg8» , GF7TRT GYTPWYT7 BLP'GKY X
X*?2GKYXPWYT7 LK LKL"TOMIGITFT KIWWe 9G, Gf7 *K*
WYT7 LKYT WKYIXYXR3 PR H GIZW: hBRKYTLRKGTF7 L7
\ KKYRYXTR 9"70 91Z=C 9WeMe " OTQNY T7 BWILP'G
KYX* @8KWe TNT QFR}TFWLP7 KYXGX *2G

205



8ebg P \ GKYX*QNWU,; GP 7
T GYT76P/F 7R 8 DK

G8K P KYX=7 REP \ GKYX* GeYXP 7WTUHK TQe
W] 1pdz  aldTU RKYXKS N'Qr GW'B*K* =7
' RYKAXCX* QMK TU'MY AZP F71*VR7 S> W7) G2
KY Xl O+ZG7W'K*P 78'Qr Z QZIPQY KE %P YH) Gf
YTTWIP B Q-Q)U' YWTUYK778 QN Z QZIPQKIGIEEP FP'
I*V7I*R KYXN+URLKP QG LRVRGG WK!P R=efZZGLZ
< K7TLKPQNI[SP 7Z QZ9 ®&B WRGIK!P K7GZPK YRXS
7 REYX GM, RfZZGLP 72 QZ9 R 7 WRZ QK YX QN ¥ K
S)GIV 727 RBGZMRWX7)=B P!l W ORYX+QZ9 QXIPZ=
> YXPQZITQG'Z QX*QMNKYXE8 DKW RGNZ= 7RYT G R
LYXIK' GYTTZQ Z4 XIG7U87 DKRY Z@¢*<S -

P 7T GYT7/GP7TF TRZZGRZ

PIl P7 G TZP Fj Z2 YK] BIB QZKP=¥ XKN*WO
> TZ QZK!OTZ=+ N*YK}TFWQ I FTVQRBEXjW7) G RFK
UIl> @ZzK7*K¥TRFKWF ZIJGR*K*KIP KK7CGWWEL K Y X'
alG@*KX' G KKYR8)B= 7R* PN*J* &=+ RFKYXLYXK'
KIOKEX7TR REKYJjW7) GFXNZ<BYX K XZT#[6WK
K XYK}ITFK@=+XN & ,SYLQRIW P \X7YTV@PXXS
W7) @=>f PN*J7R XAT#[MB7YX7YT WKIR S W7) G=
GK ,SYLQRI7\ KF*KJ RLBRR*WS> ?

ZP FYK 7Vu

X7 RFES+Y77/K XET#[OWSFf L KX*QNYKRHuUIZK =*Y &
P\ K7S'S7T*KN XRWRH J RP KLa4aGe+ J RYT WKHJ

206



YT WKaQGT<K)HT T)XGIQH HITZP @ QXW7) B=+
K S\ KI7ZW:hIOPXSI*WR RS K'YX*QN RF G'WRG9UG
Z= P\ KEYXK P\ K P 7YK}TFY K7N | L K* &=Gf
7RZ QZ GYWTVDR=+ >fZP @ QZWf K* @=Gf7R J RP"

7G)X7G)QH HKI}TFY KT QRXGISGgLR*® 118 GYTTVQTS
X*QG-e

N XRBYWQWf\ GKYX*QN7 7RF7TR T GYT7
P KN Z[6 8 DK

PN XRWOQWKYX* &= YX RFP\ KYKR TIYK}THWQ
KP KS GNI[U<'GK KYKR JYRK}TFMQ G>f<'GK TTWe T'IK

7TRT GYT7G R Z=Gf P 7YTVQ/PXP 7P K[W7QZP F
Z=GgKZW h KO 'KY X

P\ KITZYTWRORW7) @ YXL[678 DK

7i PV KIYTWRORNVT) @2 KY XY NK*K¥TU' \FRYRW Q
NI[HT)K7R/P"R\ K¥ TG *KaiG7*KURYRW®I 7R
P\ KYT\WWXW7) @= H WGh7*KURYREP WK7 G47 XS
> P\ K7 TSLK W# NAUBYRTVSNKNYZGGULKIU 17 HuL
7R LAGH*KT GIFLKIX*QN HUZ® LK WO KYX*QUE&® 8K
aliGLK P 7& K)B=G8K G \'Q[O K*QN REXP=H XK
\ K L K* @=+X7 REB X]>78K*LK #YXYW7) GP\ K7
Y TWKQYKYW 7) SfeK Z=GfX fR+RGW'XP\ KURYRLISRR*L

P ICX,RIGRBRYKROT7 GOUKKE »

<'GK P Zw YXL[678 DK

PII7i P KIGTGKYTVQR'KYX 2 KY X*GKFQ %KLOX* G
Z= YFQT7/G YXWITUB® KK!OX* GZ=<'KKXP7 BF@ Y X
K!IO,T®Y XKP> KFr® YXK!OTTEYIFQ77RF%HIBOXE =7

207



K SYLOR\ KK -YLORPINYAK BX* Z=GY XK G<'GKWL

7R TO NYKGKZPB(* 2 G8K GT GWBL \ K™% LTU
7X*QEHK K S\ HWIKZ=EGYXK P\ KW K*Q& X7 R
P < GKO7T[WIRNXPR' RQ"Rj> GZ=%7iG8K P\ K7
L I-R RFL"TATIG2= X 78 P %IZ8B KS ? >fK ,SYLQRI7
\ K P\ K77 RFZ=GH'K \ KWGFP UK -¥Y LQRM% INKNYG
GYXKIWO P\ KRV'XTBX*Q®%B #Z 7 I YX' #%'L Q Ti &7 KX Y]
W7) GPGBRYTVQ\WKGZ®WETGUKIY W GEG P Zz=>'
P\ K7L I-R RFZz >7RXRISQYTUMKK)GYG8K G 78 XI
KGP PY[S, >ZTGUKWO7L I-R RFZ=®!l P \ K
W GZG Z®7 YX\WD K*KWa 8KYKJ BWERNZZE YX KLR
LYXK Y GOR!7SZ="-

P 7 KPKOGZP F

PIl P7 G TWUR TSKI!P7 Z2 O6RZ Q[OP*H Q

P 7Z Q[OQH H® [WKYXf ZP QZ=Gf P 7 7 T7YTR*J
Z= >fW P ZQQ[OR X'B!KS GBS)IGL[U8 7 T7Z Q[O\
ZP Q'BK'GD< RY> GKYXL[67G YX'G[DZ QI\RYW7S
=ZHGQN J RFQ[O\OZ'IGY 8K | [0Z'@2 7 RF 7 Qu7
YKTF@QeW N KYXX* P 7 7 TIYTRNI? B=XPXKYXX)G
=Y 8K[OZ QZ='LYXSLZ=SKWO77G UWflO'® YX G7
YK] MB*J3] N*F TEYXSK7LZ=8K7 L I-K RK*Q NK WKj
W7P BYXH ZP K TBGP'KWON <XKG70 WEOGK RW N J
P KBYX G2\F7G PGW' X*K*K7N*WRKWP KO TX*QN
YXWIL KK*QMN U8B I-K RFEYNK)E K X* GUZ7R K
[U Q7K*L I-RK R N W4 G

208



ZP FLR[O 7R OR

7iLYXKLWROZVQPO\YTWO D' 17\ K>*V4S> , X 78
L I-KRE Q¥ N X"GRVR® XS ? [UZ7 [U QVKWOD'I
\ GZ=KYXGUBWh BY S9\ KWOD'I7\ KKYX=G§K7R
7 T7Z Q[OA* BYRIZ| YXW hWPHRYRT7\ KKYRXPGY X Wf
S9 S9\ K L K* @2>f KX*GKT>[GULKL"TUOSURVRTIS*
N*BYR8)EE GUBRYR"TRYRTK\ KZ=K \ KG) DG UBRYR
L"ORYRWESIAB KS GZ=KYG{UWI"TKIOT? RLR G# pJ7
T 7*KRF7RGM,RB C 7TRVOY RF QM N KPIXY,XGRF
WONI[O K G!%G&* GZ=7{G8K RF® RF 7 QWX:BK LR
J WRGKS ? KYXYF7G PGF' GYWX:BWM ORYX RFE RF

7 QUZ\F7X*QN RF7T WP Q" HIGYXjW7) G+7° L& X:BK
PKS GIFWXTGGWOLWR $*90j> GURYR' GW'X? We9
L> HNG!? DB=-

7 QW O YI®78 DK

LQIUU® WOWS I-RKRW N JKO'ILWR@B'VDGj> G
Z3 TBLWROKRWBZB7ZTWOLRFP KS GZFI*WRV GG
%L GRLYRXSZWRO2AW NO GWO7WP KG LRVRGP
7 TV KYTVQQONWRMWROZY P"ST%L 7R %L GWRMN JP'
RXN-

8 DK¥T G R

N LI-RRFGI"WRIT¥TVRQPS GZw 7*KYK] @ S’
7* SHTR 8B!7R"3 CPoL &R 7 _bKBL BYXWTP G
OR'S W7) @® 7 C_pKW L70SPLR* SNK)B=P!I XW OT
Z=>'"7 CWMe QIUpXIWFS L KK* G*M RXS> @L#GOTTS
TGIL I-RRE#GOTTBGX* GZ=P!l YK] GIGKJ RER
O0R YKRZGRW GAGR'KGE RFGKJI UWRGCGGZ=P!I N @' R

209



7T*K[WU7 XS BW GZEBZP7B7TWONP K®H HR77 RFT
P K8 GZ=G8KWP KIG Z®> ZGIGYMWX ~ & KYT7 L
LYXWe WD j<!7SZ=9 WP KGHU7 W GA@GNzZ2 >f 7
W GZIGIN HW GZG7.B7TWIWR7L K*QRFGVYKZP®RF
TR7 QXZ7 W N"AOBRG> ZG9%& LK'L I-RKRW N ZF
Gf L I-R RFGLKYXR7*KYKJ XW®RG RPFP ZGI9GG 78X
W N JIPKS RXEZ=¥{FZPVKWO77 7Z Q[OLK'L I-K RF
W NITHBIZ2Z KYXYRGPP cQ7*WK*QG-

LI-K RFG7 QLWRO V/IR8 DK

7i 7T GIBLB[OXEQNQ7?pQG I-K RFGLWR@M@MV7) G
Z2 GBS YXK?LAG' Q*pQIGKT7{ Z=7; \ KWOT*KYTU'V
W P @e>f Z=Gf7R7 TSai& TUWR ZPjGaiiG Wi GO KY X
P KS W7) S7*K¥7 aiG L FWZPZ=Gf7TRWP K aliGVO*
L IWZK*@G YKTPQKLAGKYGF *KaUGIZF7 L I7GV' X*
YKJ EMORW 7, RFL IKZFT Z\F7alG¥ K] LX< VKXKY X+
MS Qe WMOTTX B 10j> G7 RFXGXGTKKYRXGRWO7
YT[U QUO K*Oj> G 7*K*T GIN <YTK @ N[W K YX;
W7GQ*p @EKFK]\CKW GZGWT QUBW' KYMIZ7Y KW GZG
[U Q7KW GZNE®'TR TS*KIFPLS KYXe

N GPHKLRI[O 7R 8 DK

717 *K¥ T UVVG 2\GKW O PX KY T[UPRIWKX7) @=' K W G ZKGrRX
X*KYX REXK *KIPUGKYX* GUZ7 [U QVKW GW® N <
7*K* ZGOXK PG Y KKYIX8)=G/3{0'RYXG®OO|jW7) G=G8LQ! UG
X'SIZKFXKYXQT GRPX TSPILK' QKYXjW7) Sf«K P KS
>, GLWRIZ'®B"G>T T*K* QJP IQWIFGKS W7) G=68K Q'7
J"P_pK7 QUYRXG@ TS*KYTW'W' pKWSF K KS &> KN+0
PGP T3*K¥TZW A KI*WRTWZW A KWL R KS GZ=-YX

210



U RV PJOPV KWF P QpKZKKYX*QBj» 7XS >'7 TSP
W GZIG7XISP_pK7 QA2 KYXYXLYXISPYTVQPW* I' X@ 7) G
Z=' _PpKWFK'S7*K* Q7 RFWE87 RWO? ZGEGKG
ZP \FB=G)K7R QNN XRMPfIK8 G*QNIORK!%LZGPEBKG
P KLAG RF RF¥ ZGOT Q&B7ZGOWK]TR)B=KYG¥ Qu7
> ZGOGQE7 7 0Oj> Ge >f7 RP ZGH®EBP K=P!I7 O K
Z=G7 QWIWX Q7RWO? ZGOQGWi@R)B=+« XWP BW:h 97
QlaiGWePG=»f KKYX KS , GLRS*T7 GY TWGW & YX;j
W7GaiGTGUP KKK TS KW GZIG GAWWP GjW7) G=
LRS®»7TKNK TBEWIRKW GZG KYDXRe XKV O BK[S GM R
YTWY R7K <'GK RFWIf IOjW7) @ YTWVY RK'GK G!
\ KWL IOjW7) @=>f7 RF QU N LQ!YK®P WO KYX*GN'
KYWQ"Z QZGg> ZA78 GW I'C S> W7) G='Y7JI"P
_pKWR"GWTIO'SZ="

Z Q[O\7 Q yQ 7R 8 DK

G8KR YXK>'Z Q[ON*K¥TUNVK Q@7RFYWJI IWREGCEC 7 YX
7ZHGTW RFXFIGTX)GYRP!IL"=SW7) G 7*KW TUJVRLR
7G @ WOP KS , WX Q7TRWOTW GKEBXO6R X*QG7 7G uWf

LRGK'7G uWfRK GNOTOUMNWXRFPI!Z\F77 RWOW GZG
KN XRY Xf7 XS >'W GZBRY¥YTU'Z&' 7R K'77G 0WfK
T GVOWH97R)G@=Gf'8 LAG' YTU'QRGC 77 Z=9" T8 WR
YT7W OZ® W P QUuUEGACK7T%X*W P QU BACK7
> ZGIGLWP X LK L[6B'F*K¥YTW WRFYRXIRT?7 RF
WOMW GZBKRXGRYXWST7 IW OTZ=7 RMW GZ&*7 Z\F7
AalUGWP KYXsWRG &z7 RB KUu>7 $ ZGIBBI S9
al@VoyY KRV'RX)G=< WRTP7 YK] @77 RF RW GZ&S®
S9 alGNOX KPRVP L8 HEZ=68K WOrT7 XYBS GRWR'
YT7 O 7MRLaAG H WCGKYTU RFYKROURG -

211



Z Q[O\LX¥ XSyQ LRRTL[O7YT G RZGRZ

HT 7 RF QM NRIYXGFS W NZJ Q[O\WYKF KYX¥X G78
L 7RNS' S"=3BWTHIOLK\ KWO78' 7G UWIKHR YK Q[O\
TR)=ZM7KY%f7TR)ZHIX G QWIQ[O\7B U7 T \ KWOWT
7R[O K[W®j> GZ=Y KWO7 HRWOY8GZ=P!WTUWKY X
> YW7)=&ZHMZ Q[OVTBZNF7Z=7 RWTLY XK!ONR)=Z H
G7R ILI'YGZIBS JWO7LI'U7 P 9UINRRSISK7RF G G
RXN Q7 Z=>WTI\K\ KWO78 7 RETISYX < KEGfL Z=
>7 T% RW NZIQ[OWKJ RRX$KF GFtWRGL  HRY X &*K
KYXGLY XISAtWR7TREXKYXW?7) Bir 7XS >WTU\XK
Z Q[OX* & QZ=P!l QH KNE87R J RNK AjKWO77 7G U
[WKYX?G8RiWTJYPGjZP @ Q[ONREGRHI XS W7) G=
> > YNI\? SZP QR*LZ=GF*KI*\KYRI>8K KWO7 RF
W NWTU\W P P®! G7S7 Z=GWTUX7Q[O\ YKI\? SZP Q

K S*77Z Q[OKWX O'T*R 7{WTU\KWOD'HXRFR)=ZH
W P SOKWXYX RE Q[OOPK* Z2 KYW P QUGYTVQIG
\ KWOD'NI?)Z=7{W P SO77 TSTWQO D'+ K)Bz\ KWO7
KYXYW J REIGQKWOT®-KO K!?)G=¥ TWQOD'IL KYX
RYXGWOTL!KR\T@&® @=>f[0 K\GGRY X &W O NRKI% LO" |
R*YIZGS > , GL# GO6TTES*QN/ 7RB = C!fCfC7* SGH
7* S R 877 TZ Q[ON'X*QN K

SQYT\ KVKWZA Q[OX* &Zm YXL[67YT< R

8 DK

G8K YyQP KS > SQYT\WKO7\ KZ Q[OV77TRFZ=KY X+
KP KS ISQYT\ Ke NAUWN~A YTV QIICWI TUB® K*QGIT

YTVQOKW G2BP'YIX&*™ 7 XeNXIJQLBY¥XWST7 W OKRY Xe
XeN*JJO KV GZGTVQI9GP9@B 78K*KIORYX* Gf XK

212



W GEXS* GJK7R 7 R NKIYRRXBSGKZ Q[O\WYT WO 7
N <KW NKYNXKGH 0GHY QBIGRX< KISBE P9GHLEX< KS
KBVfO K*Q¥7 RW NKYRY XIGZ Q[OWTVDP KS, Gf7
aliGY GT GITAVR G QIKL" T U\ LKOELWR G ¥ X*VWEN S S
>fYTVQIGPIG'GWO TSR ITRRFW/gNR KS , GF7"W6 K'7
CQPRYW7) @® P KLAGK Z=GN+URYKYVUTQTT G!7
K'7TQTW'P TX®Q N*W'iR XS

7i7XS >7 TSSQYTVIKI-K RFZ=YTV QKK Y®87 Wb
K'7 CQPRXNITWK Y XY XK X* GfY TV QI *WRTV Q9IG7
YKZPRFKYXOj W7) G RIN+PGPYKZP®RFGL I-RK RFG Wf
YTK OZEB>'Y7F*KF G!T I-K RFZz K Y7=NKZPRF*
X* &Z=of YKQEKYK KS , GW GZBK*B77 TYKZPRRY X
Y9SB77L I-R RRYX*QBSOM G2G YK MB7LR P @i
> GWOQ K\ K%WW® B=G87BYK MSS&FK W GZ\BRP \KKW O *
YK MSQS+YXWRF P7B RS, GZ Q'W GZB7GPB7YK MS
X*QN RFT GYFP7KS G ~ GPB7T GYD7Sf7RL"TUTG?
‘B7%KMS T GYTKROEPWYP & GZIG GYD]> G-
7 RFGZ7Q[O\ 7 RIW@RN 7 i L QZE

>f SQYT\ KRZPRFB< NS SP KS > SQYT\YRVQ9G
P9G KWO R*KG'WRHK7L I-K RFZ=Gf7 W GZ\GRWO

7 RFGB LR NKYRXY RRZ Q[O\YTVIQYNYW7GM R Q'7

SQYT\ KKW GZNEWRIK*K7L I-K RP KS GMSGMgeW RP'

K K"GKKW GBXLAGW R,eNGIgV QOKF *K\*K7 L I-K RF

KY®Rf YKZPRAKYXjW7) GL"FYBgWS> G>f LKW GZGWf

N XR7TK*K L RR)B=GfK ZZGHMHG SQYT\GKH YX XRY

\ KWOR 7 R NKIYRXKWQ@ Q[O\W T WD K¥NYW7G§ K"

Z7 RZK7T8TVQOG7 L I-RK RP KS , Gf W6 K'7cQP’ HG

P KLAG»

213



LQUGI*WRT 7 Lg DK

I*WRT7 YB7KYX%F P Q*GfYX*WR7 RVK7YTVQPI'7
\ KQGF7R LK T%LW/INAX'Q T 7R YTV Q7% L Wi K 7
LK T LWINAX'GE 77 TEBYXSe NWWR ZREQGITY TV QUG
WO T8' WP' B.G XYST 7 KYXS GIK P X & XKK $1)@K RIX&K> K )G

KPXZ > KB YX UQOWUG7ILKYTVRK iGX* @z
W@ KO R SWM NA ZGO'IY KYNKW ORY X7 *Kz7 R N*J7
YTWELPP 77 SOGT H\ GOjW7) G=GEZ Q[O\YTVR P
X*QN XY TVQOKW KY X ¥ XIKKS> <17SZ=>'"YTVQOIKNO7
O'17\ KKYX* G

YXK7ZYTV®7N WR*I7\ KKY Xfe\ KP KS , GIY T\VQIGf
\ KPoX*QIG7*K*QT GT T GYTGUY XST7 LY XK' 7 RANIU
Oj<!7SZ=4*WRT7 OQe+T 7 RYDR)G>' XKN XRGT 7 ,RG
YTR¥BWOWXZ 710 RLRR K'7® KGfeXKNXZ MYQR&S
T GK'P KEBYX G-

LQUGG KT7 L&'WRB DK

G'WR7 LWe 9B=+ PN*JT7 GYWTVL@XWd S> <!7SZ=-
>f PN*YK}TEEXKG*, G)R*Q[C8'ST Q70'I7\ K[WIARN P’
7KW X KODRAY XKS <!17SZ=' O'IZP QR*IT |]PL"FK
S'®'IEXW O YIVGRPI*K®77 \ KT Q7 Z=P!TGURW:h 9P"
JK7P'Wf7* LS XYXXZ7 R Z®T GYOZ T GYDJI>7R

T GYTRBYLB= XKO!I>7TRT GYTMRFYLB= XKO! | WXTG?
0!l YKTUOKIQ

7G u7 T77 QZP FYT G R

T)7 RLR"=8SW7) Bw X fPGEP"TKIOTKLZ=RF L K
TR)G=Y7K!IOTWSfRKVe 7 >RWe ,7GR Q Z=YT7Z QZ AN

214



Q Z=GfRF L K*QNWR Q7 We 7ZRYT7Z\F7:B7WO7
W ®@ZG>fZ QZ[WiEGf K!OTN KS TS KW GZG YX\W K
7*KF GY7YXW GZGK¥TU?VBXTU' WETVRIAR" =S o 7 |
7 TSKIOTWFKK*QNIPWZ= HT K!OT-M6 GZ6 W6 BED K
X*QN U

YXT7 WOBRYX®e9B=7 RF> P L"FKGT GWP %L8
YKA FZEe L K*G"RU0j9'SKION)®l I7RF L KYX W7) Ge
KIOTN IT KW GZ@BWRIGT#KZ QZ Q8 &Y XXKS9
W6 P QG/R KILS  BIWAJB=+LQ! M WEX*THK!OTWfT

L €X*QNJFKIY X+T8> RR8'GR* SN > 7' WR&=We Q*9TU
8'GOWN KWYXK KYBY XK QRG!KIOHTK F G!K!®T
K'WP*K% \ KW GZGRjW7) @='W P RGFK'!OTWiK
P KS GZ=6G8K RWOP*KYT[UKXYRX®ISGY K!OT SKY X
9'SX* RFOjW7,G > K!OmTS9'S RFKYXW7G-s

LQUAR L[O 7R 8 DK

7i KP KS >J KWE Wl M RK'N >L RR)B=GYXK QR
\ KWL K S\ KLGQRG!RF L KWWR7) G= YRYZBWRF7
7 RFBKQRR&E Y X+*XRAKGE >R 7N"GRE'N"GRK® ZRG
J SRN"GRPRIWL S>,GjK7®R GFRUg>R K j
W7) G=68*KF GIWfRK*QNU9 PT G!T%YKJ KWHRGK *S
T GIKIOTN kS TS KW GKGS\ KY WGG Z[OWETU'RI@V7) G
Z® XKl XRR T GOPBYG-JWF'!<$TS9 =MSN IRPCOR
> GZ=S 8TRWW/f<BL WN >LK >RG*YSA R;hHXFR) B=

R;hV® SWRf4) GZ=P!N K RF7ZW:h KKYXE HT K
M" SWP RYXMYBK7RhKYX)G LK >R®K R8)G@=GYXK
\ KLKYTVQ®IYRGX KR 8R X)ZT=>fN+TUXZH KRV TV Q7
BIRX)G=P!IY7%LL Y73IfIZS=GFLKW ZI YTRIPU7
WX HZGWIR*GURT RISGK7YTRIBUWX  HZG ®RN 7

215



OXYRXXS?¥ WO 77Web L KYXjW7) SLK'T%LBQeZ7 U
Z= 7R L 7XN 7*KHXKVYIX8)G

LQUG » GFT7 L DK

\ KTBKR A RS WRXUKWO/ TV@7N JAKYK Q X* &Z=-
> YIXKGVOW N JAKL KYXWO7RYTWQKYXfs L T GNO78
W' X*K7YTVWQKS , G TVQ YTVQ@?ZIYK] Gj> G G

L G WX HZTGSTQTQTUGPPKS W7) G= YX GYTTLKXK'
0j<!7SZ=68N 77 TS* GPT7W RX)DBw K!IOTWFfK QWe 7 R
RF L RR)B=P!l We WRGZBYQXjW7) s+ W GX&f7R
7 QRF X We -WRGZAPK*QGRFRF7W N X W GZR W$
> GZTGUKW G2BP'YXG78&8KVe 7 RIRFWET Z Q[O\
KYX*QSfWWe 7 R7TRMS S9 S9 cQPRXXGGf7 aid@*WR
AUG7KIORF7jW7G+47XS >We 7K L I-R RFWP K
L I-RRFTW GZBP' L RR)B= P 78%WP' BRVQWW GZG
XZ7 RZ=GY¥LQRGATKWIL KVe -WRGE®E G!RFW'Xt K
7j1'GGBYK aK!? GrK 7VU7 RRLAG'We 7R SLK L I-K
7 RFIRF L KR)@s K 7*K1L KYX¥X7 RKIOTWIWPQP'
7R RFX*QN RWe 7 RTR L I-R RFH ZQLK[WOj> G
Z= T7RYKWJOKY X

LQUGPGLR[O 7R 8 DK

LQ! YTG' ¢+tKWRFL¥TSAMB3 ZQHIT)K7 WE KVe WR7
N)G MSI'MV'X*Oj> GZ=7 RF7 H QcQPP QTGRW N J
WO RWe 7 R7TR RTEISLR BRA)DB=+YX] RLR+07 YTK O T*
8 DB* @='Z Q'We 7HSX W GZBF' L KR)@=>7R
W1 QZ=»fWe % RW GZ[@WEZ =G TVQIW G2AGP'Y X¥GP'
7R HAOIX*QBSGgP 78RFKYX*QE7XS >We 7 RR'
LKYT[UT%LZ=' 7R KIOTWfK KW GZGWIR) @=Gf XK

216



7T*K*YGIIFLS KYRXKITHK BXHW7) SfeKIOTNVW KS T *K*

W' X*QN GZGXK/IEIOTWe PKS , GIB9 =XIW' XXKW GZG
CXREENK7 PRFKYX* Z=MSGGYTK @ZT W QLR -LR

YTRIIVWIVIG & ==

7ZQBR Z G T 7R 8 DK

N+RGH Q QWe WRR*KEBYXW?7) SfeXWNe ¥ R T%L
X *Gf QKYXjW7) B RRN+WQ K78TQe ZP K¥GHf \ KWf
[O K'GE K7R L I-K RRYXjW7) §We 7 RT\ K70 W GZG
P KS,GIREWI!8g8XIW'X¢ W GABP'YHG QOj> GGg
LQIZ@GRRFYK D*KF RFWSf K* @=>f 7 RK* Gf7R
LIOYKQZDHAS GR!F RF> QG77 RFWIf K*QNV@aPe BE X »
G8K'77 RFTS G!P'RF> QGO7TWf YTK QWIX* GZ=>'
7 RF> QIG7 RFWS K*QNVE&RIX)D=-Y KU PYXKLI7TW7 R P7
YTK O TXKREGU7Q7@KXSKPX*B)=0 @KYSKTO @ X
NK TERRVR"XJI8P YKSZ Q[O\ KLRI WK X=P!1YX
Z Q[O\ VX TU' VFPWRNT Q7 Z® 7TRYTVQIMR T%LYTR*J
7*KIIKYX*>f YTU'KFIXS> , Gie YN S77% £LYXKBKS)f

X 7XP8KI'8)Gb XK Q[OXR3O< RY> G7 RFGQaiG7
7 T7Z Q[ON GYT7T7YK 7LBRKY X =+

LQUGYK 7V LLR 7R OR

7iZ Q[O\I7Q ' YT®'WVRYBLRYX*, @ RERNKL'GK?2
KYKNRYFKY X=7 RF URYRYK] @ RTSZ=0+ZWD Z5

R:h®J T IXI9IFQFUG=¢ fRX OYJ7Ql We 9C BKYXj
W7 GREYT ZIOGCXAKYRKX)KBX* Gf 7 XIKKIOTWRKTWWR
> G'GURYRBB S9 e 9R"W* ZRGXfeK X*, GK -l RXI7*K*
ed YBS LRXTYB2I97KIORFKYX* G#UR YIRXe GK*, Gf
KT> [WULKLYX® &YX W7) & RFa 'V70 TR*KZQ K

217



W ORYX& 7 L[& NGYX*, G NGZ Q[OKAYX> P! G1&G
MSI QZ=+ Z Q[OP!T G! 7TRZZQMSGETK O REYNK
KYX*; ®!1Y% PPUUTR K!IOKYXK'Z=+ YTK OKTO7R TS
URNRTU>=B7 URRRD|9'S LIRR H I8' K*WWRR /'RIKIl O R F
KYD§W7) BelYX TKRITOKI 7PUZT#[877 RW N O [Wu
Z=68K!ORYRX SR PUZT#{&X* Q8 K KYXGTPUR'KQZPGG
Oj> G+X7 RF] WMPON' X*GKKY X# T GIXBI'8N ="MNK" R
HXFR)=G/P KW' X*GKKY X RF7R K!P7KTSRF W6 %LP'S
> GZ=+YX7 RLQ!UMEBK QWIX* GZ= > P GRPIR TS
P77 GYTWOH YX& &=+ P K XIZ=7 RF LK'&-
RYXZE S+Y7L[6W N & Q!WG ®PWKS GZ=+ K GN'X*
Z=7 RF GYT7K XWOYTK UR¥YXG=+ P YKW Zz=P!I
7R7*K¥K] @ RKYX*YKR Z®R RBPZGXZK9ZGXZK7 RF
YK Q=XPR/O7GPIAIRZR'S X* &= Z QZI9OWO7cQ
Z=e

LQUGY K 7 WP H @B Y TLQUQ

LQ!WKG7TWIRHUKRV:NTLQMOZ B >f P 7 R OX*, &f
TRLYXPATH[BKW ORYX* G 7R GX*, GfK XRYXDTR
G YBXKWW7) &+ W KYX*, GBIFRXXGF WTu KYX*, G
Gf_pR QXI9ZGXjk GURYRPR QXIW;hWWe @* Q9 NAG" X*

L KYXjW7) Gl ZTB*KESP W6 932G QRXWIZ=P!ITGuUP K
ZW:h XAP QRS KYXNRYWMPTUG LK'<S Z=G87RWe Q*9
7*KF GKIBKYW7) Sf<ST @IZGL RR)GN @7 RIZGL (O]
W7) SfYK W6 YK] G RX*, Gf XPRVOZ QZ99QF7cQ KY X
OjW7) K] G R YT[OI!FQFIKX W6 K T GV'Xt RR)sfe
YK WO ®78* GF7TRYK] @ RX* GYXTVQRIKOZ W FGN'
ya—x

218



Y7T@X)@='" P PK7 fFILWRA=F RF\ K7TWPT QRF
%WeQ*®Q Z=+7 L[6 Z='0U P ZGN" PWHK* i T<K

P 7WTU L76TR*J KI!P KZGT7ZS P!l L[6YBT7KY Xk

P WTu KRYX*GPKF{LWKNENWK?G-P PKMWe GHU(g
X*QN RMMBOYFQFPNUW OX* &Z=+LYKVIFGT<KUB7R)G
7 STRLYXSBEFE*YER'SZz> YXP' 7@ X KWRX KX D'SZ=-

P\ K7 T Q7G LEKR[O 7R Z QBR

G8K L[6X# P T GYW®D|9'S6)QTF @=» aiiGLK
P TIN*R8)@= LKYXG7 RYRVR)G YXG7 RVREG/
R8)Z=R 9 'WeW RKF"SZ=+'7TRP 7N*KYX' R YXG7 RY
YXG7 RYRYG8 K77R*ZVPR &' 'V We WMRWKY XG ¢ Y XK
YTW/TUTKT WIXB NWA'G LRX)Z=GYXKZW J77R PG 7
H LRRNWISORXN<TXKYX Z<& KYXPN*IJRWXB*Z7

W JD KYW7) GP\ K70 TR'7QYg8WIB7LRNT W!Z GR
KYXXGFOUWHEBP*Z GRN & PK! QPN®RX)T=> NG YX
S QWCB'YQ KUZS=+8 WP GBS IR K 7RMS KWP G5

> GZ=+K PG 7ZK ~ ZM#[RBATRG ZT#[OWQWIBVQ
WO7YKQ _SUBWORSWe W K UZWRRF LPR R Gf K K YX*, G
Gir NS YESG NB!®*® XK KOXNER7=GLRIBj7 K S

> B

SXIWRXHKZ KZ='PK! QKYXG7RFWY XG7 RWRNG
ZEWYK @ QZ=*»'P*Z¥WXGRRKG P*27 RFK!IRXKGEQGR
8*>7RG P*ZR'J7 R®WOWYHT | W KR§8LK "4aGMSZ G
7TRGK E;h KWfX*O*9 MBXGRPR(CGX*N IXBN)YXZ7 R*Z G
TRGLN!BF7LKT GYWXGCYXBI\S'KZ=¢tU!Z<Y WWHKY X
'8 GZ='Y7TQEFKS'SYXGPRKS G$Z'R8T YXGTVREMVP!8
X*e

219



P\ K7 T Q7G LRWVRI[O 7R 8 DK

PIILQ'NUBYXG*P ] WRI>7 fQ RYX RF g87J R
Z2 Xf> YKLP' g87J RZz YX%LPK @ Q@=-L ZJQ!RG
g8 L KR)B=P!IL ZIRYXGW' XP 7 KKYXQ R*KY XK'

W OTZ=K'MSI Q7P 7 Q 97TRYTKKY X RF P YK @=+
7R Wi#HUTWRPKY X RF WTO EZ=+7R HXPW'X® KY X
P\ KMKNS/G'ZQ KS>, P 7N*JG'7Na)B=7j 7TRZZG
| WRYXPN*IMWES W7) G2 YK RPWOG'7 SIWRXTVQP'
| W RXSE)QPN*WP IGYX' SXKZQ KK MB XZ=+L ZJQ!iUG
P7Q 8K B'ST Q7 Z=P!IL ZIJRYXB Q B*HISS'S

7i YXV I'X7RE' P MR ZJQOi\®7) G2 KYXXKWN I' XFK*

J RKYG8KL ZJRYXGBYKRZERYKR 77 RFTRYKR GRKWf

P*Z &* GZ=+ PZ< GKIW%EL? YTT'77%KI GNWIT' BR YR
K H GNOWfe

P K P WT7LF0 K7ZP F

P K PY¥TT'ALKFlU Q7 Z® 7RZP FK!P KU UK"
Z=%' K P 72 P K)G= TRS'JRYRYXT7X+ GOj> G
Z=URYRR'®] WGB*77YXWOA GGEF B SW8)B='U RYWR?7
W!B GZ = ZZD GNOWW R)GB=P!b' P TY¥ KRW&6LP'K)G
Z= YR-9VWEO YRGK* GMON PQ YXKalG¥W GTKIKWI
WalkYRXYGRF WO7RT GYWXGYXR) GP 79 *KF Gl YB
W!Ig >RKYW7) GU UYIFXKVW7RVN XR=dJ U QUGS8K®
S X* Z=>8KauG& P> ZGQ,!W L[6 We 7 \R7RVNQ ! DG &8
K P 72 P KNZP ® KWe-W RK7 RFZ=W QV K YXP Q
N*IXBNYGs W QVKFPUY UTWKKNRPKKRN YKR QR
XI R L K*Z=R-9V7 RRYBS LRRMSK Oj> GZ=-
Waél!-Q LLKMSO*9SZWRX* Z=LQ!'dZG\ZP FW RGN'
Z=e

220



LUGPGTU U XP F

U UW RYKVIZQ!T&®H XKK T<KPKYX&'7X)@®
URYRW & XBJ!OLUTR) @=K' UIOR!I7jU UYT WKK®X RF
WeW R7GYT7G WHKEP Q [D-KO KWl GR'AYRTR*J
LIK$STIBKAK T QFTXR'8 &2 KYN. UTWIO7[0Z [@-KO K
Z=WeWZR7®X TST<K7[0Z QZ='P*ZW J7P 7&eW R
7TRYTWOWRLLP'KQ?) GV Q7HK7[0Z QZ='YKRLPZ7
\ KP*2)GZ=41'K$2TGE'8 TI<K7[0Z QP 7\ K7XCX*QN
Z=+ P TPKWR/ X TST<K7UQWON XRY KQ 9N =+ P 78
KI17X TST<K7UQ Z=>'7"TSP YXQZ=9"Z7# 26 BK
7X TS<K78' QPW Z B'BQ KT Q7&!? @N»YXKTVJIR
> WOWe¥IX RR TTKT W fL7 B'SGaiGZBGKN ZQ KR) G
Z=GYXKPW J7 P<'GKW Z 7SRSZQ RR) @=+Z7# Z)Gl
[WU GI7RW eFQGIWPHIRK TT<KVO7 yQW' XX E:h RN 7
< X>f XKHHXKYXS> , G7*KJ RLRXS> G'7YLB UT78
>)ZPXNKWIE?¥@H >f KU UY¥ZKGU UJK7RYQ PG'7 GR
Y77

U UZP QP F

U UZP Q@P F?PYT WRVQ 7LI' X*QWNj G Q[WXK Y X
KYXT WKV Q% We WWHZ 76 G TKGP KWX* &=+K!P K
Z® > 7TRKPYTH YTVD: XK WeW7RB72=7 RF7 QZ=i

R[W[UKPKLR L[6 7R B8R

7i UGK!P K7G!QUYTW Y R7 Qi H WGRY RIIGRIAN K
X*@N YTREY XWe W IRZPX'GL7 HIVGZ 7CKUGGW TUWS' Z<G
7R)B=>NY7 QU T G#UYI7K ORY RJGRWHAR"ZI<R) B= K"
LR YR RZE=KYX+Qu TTY TU' WG K OWMEKGK*, G8K!P K7
WPQ@RHXKYX* Gf XKY TU'WKGP KWRKGX*Gf LZPX'G!7

221



L HZGWAKIGN O WWe YKTWRUB X TBERP'GX*QMSGKI!IF7
YTRZKCNKYKREPIWTug*<RK QWTU\KI9!IMW#Z 7TIGKUP'
P KS GZ2 O0RZ® T H UKFPK7!KF GX* &Z=9j LKS'S
7S KIPWXXK K L RjW7) @2 XfZP F7 P' Z=' 7TRYNK

\ GT GN7K L RRQ@!17 9IFT*WR FWTRGINGKJI KW®RG
W7) S NBWRHAF GTREXKYX¥YTR*J\ XTU'ZG-

G8KKI!IP KW PMQEs> YXWH\ G9I!F W6\ GX* &2
WPRE7 RW N YKYXE>L"T uL'KILLIOBWANKBK7 R7
YKT QuUBWRB=L"T 0ULYZKT QUG WRMGNW7 R PXS
> GZs KILLIOLRVRVGNKI7 R PXS GZ=-

R[W[UKPKLRI*WR[6 7R8 DK

GB8RGUKKP KPR*¥IP KW O TK*VXg oWe W7 RKZG KlY X
7 RF7*KURY RNORWIf K YOKY XeK*\KYX RK'(B'RY RMORW f
I'SYTU'WKFT QZ7 7R 7*KZQ*>KYXGgY TU'XMB QWe9
YTK KYIX8)GYTLZK!P K7@IP KNKYX* G4 YTU'WRS
UK! L KX G1S XRQTISZPX'G!@ T7A*VXBNKEBX RRVHT G!
KI'LKRX*?2AKY X [ *\XKB NZQ KPWIRY YTK O O7% YN
> GZ=»f K T QWTU'MFRYXGBTU'AF P KS , GF XKKI!IP K
W' XS B80r7R RFBTT Xd6&6XKI*KW6 Wf L KYX RF

URYRMNORWIE KYX*K!PWeW R¥WQ#2Y TR'RG -

R[W[UKPKLRG'WIR[6 7R Z R

G8W7ZW:INTLQRQK!PYKKRI B> | XRB®&GURKRX
GURYRTU7 QU KIYX*QBIbfYK NI[E7 ¥ RYIRQ7KY&EN K Q
ZQ KI'N![U & W'XF Q7KYX*QR S 0GMe W RATG NI [0
8 WRYRKLAGKYXQ KYTU'VE iMEls \ KWL K* &=
TRYTUXK7YTVQYXZ=+X ZQ K7B#UXD® GZ=+ RYQ
ZQ KK RXKK78LK L 17 RBOLRYX XXGP!ILKYTWXJ UWRG

222



7TRNS'S K7T Q7G KK7 RSW7) G22ZQ KK T%EBKYFTVQ
XIETHOY Xf TO TGHVQ [PP ®BA KWFO 10j> G\ K
ZQ KPIY@IGNZ='ZQ K KWT*KF¥TVQ@7 BKYDR) G
G8KRQ KV&}TFWKS ? KYXKk X* Gf YFQX177 REK YX|
W7) RRRYZQ K7 GYTWAT KX*QBXS & [WRXEY X
7RZP FKI Z¥>»fZP FIPVZ=GI'8 S +7iZQ WO G!IX
YTWXNEGGY TWKJ dRRE S K7T Q7&K YXYKY XKS
> <17SZ=>'ZQ KO TOKFTWKQWPIBEYXQH \ KYO§> G
7iZQ XK FOBQ K7 YNKK7Y TLQWN7) @2 KY X«F9BQ W TuH
[O K'F 7Z=»f K"7'¢c'F X* Gf WZ WXIZ FYFQO& J I0]
> GHT 8& ZQ K7 RRYRXYVGRE FOBQ K7 Y7=8 YNW'X*
L KK* &Z=+G@'Y7AQ K T®E 7TRYTVQGTS K & Wf
YKJ EWRGXTVQG® LK Q7 Z=-

YTK O\TRW OTZ=m YXL[O 7R OR

N+G70\@ D RFjOTULTRKIBZHWLZR'GIT" HZGYTLZP'
7R KIL® HZ@/ QN'R8S N IX'®& QWI< RR)® B)A-
YTK OLW/RO7 ¥VKPO< RYIX89'STR [O< RFVW& XKYX
> W7) GBYTK O7FRK LWRORWNT Q7 Z=+« LWRQG&X'G!P'
L ZJD XK*HTW QRX'GATREGHTYTLRBGTR*Je

LYXST7R @YX'GI!PQO L ZW0O70 TYKJ GRMRT KW JK
KYX=WOL ZX¥KT Q@BY@GCX K K KPYFKWNRT 7 W'R* @Y X o
7 RFW@7 R PK7 R WK< R7RLRKJ XWBG+ W X <QRGf

Q<'GIKRYW WM X'CHT © QURYBRTIWKRT'EZS'GKLWXS
YT7 KYXSGY =H*K¢' GKRKRRYXGT QUL KR)G:=
LW R &/ & WWRFZ 7 GRIYR[RWIFEN 7P KW X KA XR) BAWRT 7 L*
YB7KYXBKYRXSRB7 R X R¥ W!?WRZ=P!7*KTWRLR
WO Q<'GW6 70 TYKJ BRM/GORY XQ7! X Rl KI!L' R&S
P UWD Q<'GKF KIL> KBX*;6f KX*, GD =P8 7/ R K* G

223



7 ST X RIL° REW'X'GKG K!L> AKLAGUSGgRW' X7 R7
7 GKIYRKX G »

G8K KKW7) @G XP*WRIUIGZ GW GZ&IP 7KK7 R)=G/
BRZB>YXK X RI TWHO © Q<'GK @ TYK 7}IN¥F®,G
GYXKWRUGURYRAE* G SXPRK<'GKT TWEQWG'GK 7
O KYX KS W7) Bl SOWP QZz7 RFG 7% LYTW WY X+
WP QL %L8& S> Gf7R 6R Z®m URVKW P T%LBK
I*WRYV IWKREK"GK WKITYMB NZ= YXW PWY R-K7R P7
WX< RITRLR' GK U RYWARET RW N YKJ XWRD=4*WR7
<'GKUTRYWRSE RF®/' XlKURYRPGY XV P WQ N JWEX* G
7=

G'WR7W'R* @YX RR'GK T TW'X*QIL IOjW7) G®
YX TLPGGY KF BQDKNV OKYX-QU7U7 S X1 YKQZPGIG
7°7 7 RWP"YWP S W7) @='YTWWIL KRN YT[U
W PRB)XG LK7 RWO R7 QWP L)f & D' X+

L[67 OR

WOORI ZQ ZRBYLZG-LQ!GIi&T7 LJ!aiGWR JBKO T
Z=N G>' 7JPUTWIP KWE7 RW NXW7) &% YXIPWTR*J
7R ZG L77RWP L7HT 7R Qe f<P7 RW O TKYX-
YTR*JYTRWX G TWX G IG _ GKZG g GVOLK
TO ITR YR R*Z)k=»

Y% WRPX® YTR*J ZG LIRIX'GIFR' L KRQTS ZJ
X*QNW7I'XL KKYXj W7) @ RFK P KS LKRP XGf7' TSK! L p
T GG #UW@RGHT L K G'We &! LTKGWBXG#UP K
LAGHf L ZX'GYTRXIGf W Q78G7WRBR ZGFPEYXRG

MSGHd QWP LNYK GE8KK'GYTR*! L PGUG#u>\WQ G
TRGI9G>f L 2N G XB*Gf L KR GNVRR XG#UP> @ K

224



LAGR!IIK! L KIBO TGRF> QGTRZIE=G8K! LTKG 7 KAG U
YTEZW R7 RR*OjKYW7) G-

G'WR Ri* KYXFL Z¥' GWP LX*GIK"7 HAMBOZ WMP K
X*QBeW QK!PTRN)ZEGIL ZJTQRN)Gg X' GTYJG7ER*
W I'XL KYXRGe WRP R/ OTZ=P!l (WRYRUGRWWIKK*QN
JPU7 QKY®jW7) Gk X* Gfr! X>R 7*KWRYRARIWEL K
X*@N'W Q7L7P KS'SZ®:BPRYXGWKYRXG RH U
71 X RWEK)B=MS G QT QeUPK!IL HBOj> G ZURYRJ RY
7G WHZWP LW' KY XfUR Y RIJG R f * QN G LP ZKI YNKK )G3
7RWP LIP L ZKYNYW7) BYX URYR> Q& TMOKR! X
RXGe

URYRIGRWE7T8 L ZB KN87DK

WRYRGRMWVIK*QNIGK!IP KPZKYXjW7) BRF #G 0T K
X*QIW Q78GKYXR) @& Y7=!L KRN §' URY R KRXY¥RG
Z® XKIXNWRYR 7J RWWLBH#2ZWIX P7TKS GZ=P!IURYR
WH#ZFQWTU T7RRYNMRF R QGI@I80*INUGHA=¥FQW JK
>IB'I$' BV NRYWKTKQX R JE8K X>8K7GTUGZZ8Q Z L8
We< KYBj W7Q+-RURYRT HGNK G!W JWOLYREQ|jW7) G
=ZHe

L ZURYRWH#Z 2f W'K¥ X RFL[67G TUQER Y RRYY Xi @8
T 7 RYIR)=ZHXS W7) G URYRRYW®OI*GX' Q! ZJQ!iG
ZYKYXYW I' Y7TRFE TH Q WilVe W7 B WK YX* QB K
XGfL Z0 QWP LDj9:SMSGY¥ L ZIWMEWURY RR[X\Gl
Oj> GZZGLEQe ZJL HZWTSIPIK)TG=G8XK Q!B R*X CK
Z=GH YILZXYT KYXs KIU RJRYRRYBUGIX* &Z=+L Z3K
W Q7L7 Q KX*Gf W QWP L7Z=[W® KS XRWf
URYRROKIGR P X Q&feL ZIWKY BfL ZJRXY ECHOH QWU
7RG

225



NW I'SN<)@=>'W Q@ ZJWRZ=Y77 Qu%LX' GWVfQ
[WERNG WRRKY X$ W |I'XWP WKW K'RKRXX 8 RY K \QK
L KY%*,@ RBERYRYK \QK7 RF QUYKTWON JP=.G§ K
>SFYK @Q=Gf 7R YTWQOY 7 H* Q@ TWJ U'WPZKGEQNK QG Wf
YTK OZEA KTYTWO RV NATRWP"W7P QKWIXW BG »
YK\QKPXK RWP"W7P KQME87RWe ¥ TK Of TWWQ Z P G/ X*
O X*QW ZPBBSYK QKMRX @O GNEWXKNQT&7K!%L
8 ZQW'WO GNBWX ,@ RFK & ZQ KVTVDX* G
7=

KRXSRY TY7 GURYRRY XIGQUfKK* GZ<B Y XL ZJ
W I'ZTGSSSSTWRGD Q KI!P MPX* ZW I'X RYZRZRN 7
< X ¥X7 R QX' GI7ZIJRWXGW D' S¥' GRY KJ WW RE U
O'SLRSBFPPW Q7 T RYKJ XWRG TW'XWX* GZ=+
K7 R TK QWHIRN S $ BBOWE 20B'NT7Q7 G Y X

YTK O MMRR[0678 DK

I*WR[O7YTVQPX*KB*[SH U XN K& * YXaP R RV | KX of MM X K
L"=$ >:B77 RP,f[8 7XIYK" RRERBW N 89 S97 RF7
YFQVOWe YKTUIBAS QT Q< ' GWe< $7 H@=Y KY Xb
L HEYBf Q<'GWe< SOTTYTV@Z I'¥KN<)G2 7XS
W7) @® L I8'S7TRL HZG Q7 YX<'GWO6 70 TK7 R P7
WX< R RSC ;7 YK GZRW IKYDR)BG uWe< \§7 R P7

K7 R RKWX< WRPYLB \ZEZH-

PII7i 7GWe< SRYRJ* BB2HXIP!II YXHK7HT? 7i<' GK
WOURYRHFQ RWO RFISN)ZTG= HTURVIRZEQ |WGJIK 2 LY XS
Hiv ORY ¥R YTRYe KXW R F7TPRFZ =>f 7TRW Y 3@ Q KNWWRR Y R L R
YKXIBRF K GFP L KK*QGWHR WTMWIEYRK*7 LWTNVTSG !
<S QN RYRH® YRX) G e

226



G8K{7THK7HU>'<' GOURY RALRYQ We®7 R-K7T R P7
WX<RB)@2 K XGfL 7TRLAG'URYR7ZPYIX RE X'URVYR
TQEGEZ=Y7K 7 RIW®B <S NQWSJKZ=Y7L"TUMI%BLEG
> PIGQP UZ=¢YXST7 LR[6KYX%XYX QURYBZ= GQ
7R L'Z YKT DIP!bGQRYBKIY XG QW' XFR L' ZX*@GXK
N G*KYTT' @i KYKXGI*WRT7 LTXS> W7) @=>'>7TRZ QZ
LQHOYX*, GTR Z QZLQ*9IRQTSW JKR<S S> GZ=pP!p'
TGV aliGB'W RYWI*WRSZ SV' W R WX XKY KXY K*WR
AaiGURYRRA XRE=6'WR7 WRNRR IRIYKRK M7 f
YKRHAE? RWOXFQ LWRFWX<YRJ IWR®R 7*KZT'U
KYXJ"P WI8 QSW7Y97W7 R-KP7 R WX< RP'UL  HG
RXN>7 fZ W:h Y=

>fYKA FQrK MBRWRZ*Q'7L IKPFKTPQRS , Gb' auG
71 X BRY:BWKNYGWT BURYRJI*@NW R fBI<SNPGKS
> GE'"TUSTPTIMEWE*QNZ WF X BRYRf BURYRKO'|
KYXXS W7) @8 MSTF GIL RRNSI ISURYIRQ7 Z=0S'
URYRKZF PKYXPIIT*KF PKYIX 0 L IB'ST Q@ K7HK
LR LYRF R*Z=»fY TREVYX KS , GEBNKNRSF BURWRXF Q7
7XS W7) G=Z<PH TS G*X93BHRYR IKPSKL'\ZXG* G
Z=>8K UGIIUGUT RX*7 TERXRQN RRYXNRIR77 Qu7
UGIH J RKY®8S9 SOURYFO S9 L INFQ I RZ®m [Wi
KYXjW7) Ge

7i e7"RL KRQTBRMWO7J R>"<'GW6 Z= WO L IK7
7 RIWO7J RW'X*> YXWf7 P P KN 7 Q7GKYRRX Y X
S9Z KZ=+ Z KCS WMR'XK'7 P 7 KIP™K*L IR 7 RF7
J RG KRX P! 7XIN XBRY Wfl8g80QXI0O T7K!P K
G YXYWO TD*UGP 7 K!P KIRVRB=+GgYXW;h ZPI7
YT< R7Q7 &Y X

227



YTK O GWMRIR[678 DK

G'WHO7YTVEPXY IWIE8P"XRR!'alGILBFKYWeW RP'
XK*KF KlYX S9 S9Z7 RT RWOZF=*Y4a IOjW7,Q YX
<F7YKJ s RFKG XWX =2f XKKYX*GfS9 S97 R7TEWRO V
YK] IR KYXWT7 G-

ZJ7TRF Z=>7RT%LGTU7 P UWKIJ XWE&G7 RF Y73!RF
7TR)@=+L | K Z=>7RT%LSOX*QNYFQ S9X*QTSG!Wf
YKJ KWEG K'L | KW KJ tR)BEGW ZI K Z=>7RT%L
W JK%BOZYF QYWD XWEG7 RFFQ R7TPUZ® YIRN %' Q
RX)G=7PU Z=>7TRT%ILRFWKJ XWRA=7 RFPURFWe9
YTK OZEYRF7T%R!yAG YWI RW&G7 RERFG YFQ 7
Z QXTVQR=+ P!YDG UT%LK WO R7WKJ XWR&G=7 RF
JKTRROYFQS7SG T Q7Z=P!IFG 47 &, ZQ KI9IF7cQ
TYXTLWRO? YOG GEF7I*\WT  Q* Q KQXX) G+
YX7 RP!IyTG KIYXGHK 7 WKJ UKVRIG? R KYRXGISGg

7 RENK QL K*QNV70 TK 7 RRLAG i QAIYE)I*V
Z=e

7XS W7) B LWRESK*QBV®+F RP!YAG UWFK O T
X*PIIX YTK OWURE=KYX¥TK O D7T7*KX*@& 7 R7
=*YXK*KIF+F RKYXP!yRG YW KWRE®!YyDG WKJ URF78
LWROW _ FP[B&YNKK7RWRO \ORY %P ! yG YON W' X*Q U
L IOjW7) G=GfK 7 R¥NW' X*Q We WU KOF KS G GGg
WO7 R7KIL® REXGOUIL KKW7GW®+HF R7K!L  KGSLR
W ROK P7*KWOT W P 7TQRRXIKYKRG+>f 7B7 R7T 7 RS
>, GfK WO7 G B RBYX W7) B RFK7RT%LR LRI*WRP'
YKY X &

228



LQUGPGLR[O 7R OR

N+L[67RFEZH S9 S97 RYTVQAM!YTGZAGLAKP G
Z=}K7RGP<'GK <'GK F QWe®7 R PK7 R WX<RRBR)G
Z=W7 RFXS GZ=78K¥' GK <"GKRF W&97 QU KR)G
Z7G8KK"LK LK H KPRYQRFZ=3K7 P L | KI*WRKZPO
HT 7Z2J KI*WR&F O'T*KY RLRK]GS> GZ=-

THIC KYXPIYAGYINK QuL KOjW7) G=GfL | K RFNK
W' XL K*QN7X KYKXS W7)>G7 QUK7 RFWEZGWE® KG
R8)B=G8L | KRFIT 7 RNKT . ZP \KKGQN RF/R L'Z
KYXKS> W7) & TSL | K RF QuL RR)GYKZP&RF[O KG
RYXGQOU | R RFWEZGCHBBP KX)BT7 QUTSLK> ZGWA K
Ll KRFWSf K* GF7TR YKZP®RFT Q7XYRX) G-

PIFi77 QK77 RFRWIN' 7 RIWP"XWK* @2 XfP!I
Y7 7>f7 RF>YKZPRFQUG | K RFWXY R-®7 R WX< R
R7 REWX* @=G7XS W7) @=' WX<I'R'S QT GNOPS8S
> GZ=+L[6XW7) @®7 RF7QGZ W:h YBFIC ;7G8K'GK
7 RFZW;hWPX'QG M Q7KYX KS «>YXHK | K YKZP®&RF
7TWe® KLK7 QUL KR)B@=GYXKGK <'GK RFTWe® K' QU
L RRG77 O TPPWRD YK KSQG-
MR YE7STD B8/ T GLK9ZGRLR'K®'BR &=+ YKOURG
YJK7R ZG I TWKJ WA¥R@& G w7TU'V7 ZO TWH7 TSK7R
<'GKB WRL"RTT IKQ7 Z=-

LQUGG K T7 UPY XSI*WR37 DK

G KT7 LXS QY XD fBI7 LK TO TYR LRGNKNGEG
D fBAVKR: XI TG W RNYXK G>f7R:7R: LK7RERGPUKS
> ,GD fBI TG Oj> Gb fRBRI7LRG W@ SBYKP @FRFJIJWR
W ZWEKYKYCLEUXf7TNDABG URRYXK G-

229



[*WRT7 B* @Y XY KQIZBY K] 6 ZGI7 GWWMR ZRBEEB7
7 RB WBXKQIAEB7 TG URP KS G>f XKKYBIYXT GNO7
W PJIBNG>YKQZRF RNK 9'SZ=¢BT U9 aYa XX| T
D,fBR, =" KZ<PKXIWOP*K7 W PJRIU8 KYXp XKW P JIRU
YXJ RLK!P VK& >":B XIURYRARGWIE K* &2 KY X
B TXI LK LKIPUXXP K¥YRZ=[O K ZGITGNOPXKW P Q
JPKIY X o

P YK S9 SO9T GV/PKWP R# ZGYT QXWPZ=P!I7| X
YT Q WRLRK7<'GKG WWP KS W7) @2 KYXXKYT QKWX
RYX%G* pKKI<'GHiIGWE< KSGZ =" TERYRWe < TS®! f
<'"GKRWe< KSGZ#w XK KEYKYGURYIRR&G UGNIYK G
7 RF7TR <S N®)S*WRRKRXGP fBI <'GK*QN RERG U
Z=+ <'GKIRP FJ XIPW'XZ=G8WG&'GWd YKQ UFRG-
YX7 W RFTXKQNPW QUrQWYTK QWD'S7 U XIYTLZ
7 RFRYXKG7 QKYX¥RYZ®FT K@ QuW7 R PR7 R P7
KWX{WRX* @=-

KPKS'ST Q7 YTK O T%L

G8KYTK @?PTT O WWN UT O WIHU? L ZIJRYAGAY -
77 X'QAVKXK/ RE'W QT HZGK3 T™R)G=*7RLWRQO@?PV
W Q78G7RN X'GIRGKYX*QNe ZZ=Y 7K¥WYX7RY KFU &
YTLAW' QNK'GW7/ O YOIGHZ& DK YXGfL ZB KS GZf-
7R8 DIOj> GfL ZIWIKWKY &=

YXV O TR{® DGR)@2 W7 R PK7 R WK< RC7
KIOTWX @W:NTLQYF70ZP \F7GWLRKKYX S> W7) G
PcQ Q* Q €B7I*V KT HXIL f%LTSZW:WTLQ&IKQX' G!7
[O< RB ,7j 78K*[O< R3I RL Z¥B 7)Y TK QWIIR) B=+K"

IU RIST7 Z=+YK f@'171 XRKH HR'S JZ=-

230



7 L[6 7R BR

XPE70 WHS Sl +IN SBXPRT$UG7UCNXGH> YRYZR7
G W@ S> GZ= X RYZRXWEPWE S> W7) @=% QZ7
YKV TS QZITQGIWR ZPZ:=8RX W¢B QZ9IKWXY XJ RLR
7TRWER*QNPK7 RSYXW7) B RFL77YKV' JWTY KWK Y X
X* GL[07G @@ QZ9 QG @P KrGH RBFK7RK!IW R

Q KZ7 RW¢W OTZ=WE9Z QZ9 QIR L XKGQN RK*
W7) G= Gg L XIBBXXERK! LSRXWE¢97 G W OF KS
W7) B=-e

Z QIO6RW-67 PX W QWT | <!7SaliGMT<[BBX W7) G
7 REYKRHFIGH ¥XS W7) @=' XKE7TAZGZZAGLAIQU7
7 RRKGS87R L'ZKYIRN <7 XG8KPRZIJR O K] RX2XHP 7R
dR)EY-

> aiGVe7 BBRX WC¢IV GYT[MWAIRQ X)B= 7R Wf=S
> gONGY W7 7 Y7TNI?2)BY W P WE97 T BHLY XGf
LYXWT GMSRVIRN ITWK*QGS*7 TX RTRVIXN*RW P Q
TX RR'GY 17 UWTT 8 K GN*IRN)ZG>fI*WWRT 7, GIW¢9 T7
W PJBW YTWV Q WTG!RZ7BX* &Z=G8KYX T Q RMWXIG
LRP RYP' JPU*KZ7BX*@GSfXW7) G=GfB TXIW'XGQZ7B
OjW7) @=+ T 7 RSLRGIBWOLR LRG _XGQET7 RF
YNR QUL KK*QW@&/ R-BPT7 R WK<7TRRFENTRN ZP KY X
RXGXKZPBGWO/7=SB.!SBj> G:Gg QT YKSRXW¢97
G WTUW OTZ=%Z QZWEZJIGG!K!P KV RTG@/fQQG

LQUG ORLRI[O 7R OR

>f7*KW PJRWZ 7iS'ScQ7YTWY QTWQ7 Z=Gf R7\ K
YK KQYXW7) G RFKGSK7TE* Z=>8K] WEIPY7+WRTG UK
X*KYXKG'K Q BKRKYX K YK QNE'ZEKR) G=oY XK f?2LK

231



P G#YKNVZEGYXKKGrK Q BKIKY XA KGO K Q BGKIKY, Gf
‘BT UXI <'GKK RQAV'XKQIOF G¥K QBXKG VKK Y X
7R) K"P*KYTRWKYX RETLRYG NKZEKGE X+

WQA'83 KYK @& T*K¥YK QA!IKQINIBXKYX® Y X
KIP RPUYTVQ X K} TRVIVGZPRQTS ZJFVZ=-C 7YX
KIP> fZ=>'WOR:;h 9YK [WTR)G@=P!l> YXP'TS ]8WFQ
X*QN ZNYXK GZ=+] WQWRVBBKZ 7177 RKK¥YXTVRGEQ
T ] WKOKREBOQVA' X G!KGZ 7177 RR* @=¥TVQG Wf
YKRU MQVRYBBKZ7BRQTB RRYXjWT7) BYX K JP :
Z7THWRG-

=*B*BL[6

NY79+FL[OW!KI'eR 7" SW#Z ZBHEWe WKR% LTRY X
X*QGYKR GRK* BXGfWe WKREQS R LRYK@EZRSf R7
P QK T QZ=7TS 'WeWLRKjW7) G@G=»f R LKYX® S
ZQ KR)=Zf RKYRX¥}GHf K7 YX® ZQ KR)=ZKWeW R
gBRWXQN X>)K7RQ XK ZQ*2d4Gf <'GK B7 0j> G
=ZH*R 7 =ZH 7TRZP RYX>f K' =EZ W TRYRXG7XRE Q'7
R7 TSYXY RIWP"XKR8G>XR QU7W#Z FhGHu

LQUG L[6 WO 76R

7 REREPH 77 RFEZ¥ XK'7 V\RVO7& T Q7Y X &H*4S |
Gf GOWQO RFK T QUj> G3XS W7) @G®>W7 R-K7R P7
WX< RREWUZ=W'K T QKYE+7G8KK!P KW¥ RFK T Q7
KYX RFKWP P FNSWY LG=M, R YZQ *SKF *KWOP KS'S
Z= X ZQ*>KM7B K T Q7GJ7RP KS,GZ QT P 7 7 RFG
\ G7T RWO7& T QNKI'G\ G7 RF7] RYXG7 RF7KIPX¢ G
7=

232



R7ZQ KK > THYX& SZ77 RF R7 LK7*K*T HUW Xg87
WHK7R$F WTRRYR GrL®@!$T)pXI R78K7 1I'SS NX
N GT XRE=-

7i g8 W#HZR7 G Wf Z2 KYXRPFI*K*GKYXG 70 T
P*XO TWIP*XD T R7TWTu\ & Wf

RWTK\YXZ#l YRGB DK

>'lhFY L RR&ZH QLRP MY'28*KFEGH LRP FIWK
CQFI7RVD7) > T RYTYYIV@FIWIRf<QES Z7 RWP G
T GYOI7THWBX*KFE@d Y XN GPTTKY XWONeW IRT K RF7
%LPZ=% NGKJ IR0FG YXWF TVBRTKKYX*G NG | R RF7
T%: KW OKY X

YKQPZ='>'"Wo7*K* ZG7 T GIRNT/> KNW P RA) G-

X > ZOGNO GIRNT/> KNW PRA)Gr7 RW P QYXKJ uRF
W N*"TIG N ZGIBUDWIEZ =P! WPWOW' WX Q7RFLS KYX
RXERI7FIR)TG> KKGOXXKL[O6 XW7) @=+YXK"PY¥SVPHU
X* G*QUAYKRMNP QZ77 RF G!7L IKK]GS H KWR ZPG
X* =t*WRVP KT BYX KNGB8KV OX* & YXW6 VK L XIG
X*;®!'l RN K L XKFX-

Y7 7URKRRXSRIRYRHPG WRYRXGYR RFW®7 R-P7
K7 R WK< RMWWIiZ= 7 RFK!L" REERNV N"T®HK 7 RFWf
L KYX; BYCY QURFRQOMXG G#*KF QURFRNXX@8g TGg
[WUuz='7*K7 T GWTVRR"' a ZQ K7RYW P Qu> ZG7

Wa GWNA ZG*YX7 RRIWTUfWX* ==

f€ $ae] j€5 £5
We We RUR Y RRK3 W 7)=H7 RFK7R*K*QURY ROKY X
X* @=+ QURFRKS,GH TOQTQ!UGK] @ RTX*G8IC*W
L HRWBAKNK RO GRA7L KYX W7OK7RRYRR>FIW" P
233



W' K¥XjW7) GRP BfBRKWR HG K YRX)3B PK7B RR Y
W7 BK ] WRWRGEER URYRWRQ"RYZXR)GRYRWRHG
Pefl K L RjW7) & K7 L[OBRYRIWX*QG -+

7i R HW'IQHMRY GRRA7L KR) B2 KYNW"QXZQ K77 RF
KYXP'a70RYR KRG2Q MRYRFPGRX)LG=G87RZO WRYR?7
W R RYNW7) SZ2Q KWST 0 PLKS , Gf URYRWERT QRFLR
YKBYRX®SGg 7 RK*QG 7 RIK*QNARYK QW@AR) B=+
7 TSKIYTWJIQN RERYR KYTWYXjW7) BYKXPRQ K*
URYRWEGTPQIL RjW7Ge

7iW"@iWe QVOPAWON JROZGL RR)B® 7 UW" QUaVEf! ii G
Z= P'a7L RRQTBRW ' a7Weé QZIECKYXCQZG I RN Z
7 RF[OZ'G=G8KNVLUBTKQTRUG*WRIRYRM®NKTV*K
G RY@ YXW:h @P7 ZQ KTG<7GKZ Vit >84)G=>'WLule [UG
alGIBK>2¥A)BZHHTP UWX Q7R LKZQ,KR7ZQ, R
PUWE K! QT\RTRQTEZGWRF % L8) =P ! WH#Z R OF*K*
URYR7G T@7F2W G KY B® RWRZZ TRRYXjW7) GeX RF
We WRRZ QW TAVE}TRE

71¢ €$"'hZ€«qg n'€5—

P YXWTe\ =ZH!l 9!F*KOjW7)z2PH O6R > WPHUG
X*QNNe9L"FuKGg7 FP'KIRGEGHIULQU!IOYTTRB) G=
LR*L7ZRY LKT F < RXIYKIRX$R\ K 78K Q<8 9u
NG G*KW J R&¥UG XR MBBUR)E® UYXRE N KYXXG'K

RW@®K! @78'BNIBH -

PIIURYRRRX® FL7RF < RFXI| [WUW*KX*QG&8K
L7RFW P QRYTYIZIGHKYXE VYX9ZGNK TYKL KYX
X*?2GOR> R TQ¥X RWO7cQKYX AQ* TYKITGOMW?7) G
=ZBY QURFW7 R PR7 R WX<[RPWE= 7R L[0S7TSRF

7 RFcQ K'T Q7X* Q8B >KTQWP"X7R cQYNK QT

234



T GIL KYX* @ WX QW?RF%[EBVTRQ?KYXX? R Fh FY
Xl L KRNWRYRRFGYXKYX7 RS9'SZ=+ R>9_ LG
=Z#H YXJ RLR'XK7R U*LI'WTP X GZ=+ U W*KT!I
Z<Y7 W MI-UWQWPRXUWP B=>'T'] '9%>%UU!77 K78V

L 4)GZ=»

_ae-§€-[£-!€$~!2
R7R<Z<Y7 W UPUFRYX RFTR7THKWOM™W Q@ Qg

Z QIWIX* Z=78KT*KYTIYK M &=Gf 7 7 Z=
YK|VFQ77RAP"XRRXN77TRK* &=+Z<G RIWO7UO0' LR
MSYK X WOWfG* &=Z<Y7 WYKRRYRFRYTJ Kz
KYX* KR 7HRW QWOjWY7&YT WKaQG7HKW ® KS
> G

Z<Y7 W WTUTKTS' 8SW7 R-K77 R RIX< RLRVRKY X+
S9 S9 R*9K'7 VZJ7ZPcF L#HU7RPYRF IPRYZK G
W O TK ISTGUWRQ7*KPK! QVALRYZERYX] W7) 8TV Wf
W NAURYBE*RYK 7j W7) @=T GI7 GYTO KYXK)TK
YTT' 2§ & RW!8, GNBNpF RNK W' [INLT WR QXNIYFQLK®
7RG Z[UZFR PLRWTR BTGUPLKU7 RK XdtpU QLI-U
c#He PSW' K¥YXjW7) B RFGGH Q' LI'UT8KZP \R7Ke*GP Y X
YB7IGR) @=W J RFIQ%LQN RE WK\ XKYXjW7) G3g
YT7TWOYKRWSE LRK 7¥Z<Y7 W USRINKNOWIZ=' Q
TGBZ QP 8W7)=ZHX | XRFWT®PX LVBY RP @X*QN 7
X'\GIT WTRKZ QG @ X* @=-

Zit“el[€\o]

SEPXOK) 17 HIYT WK7B > , GT' I IWTR<ZQ&X P KPG!
LZPV] IKFQG RPKXI7YT WK Q@GKECR S> W7) @=>f 7R
HiN)We§RQ B> , GN!UXI RR<S MWVTURKKYX KS N 7

235



7 RK'GO< RYQ&T YXH WO ' WTUR<K KRAGGg
PXUK Z<@GuZ®s PX KG 77V Uu-

TVU? WAEZP!BUUKRKXST Q7TW QVO7T 7 RXKauG7
KI7" SGRLBR7TBXK* B LYXS 7 R®Wu GIRFI*WWR/TuUP Q
L\FK QRF RU!®P K® 172Q*9 G'"WRKYT WI©® RP Q
Z<YT7T W U IFPFHKW QGT/ 7 R

7TRYT G R5 XK *KU IKKYX7 RK ! Q Ve WARY FQP78Q P Q
TYXSO 0J KWEWRIY W& &K KRR )XE L U 0Q *IblQu Q *Q'® ¥ X
P KXG& K,KUI[U7TRAZ Q] 6 K! KYXRPBFIXS W7) G='
WOal@GV O TIKRX K)IRAtYX RE<Y7 WRKX UVU RZGR 7# G
KYX* 8 7TRWO/ TIWKOa i &K Y K)CRYITULU KV GHKP KQTS
S*Z<Y7 W UPUWFFPGK3BH GN7TRYT VK@ RWPHZAK.

7iT'ITWO\ T'IPWO SKR)=GHKYR!IY WK 7KIYKNO4) G+
Z<Y7 W WO TIWOai&KYX K)S9 S9 aiiGS9YTIPKK) G
Z=68K!IXILR LReRPW fLI'BX LV$® RP KS GZ=GBj
X*PX LISWYXOQBYXGQN I'Z=>'U!lU*0KUXI[UZ7LK
LI'UMS7 WRGQ&!OT SYKHTT'IYTJ KZ&K PW& WRG
[UQW PZK GR® XSYK¥XZ[WYUNS Y&7>7 fZ=>'P"WO7
YT WGH SL GR)=GBIK7RT[ULI'UZO TTQ&!OT SP KN
7XCR=7 R P @XFWI>)KXILR LRVPXZ=® +3) KX 17
YTI[WF@P_ UGRBCEC<N H7 UL aNXIlg WTUP<RFKY ®d|
90 UNXKT'IYTWIXNEY 7 R7%IP8KS GZ=-

UI7ulel L] %LP'T GXPPKYXY®'I7TX WO UUYK7
YKITERERZHF |2 :h97UZ 78 XWON ® K¥GH YXO7
' DIWeRZE-

T Te"S)7jE ] j€8 CES
L[6 X#P YX 7RFXI XK UZ=7RUZWTUPZ® >'

TIUIOW!IRREH EG@=P!l| TRFI''TS'IW'RRH EGw Y7 7
236



P KS? S*7PlaiiBIU@I'UTR RWeRPZKS W7) G=KYX-
7TREF7VROXKP K YR8)EZH )K7TR7TRAMN+ZQ*AAWO7 yQ

KYXR) G+ W YXTOP7 fZ<[SGI7 ZIJ7TGKYX  72J7 dU
S*7Z<[SZx=G& R LWRRF7P!YQTVQKYX+*R LWRRFN+u
HHYT[UI HOYTTKWRR)SSKT'IZI HOU7R)B=+SB’
N+ZQ*9U!UG 8N)B=+GIVTUP 7TRAR LRIZQ*WP H)IG
Z=e

YX7 WTUR<®7 W UITUA'UNPHIR B=+ Q) K>L
GLZ Q] GHWP#[W ANea NQTST'IYTHVXEKR BRIGR) G
Z=¥<Y7 W U elJZP \FRYXjW7) BGYGF7TR K eUZP \F7
PKS G#i N IP*aSeWDjW7) G2 KYX¥X U®PIPU QR LR 7
8 DYKR GRGXK. R LWRGPZ'LW 17XS> , GfFK WQJ UP’
W' X*S> W7) B=-

GgLQ!MW@7 RWPX LV8® RWP ~HEG TRK Z ¥ E KKK
W P HAI FORTY ®8' | W T R Z Q[@WIZT= »

CE&Eeeeld
S'KL"TUTGRFT Z<Y7 W WTRWI GK/RFT Z<Y7 W U U
YK IKKQQN77RE KS*7 RP ®YX* G'KYXWPQ7*KK"GK
JPUUPUBYX*QG2L GYUQ7R WPHAKEGWG*7C7SKY X
> G>TGuUPPKIUL'U WIPGAU WIVRKY &L " T ol GBX KK Y& |
WT>G' TS7 J alG RP K XT 77R*RKYX KS' X*7 RBE8K
7R J RLRGUB KW T U MKP KKIMKX YYW7 G

7iTGUPPRU LWYWRKIPUUKYXS KY X~PH/UMSI Q7G 7
WPHIKYX G*YH ZP RY®8"ZRB FNX7Q*~ PHPTUZT Koy X
X* @e~PFRFQVP GBI R7RMSWW!8P G3> G G8WT7R*
YT7T=I1ZZ&ZKYKXG¥KPH' PK W!0j> GMS GMe W> RIWE X
Oj> G-

237



Z1@ "B I hZ€ArIN"Sa"8l 17 1e[ev O “CEY]

LQ'TURBFWEGURP'KZP \FNGTUWD RG BR7 R8KS W7) G
ZBLYXTRLYAKTUTGRKRCERRXE*>TRP \FAGTUTKG?
W® P KSYRVR"TUTGGUP' Ke#e &I 78 DZT X7 fK XK Q
X*TG'WRZIJZSQP'K O'SRVTURR®' MRL'K$SUR=ZH
GBNRTUWOTRZP \F7G 7 RYGi-

THZBK*KYIYKIYR<ZQG RRYXW7)>Z < TKLR LR 7
LRTKYKRDGE"TUITET WKKD KYXKIU PXKaluGS7[Wu
X*QBfL"TUNT WIKKRGIF7TRYTRTHKIRMNG RE=fL"TU
YT WI¢$QGNTVQKYNK*718!RYKJGKéTQ7RYTLR‘VCGEITJ K
P KREZI WRTS!IYKTF8TW'XS7=*YK Y7KIY X

\”T'\E ”Ni>‘ *°€5.”€'OCE"

LQ!YUG U XS ®YX RFS9 S97 SP" G TPS9 S9
T'IT#He FIBKT'8KYXSTGUF'KYKR GRUWGL CLK9!$7X
L CYRE®XR77RW XN!? S W7 GeL CWP K\N3? N'GS9
S97 S7S9T'P KN77K¥ RKY X

I*WRT7 P* ®YX RA'IYTP W YT:BKQZZ=+> XK
TIYTHWRPAEX[S@= PKXI| YV Rb S]8@z> LS J'IRYX
O'BP®d QP ?NUAIFPUPB)Z=>'K P'JR >WXQQ\7RN 7
W P:BBG'KQQKW P BS7YXS W7) @B® Q\Z < KS*RYX
O'KYRZSKYR\WI NATIGY TUOSY KRKHQJG e

W' K¥YX KS W7)>G > Z<[STPUYTIJ7TRQTSL GWI7 TS
KIP ¥ISG8KT GTPS KYXSSTFUKRKS , GH YAIRFP
YKKYRZP7< REYROZRT FURMK IKYX LI7T 4QBBYNK

T URYE®!IGK PMWALO 7TRP@ T WI KIP KZ@)K7R
9IEZG RI!ITKSY X

238



PK! QPW P Nf QQW P WIQIOWRTWeBIS GZ=-
MSGIJI7K' U 8S! B* &= YXU 8 PKYVKTG KIRFB"BYE
TFU cP7 HYLGRTH T H®j> GZ=+X7 RPX KV

WPK! OB)\® PIQB7IXS¥RK! Q Q!Z FZ FUauUGTRS)G
Z=T'ILR LYRTBK87] 7XS¥K QF T-GRRTGUKSIRS'S
K"®K UT Q7X* @=7P IR LR B)]8 77 XS¥ K[SQ!IIRVPXYQ
L! Q7Ra+< R7PI1']87] 7XSW¥KXKS*7> PS'G'7' T &>
7 P'] VG@7SGR'XG »

GgKI!P7KS> W7) 8=\ G LS JI'I7 XIB! B*QGRF
TI1Z=HTT GQP"XKWSZ® > KS! G 8WOXZ7 RKIPW*OT
ZBWQAX & XIK"WRK G7 RF L#GO6TV GZ=>'KK UT K
'BWPITWXINW!& G7 RF >S UQs>" K*B*§WR Q@XIK!\?
> G7 RF Z7 UPMO Z=>'K L7 WH#Z V6 UXIWP X3QG
7 RRPRO7 fX*URYRZRWOK!PUK U7K!7" B=+

T Te"S]"E ] j€3 cOE"

L[6 X$6OYT @BQ7K!P KQ!RN®E S> W7) G=P!I
G GPS@'$SY 7*KK!P YXK@G REZ Q'ZSQWN WH#X*QN
YKT DOWH#ZYXGE TWOT"T V7P MRSEX GWe WWREZNW 4 8
g87*9 \ KKYX*:G YW NKPUZTZRRYX* G& KOYT Q7
W#Z YWEIS QA * QG K G W #L WHAHKSQ' S S -

> TWO7 S9 SOWPQWSI)GZ=GH WKZS QY K Q ZPG&( K
TV XITXIR ZERQZWRFGWK?N Z=+ 7 TO TXKZ=>'
ZSQ7 SPRMSZ HY RX)TG=+X7 RPX 7 WOR#ZZSQ78
XIKR ZGD'SZ=-

PIZSQWR'G T7YWEO X*@G7RZP B} YTZYUXRQG
<+IZ*7THTOMGL\FUDK X*PQXKSP!I=*B*® P X-B> R7
YKT WKW!RZYTVE®R] RXZIBQNV#Z R OP'R7ZHRV GPK!
X1 YV['IZP \F7B YEZRBEGZH X T'I> JWKRRXZ =+

239



f€ $a] j€S £8

Z KX@W7) G WH#ZR OP'KXI| YVI'IZP \FNGZ P KZH
BR > Z<Y7 W>F WIMT WKaQG7LI'® YK7jG =ZH-
YT WKX* Z2Z QZWIYV QT GB I'8W7)=&ZH>Ibf YV
TQXKW =ZIGHK7RIEP \F7RG KNZRQ *>7R LK <RF R
W GWKO7E8<B 9'BN3IBH YXWHLRERXQ> TL/BF LK
| ZQ YKTZee

[*WW O TKR'L"Tux BFY TK OWeg > BS LRWe WYRG
X*QNJIJ7RLRR7=SG YTYTG!PY WHZITRLK7R/TU\G
KIPTRFGHYWf R7YT WK Q&YILIRX* ==

HTJPUPZAURE WIR TQ@d$ [U QK' P KT®LFGH
[OKRPV8 NQESQ¥ KTQEOKDQj [UZI)GZ=G'IG 7 SPK LI$V
WO78 % LRPTHJT' IZP \F78B YZEBNSBHIRPK 7 7HKYX
G RGWPHRI B=+

‘* 8] j€S £S5

P YX RZT~GHGRLWAVHZT7ILYXKOZR HT YV/YLST Qe
T'ILR LMRe T XZHY XBBG ~ G7P P e WTWRYLSK!IQ WO7
Z=P!>9l RESTUT7T Q7Gr7 X*QG/RYTWQKNSI KXY X
7 RE YKWTaZHK"GKR<NKP"'XK W' KY¥X RWTuUail ®RRF8K
7T*KR<KKFP"R Q7KYXGURIK We9IRGRN T W' K¥X RF
>7TR TGuUP' N8 ,GYXS*7T18"ReaK WE9AXKKY XMW Tu\G TU
YK7 WedZGZ=GT'R<ZQWTA\G\VBXFQGCGWOWe 9ZB&BR
Oj> G-

7iL"WHZTTN R78 GCKYX K QG Z=»ful'' | ¥ K YXKR @ RK5U
P U Z=GIB>7 T GIYKTXS W7) =+« Q QPWY'SB GZ=-
N BYX KS Gf' G7P P EWX TSKRR'P 8lWG & gV T WO
RT'IR<KT 7 RINKLQ!ZIFGRTEP \F7GVPHNIIR &YX

240



W7) GeWfYTK OQWIK* & R>7 ERFPT WRVQT'IR<ZQG
=ZIBE'ZP \HWuZ="-

fE]"JE ] j€S “£8

GBKR'IPNRAXIWP KUGH H7IRY7 KYXR)-GPH PGV *<"
>' XK H'IYTIRFURM QB KQT&UIGRESZFGEGR G RF
TIT\PK'" W9l W HW' XYW P7AMR)ZHPpYK* XKPGZTGuU7
=ZH¥ P R7RF>' H H < KK >WP~-HFOGYTRKYNX  77R
W98 GZ=-

G8KN LR LRHMY7 7 T 7 RS GZ2 7 RF ZP \FIGI7
YTRZD=¥%78*™M RRWPHAUK77R) @2 Y7=8W O $%$aiuG
LKTFUJPGUIWN<®@ X)L >'K NR®GRY P77 >!S X~PF7
| ZQ TSI QTU'IP=9MA+UPTG7 RS7T'IPISW OKYX RF
7R LK7Gu Z"EUSKRQ&)@=-

Y7=40G® RIyFUT*7 RNYX 7TH® QPWEYREN77RF
YTTUGXIMH HWPHAR) @G >'KIj~GE> eRRPYT TKhe 9uP’
"HZGB Z®N LR LRVWX YEHGONXZT'KYXN)B!IT'IP 9uWf
YK 7 [WGBEGR LR LRKN)G=URO7 Y7S8*70 QO Q L-Q
LQD'VYNWOT I7S*OWfH HLKN)G=T'IP 93 W OKY X
7 RF8 Q'LNIODQ*p QYT WV R) B=+

7 F < QL7NG70Q WRQTaUGZL GWPGP' GzZz=f!I
LZL GYUQ*IP ZURYX W7) B RF)XI7ZN T HUV%* G
Z=U+ D7 YTT'7TH4IKK ~ GWe9ZGCGWRET 7 RIST'IP 9uP'
XKZT'W OKYX RANI QG PLR LRfWIHZ=W!S>Z & 7=!
Q*9 QWHEWDH7HRGNE N PGLKN)G=P!T)XLR LRTPU
S'FPK!'U WIKHAYFQ Q7 Z=W PKQP77PuU [JY >7 Y7=!
S*7> YT7 I$'$SP''W)G=T)XWP!l QR7° 7 9 G!7T 7 RS
KYX Ge

241



Y78*7 TSE*SZF*B'IWff7TQMNSS27 JZP&* Z® N S7
7727 UTBE'MN!?)Gs G'RLB LI'U7TOVAS 7] NI RK78P YNK
H HLKN)G=T) XIR!Q QKYX PX LVYU RT'IZP \FTRGKS
9'3'187T-R<ZQBGT7TWK ®CP WWi GR)G-GB8K'I7TKIWRF
7TR)@=¢ YXR*IPRAXK®TE8UG7<RF>7 fzZz=>'Z<Y7 W U U7
Y TIPKK)Z=»

f€ Sl €S jeéety £5

GH NLPG7) R7T? G'¥ TUHSHR7[US*7WB7N F'R<8'S
X*@QGWXKYX W LWaWR 7T’5> g XTXCReYXY7=0 R ZF
PII7TRZ< 77 GH YOUM WKGIYT[ONKpWU GV RW!K"e
WTUZ\F7B)R P®77J R7'G7 U RBWLYXRXB'SWTuU" QG

\ K7 RWu G RYT7TWGIKZ=Q*9U WJJI7Z&K&" RN 7

Q WGNXYE YX GWEEWTRGBGYU'7@PCGYKFPGHE S9'S-

L"> G DFSFRN T UQ O fTZZG\aBPG7J RYTR*J
Z 7*FZZGVZ=+ LKLZS'ZP KY&*>)G TYTREZT7I*V
I"8N)T=% <QULI'UW RTQeIZ=7 RETT'A§iN LR LR'7
N G70 YR$NW R LK[WOI WAPGSK =+

K'P UPG7J RIPK XIN > ZR=>'T)XPTWOW' P =+
PIIN LR LRBYL"\SMGTG%WLM ULR*YIZR)@® )K7RLK
7 LK Z=8Q KPRF S%U'TGZH47YX7¥XR*LRZ7RNL =S
Z=4XS W7) @GBGL T TO TWgQT aUGWXT FP W]
> GZ= I'TG WTWQQRK®' PK78HRRNZ=KYGP X KV
U-LKIHXK),G 7YKTG<78VRB XI0!> TISKIXS BP!I
G7B ®YX¥VZ QT FP XGP UWeyQ X*QG Q K7*K*
YTVT ®@jW7)XBF' TGYK] G%R XKYDRG »

N+XIN PGT GYAR ZB7*KUZNT7S*7JZPBRN 7
S'SY7-RGH YIUZGSYK TQ&R Q W SYKK!Q WO 7R
T 7 RS¥RF7 SYKYyQ7 SYK K'"GKG*aSYK FP W

242



[WU MpSSY¥ZYFQYP=! N"KYXGN PGN¥KRWK7ZGX [W7
eUZP \F7TGWLRXVKT#[67*K*JIYKPK! QITR<ZXEQN 7
W O BKWR>IR[WK* @='7 TS'IYKTUQZP \FZ=7 RF
7R 7P R<ZQB=ZH-+

7Z K 7R OR

NGR BT'I7ZGX [WEZP \F7GNLRXK BH KW X* G
Z2 Y% QW X* &Z='PX LMY RWPHGBKWWKPHUKLWRRG
RYG<ZQGHTIP KTIQV7 O B> ZP \F7TGJR Z®T'I7
ZGX [WY¥TZILRK7eUWP %LBTpP K=eL"=S W7) @B
ZGX [WMABNO ¥ TWVIQ 6RZ® LK HUR*JR NFR'=S o
YXHUN*T\WWITRN Z2 6RZ® LS J Q _ P77 F7 RW JK

WO7T 7 RTLRYGNO7Q,9 P*ZYWOBH\HK Q _ PYK 7
7 RRWOBN)YZG Q _ P7 F7 W JKLS JRN)G= GGg
P 7P*ZRN)G -

P*Z7T%LYTT'<K

G8KP*ZI? P 7 T%LWB7 Q" GYKT#[6Q" G7T}
g8 THMUOI G!D TWT[X*QWOQg870 T7*KW OT8K g87
WO7 RK Oj> +P!I7{iPK! GKMSKYX R)&YX%* T GYT7
K[IOSYWBE OT LI$V HWRERIMWRT7 TSX KYX XS GZ:=
g87 Q" GYKT#H{BKYXP F[WHQN/7RF T GYTZ=WO78
T7Qs &7YTWOXF=7 RFgSLK THLE¥TWKO @=-

7i g8TYKTW[& GRN I S XS GZ2 KYXg8YK WRY
7 RRYXt KER LRTK GZPHKYXXKYTK QWIKY Xg870 T
WIBWIGKY Xl[6 XW7) @G®W!8g8 O TWEF Z=G8K*7 g8
XB NS7TWW!8 XG SB YKYK 7WX¥QGg870 TRPI$SV[WQ
0j9'S-

243



7i 9870 TKIOTKPYN)G8 "&4GT GKYS[jW 7P &Y Xg8
aiiGg8 O TKYNW'Xg8XB N 7 ;h Z7TR) B=KYGF 8 KT 8K *

PX Q7 TR)S YAPFU' GKXG &2 7XS W7) @® XK
alGYTT'Z=P!IIYXW;hBPT'VTT 7WT GITOSYVGE®R
LISWHKMNE® > KU ZZW P 7QPK< XWe IPUWXPIKY XTT' 7|

YTT QAGNZ='YTT'R)ZGRPUWIO YTRYK DQVE U7
I'UP K)=>8K YTTKYXK) G+

LQ!PUB KS Gf7 fBIOKIWF L Kg87Y KT#[&BT &Y X
X*Q® RF7TR S9OWYT< RKVIR>S> GVXS> W7) @®
g8YKX#[BYGD|> GZ=P*Z%g8 OWIXK!P KU IZP F\Bf
X* GZ=of7XS> >' g8 OZTQXYRBI LZPB N& R8KAaiUG
Z Q] ® HEP7RGE RE L70 T 7RMS%Q870 1Z QRYX
G87R 78KY GKYX* Q@A LZPYE 9 P g8KYX*QG{6XW7) G
Z® g8YKV@EX* 8K\ GKYKI$VXHQNS'BGN'Q UZG € ;7
L"Fgi8 O YTIVAPXXN & X* @=-

MR'=SW7) GBP*ZRj8SWea®!&K* Oj> GZ=G8Kgs8 O T
"&GS Q7*R 6R>' QZJWiGauG*KF GITV7L'Z7j 7R
XIW# X* &=GYXKQZJIJYTR@®GG7RO!F7TP" Rj 7R Wf
XYWB7) G=PJ! YTVZPCFNK®*>K R | XRE=We W XREXK
T)R pOTA* 6ZH>» TKW!838W P IKWRPWERY Xg8Y K @!8Wf
ZJ7 Z=+g8WIW!8W JKWHGYR!W!E Qg87W JKWIRX)G
Z=dPUWEPGO QS AGGW!I87G' 7L Z<KRX)= 7R €>FG
7RN WIRWSEN §877G' 7TKY IKYXAKIJPUWHRB 71U GF7 LK*
KYXS> W7) GE8IOKI7 g8RV!I8GYKZPCcRZ =Y KW)S*7TQe
YT<7TRZH92W!8Y8™N FWRL R'JZ=+X7 RP"W WfS9
7RN>77 fg8W¥!18597j7 TW!®*9N 7' UTX RGWO TZ="

g87 UG O TW OTZ=7 RF7TR L K S> W7) @=+7R
LWRRF PF7 R¥Zz7 RM RJ87L!KR R*#8 W7) G=+g8 O T7
8 7*KYKT GK57 SWa NQWSXY X

244



WBYK @ YRGB DK

WI§K Qv 7HKW ®YX REQr G!K!LS" TR YTRFR) G
Z=7iU U7RZP DjW7) B2 KYXK!LS7HKTF8 ZI8) B=Gf
U UZP FBX¥W7) BYGL HR)RN 7U 7HKW ® KLAG¥K Q
W83 7YTWODKY¥X RFE WI LS JZ=>'T QIYXE'WEZ= 7R
4 KYX* Ge

7i]PTZ G G! 74 XW7) @% > KOR IPY XRSKX7R' R NQ
S'SY7T@*>TR) @2 KYXW!8ZBGK TQeZP KQT® U @WP87
YTVOAPW ORYXKW!E GRQ*PMKYXe L KYXS>
W7) GRFK QeLWRKYKF W7) G RFYT7 RELWRK¥X
7 S>W7) GRFFTRO GRGWRTH 6*a&YXW7) B &YXS
> W7) BRFP WFRW NYK @z \ GTRQ@*KY X RF7R
\ KYKRQKS GZ=»

>f\ KYK KQYGURYRY%RF70 TP' L KYX*QGefURYRK
\ K L IOjW7) B=GURYR77 RRYXS 8K P-PKWe Q*@ P
LS RXN77RE Q' AUGNOr 7= YW 7GRXS W7) @B\ K
7RYTVRYK @=P!)K7R/ N=J LI HUTOUKNfYK W6 Z=
TeW>O TL O'MRKYX GYXeG T O T7ZGWRIKE"GK
LI HIRSX*W7) G# N JO TKYX RF7R 7*KZZG QK'Y %#
G TTXKNGF L K*QN7 /RN K & *X*QBG RFL[6 YTK U7
W N R87 Q7 SK*QU G X »

>f\ K7YTK WRBQK W!8W NP KS , GFYRGIXRPRL[6
KYXY K G7{W7 R79g8T I*VWO KYX YXg8WOWNTK U
PK! Q> RQZ® LYXKS <!7SZ=PINKW!8A UIBSIWR
KYYf<NYyGIWe 7 RRENYK& MW!8L RjW7) @= <GR
W!183 SWR8KAUGS8K WIRBYIXNGF] WQK QV!&H W YWa7) G
Z=Z[WOHKZ® Q GV! IRYLS XYX'S R WK BI!G7U!IIJWR
XIWW7) @=-e

245



7Z K 7R 06R

NZ KC)@® P LKT®»LBQeZ7ZZ&Y KYXO6R Zmcu

Z=Gf LYMWL =\'K L=2Gf LK K!IOTW4E" G 70 P= Y3 K FI@'

P ] WQTMWWe Q*9IWKNV I8 \ K TWLY Xw!8 \ KWO KP 78
YXK"WP K KN77KYJ RKYBYIBJ |7 TX RT RZ®wm ] WQ7
ZW KGNVaygGK!7"IE& 7R*LKP KXIZO; T 0 KIU I7TX R7
J RZBYTV,QBE We 7XRZO TZO TP FKYX=-

LWeX R

Gg) UWP 7\ KZ Gj LRPWOB DK RW! T  B@u Wf
YK]G> P URVPK ] WOTVRI Q Q ZWOWI(JB KZz
cl, PK*YKHQUWQY Z@Z WaiX3 Q _ PW LIE€>PAG J778
Z<67 HRQTG*9 Q RVP Q R OTRN<I X YW JK QYK7G U
WeW RR!IDGWE = -

P7 QR YT< RROM T GWOW PHN)GZ=N T G!7
QQKRVP-BWMWKT 7[@W'G& T BB QQKWIS KO' SPCLKXVIf
7P K TURYT G¥BP Z7 S'87TR)@=+YXPG7Q &'S
LYKVX'SD'SZ='" P 7TPRYXK7PWN"A"TIGZ="-

G7TR | P 79 GNOWD ® YR KRN T H N)&Z=¢'Y7=!
Z=W' P' Z&w [Ul DWOPGYXQ KLRWRDG=¢ < JPQ L"Fu
>9GHP T<'GK2ZXQ*9 NRFGX J RWE) @=+7RY KRWEK
LXMh P 78 LAV XIWOR/Y X)) G =

G7TR | P 78VP § GWR7 GYT7NSYX 7 R%HRRBN 7
TH N)GZ=+ -LWRF PT[Wu G\ Wf ZGWRTEK Y XY X
NYX 7 R PPQ KLRWRB=+ )G'| JWMRf<NP7QTR P\ U
Z=N+U7"Hl QGK)R PG Q KO"APWf @ =WH#ZR OP'
7 TSWGh® LXVIFE XK/IHKYXZ 7 S'87R)@=+7R8 DIKS'S
LYKVXD'SZ=' P 7YTKPUKQT'SR X RR) G=+

246



G7TR T GYT¥ WP 780 R YR KRN T H N)&=W eyQ
IUUKXJ RLR=Uaifs We W7RIEZH P U!WK”A FQW:h 9
Z® PGNYXQ KWf K* @=+ P Z7# ZAGRE® LXVF 7THKY X
Z WPHIR G=P!l P WD R*KF G YWBK WXXK LKV <K
YRG ¥ KRWRK B=

G7R I P 787P U GYTWGER KRN THN)&EZ=+)P®GC
YXJ RLRZ=4 \ KO'SLRK Y7HHYX8 &V QWT Oj> G
Zm XKLYMHT<KR/'XX T H TFUR)B=P!\N PK)GZzK )G7
YTLRY®S XKK T<KYXT H W PYKRMWRKB="

YX7 WOK!IOTWONe ZRYBES URIP WIWYT7 %1\8G
KYX*:GG8KU!O P 7 YK}TFA KX* GZ=+T'l GRPHL YX
Q KTHILWRRB=U!0P T F PKWRZ® XK <KYXT H 7
TEIMR)G@=+ P 7 YK}TFT KTQ ®QYX RFP*ZKORIBR[US
>7 fZ=«YXT H W XP 7PlallcKX* GZz Q-UUK X~ GP
THXTT7RYB=WP G*PIQG GMf GK T%L ~ G TI8YKP
LIKGK' 8% YB) @® XK UTEKYX* GRQ K T B8H HRTR) G
Z=+G@'WXQ RRQ X)L=W'Q KIS® B/OWEZZ<BS BPT'U
TRP*ZP 9AIXK!ZXGY TVIPPCSKERZ<BT'UWRS QON F
C ¥KU KIfRG-

WP LK

K'7ZLRPAMWR @QUGPW RSR X RWQO GXIU XSK77
P QUIUQAKG78*7N![0U UZP FI/R*4B 7)K7S'P*ZN B
+ YB®BYK-

> aliGYX HY!R!?2NQ7KQY X7 RZUe W PIM KYX* Q NX R
WO @ BEMD KE<UZUeMR GZ<U7 RZRTKNPGS*7Y M HT*V
I'SNPGU7R S*<K7TRZHKS*7K> KP'S LKG QUB' X IWQ K
7# 7 S> N YW DW X* SZH-

247



PGOTYTT'7

Y G5 HHWK

(PYZHNB LF WNNESQ*H Mj

€ € €
YK HWRR'®e T#@P!IB 7 KIT IQK < QQ7,ZQ @)U\ YV7
N+G70UOKPP P,eOVRG/ QU ,UK!TF[WU GG!SK IRTUKAKS
ZPIS* @ TVQT RHG S9'SZ=P"3% ZQ7VHEA7 UK KRVBRSZ:=
Z QZYTZI7Q*YBEZHW ePA'BB' SZ=4L!RLKH K'7L!KP!0L®/ B
RXN77RE*JRIRF N WPRQ!ZGCGWe 7TRNUL#WeyQ9IWT Q
[S8

7 W7®ZG IQK < QRGSTYTT'7

Q-Q)U ' WAHTWWuKP, RP*Z
7 U U KI!ITYITPUuU

YTMQVRZJ

s PSL CZP8 We 7 HF7 KT |

s IQK < QRGOTYPBTT7/KYTTh WVBRT7IRP'[UR™ OR!YWG
We 7TRBY09F B Wzyu-
LQ*YBG PGOTYTHRIWEGXNWNS7SZ <We 7RFRO "G
L COGISK7TRYTULW »O* & =-

t 1IQK < QRGOTYTHTN+u ZXTRQ' R¥YZW S$ PRU UN YTD
RW L XUG ZRO©9 RHI7TRIKGH7F7[URHIRAZHT 9 U
X17We Bt G WYWNGSQ*HD77S76 [UQ YB*W MNe9 S

s{rys{yEX0 9-
LOQ*YBG HYT B#B. R LRCO'K Q Q @QN!?NS7WT 0uzJ7
PXO6TWH (B*<KZ7P WK WNI P¢

248



u

V.

w

X

IQK € QRGOTYRT'KR HZJXGh ZRPc7 LSGHR 87 uS;h7 R7
YBLF WY¥KGR >UR UN YTRWRR BJ!USIK RW8 N

We T RY¥YMW{uy-

LQ*YBG ZJZG LSGWeIS7TUFPNUQQE SLQ*9Q-DR LR 7

O GRHAXNI?NIG-

IQK < QRGOTYFWYBRFPO V KWLWR®gL 1 K!T 17

71 RKUKL C R FIW K [UL, €{zu-

LQ*YBGNe T#GWerX 1yQ LWRIW 7 RE!SK RIT |
QQKL WRQUMVVIIS' VX Q7

IQK < QRGOTYTHK KWL ON7ZhE!T 1 yQ WYNSG@O

We T# S'WRW<R®B>B Ds{zw{{re
LQ*YBG"D*R® Y IPUUYKITT LWZG IQKB7UJ!IYKT V Q

Z GIGKSTPXOTL"Fue

IQK < QRGOTYTHTN+0 ZI7LBGZ7 [U71 ZIJZGMWKRGIWF «
7S76 [UQ YWB*W, sBzx-e

LQ*YBO/T GWeGRBY B WWXHOKP UMW FH3S 7 "5 C LR LR 9G
YTT'ZKX> IPLS JRN)ZG «

y. Z<URT88'R [UT'P R7 474a77DaD D+ & CodKa aee A+J

Z

Translation, with Notes . X1 S BWUGSF B8\\zyWVf ¢

LQ*YBQGNe T#GeH' K!T IYB LANE @ IBIZKBCR QGQu 7
JIYK7yQS'SLQ*9

K W W YAratattvaviveka by Udayanacarya: Translation,

Explanation and Analytical  -Critical Survey . [UP.S™ DQKB B M

DT eBD¥{{w-

LOQ*YBQA"FaH'X!T IyQ YT 'VF WT:ZF7RFPGOTYTT'7LR
JIYKI*J77 ZP!IB KA He

IQK < QRGOTYRTRZQFAGOT y®@ JRV+0U ZJ7 RYTT#ZG
R:IK HZJZGWYX @'  ER UX- GW@ 7RFR F¥W8 We 7# G
W RYMWE{{y-

249



LQ*YBPARTIG2Q Q @Q WHOCRYBFSLQ*G7UW"IRYT Q W
L 7R) B=-

st IQK < QRGOTYBFU NG RZAFcBEG yQ*LW§ W7U*RK H
? ¢ IQKH H8TD8grrze
LQ*YBEF LSGWebR'Z 7TKGW L XIGIQK H TEWRZT#QRS 7

H K8N)D=-

SSY7TUTRP<SETGA 747+0 A-4 1 47 CédKa daul
v7 47477D4AD KA ® © DQKMS-WHEWR[,S8>Buytrtwl #
SXHSYSe

LQ*YBXT KB LF LKRFLIWR Q*>WR<IQY KT 'VF IRTUK 7
O V POKG 704N XIU)GZ =+

st9>' W7 RPGOTY W7 7PLIMS! TYITE XKHP)ZHS\Z7
L[U7ZHWe 7RFyLWR W6 F@® £x *
LQ*YPP)ZHEP'P"SQQK CQ QLQVRO WVYRWENBe 7# G
G 7UPBZHSi R<KZPGTR) B=+

t IQK < QDH H IQKTVQDOQK

su QK < BW/P HMHBYX R[W[RWRDAN< BU77 WWKG K
eH'KIT.IN7 T'$36786N)" BPBZKWzZXV e
LQ*YBGIQK7 RIW[WZ[WG7U WPNZ7R® @H'P QP
PGSTYTTRY/TP GUBK LPC-
sv IQK < @QUO7/ WIPKITIS yQ K WW YRDG¢I S DQK
7 WBIYMS-WWWR\SK T e
LQ*YBG R7° G,7 RFGWTU\G WOQNQIKQ P KIYKYT 'VF
PGOTYTBRMNU?NS7S Q GLQ*9

sWIQK < @QUOQT *6F7G. WAULKWRBGITIRX] S DQK
7 WBYMS-WWIR\SK X

LQ*YBG < LZBcG LQUBWRUADK7Q QWRUL RV WF J
yQ PUZG 7R)B=+

250



sx IQK < QAURF. TSUP K*LB Q@ QMXG [UT<WNTUQSP#®
[UQ WB*W, sBSWG R 9
LQ*YP&XU GL 10 IQKRXSTLYRUW, 9\FFPW P QVPT Q7
[W3 NG?NP7&*G »

sy IQK < RARF. WSL IF+RYK HT*R FW L"FW& T# G
YT YTp KOW WK Hsfcre
LQ*YBG)U'YNHUP PTEWM®& L XIGLRIFO'I TQTTQT
YTPW#7OZZRR) B=-

sz IQK < AF T® L IVT Q' RYEZWKI:PPWO"VR D7 LK
sz{y-

LQ*YRGE)U'YVHUWRIZWROIKGOTP P éeMW PSS 7
R™ O C-

s{ IQK < 2F T® L IF[UK?HZPZHS YAHEs®s{xue
LQ*YPEZPZHR MR LRAWY L XYW TRWROITV'VFL CG!SK
S'SLQ*9 -

tr. PIW® Z<7A = %7-:77.-+ 7 =0 -0 CodKa aul °+3
D-RRDYBY,5{Z s+
LQ*YBGBZF TSY7RF TY9 RLRQKDH HLT WMe R<KT
Z T 'VFe

ts >->4' LRAhW/ndian °a7 4 A = Ka » 7- 6:77 7 Coak
§KéKa :1: é A'K*YNRH <URY DA Ss{yte
LQ*YPGIQKG7u ZIKT, | R7YT WIfN JW#Z gl QAR \F7
JIYK7QQK-

tt Y7UTRP<ETGR 411 74 » 0 4 - 1 *K | da& A+ §Ké
Dualist Tradition . N K B'@"Y K TMWGE BX-AH {{{*
LQ*YBGQ Q7P, PK\ K #zZdWu GIIYKZAK LEWR[U P
PGOTYTW PMT WoZ8BWe Y97

tu >*K DEKWH Concealed Art of the Soul . (W M* 0OV M *@"tlY KT+ W F E
Z'\Wrrye

251



LQ*YBPG RG RP P,KWZG7GKP P eW77 QQKQ Q ®©
N+K)R GQBK WHYT7[WR) B=-

tv >- @ " Kdayana. %BS'¥W (0S*L MYQIS-VEz-
LQ*YPGIQK?2 TR#ZQ UuPKOEWe\X TG 7*WLWREZ®" O7
[OP!8 TRELQ*9 -
twYN®'YNDo o0 4 K1 1 ¢coaka aul o- . -~ 71 adaa 17 7 =
Buddhist Doctrine of K «aabha ~ga as Presented in the
v7 a7az7DabD D4 BR BZNQIY KPP WFFB M BRK' BKE
G ED-
LQ*YBEZFO;hOYTIRADKG7uV/T GAGYFPGOTY TZHF
8 DLRTU'Y WG~

u Q )U'YRYRA H KP P eWZGX W

tx 9+GRQ QW"UQ QKO pAG7RT «QFgM XXTOh 9 R H
XI SP*G NK RWs{{M{!KRKUW D«
LQ*YBEP,FKIPKIX' T O BWZ7Q QIUR'KI R IQKW L"Fu
G7OUZ@&7TuL XC7 -

ty 7TF I T)U'YWIMNWNE B* G JIYKKI!T IPS Je
LQ*YPQN, 9\FRPW P, YU WPT R7T8/"UPGOTYTT'77
LI HuP P eWR+P7

tz ZU GLLU/ HuJPHWEH)XGL I[OIQKY7RF WY XXGWe 7TRFP'
Z7 [UG-
LQ*YBGA)U'YVHUWOT7[WG;!Z2EL!'F7 RFG P 7[Wu G
N!?N L7W RK" 4G »

t{ \>G' W>'B,SW L --4241 7a*e owanmewith the Commentary
Kira «éDa CodKa eXxecAnNge 7TRIR«+IWR BSB B
s{{s-
LQ*YBXU GL I IQKWe QUITB)U'BBTP P el@K7 yQLUZG
TWe@NF KWe 7RF-

252



UrWG U<BW¥ + §KeKd A + -K V .BSTHOO"YKTMWFB
7S70s{u{K LIKPIUOWFs
LQ*YB& QZK!P KP KU IZP FW!9F GO YRTT' <K Q
\ KP P @W[U7 »

usD.YP 10. The Six Ways of Knowing . 7S76 Q"YKTMWBR 0
S{UtLRTIGKP!UWF-
LQ*YB@® REMFP PRIWK RYQKQ WYXTEYIDIKK
e*GWQA7%LR"'8

ut N 7. PZG SP&rception: An Essay on Classical Indian Theories of
Knowledge . GW M*D38) RZ'DE¥{z X *
LQ*YP® REZ QZTYK}TFWKT7 LK YTMEW N JJ!IYK7
YT 'VFe

UUN 7. PZG SL&yic, Language and Reality . X1 SP*G NI RW | W
s{zwe
LQ*YBPG RGMUD MUUKQH HUTIYKI7UUYZKRW W% &) G
PXOTYKANIVE HXe

uv N 7. PZGSTRe Characterof Logicinindia . W L I5*K BDBEKWR
X RPET RWK B'®"YKTMWEBIZ- M {{z-
LQ*YP®O RGWWTYHYI-LuZG L< WR7WB -V O TRQR U S
QQK-e

uw B MK Y M| S Bbistemology in Classical India: The Knowledge
% -T+1 7 - §KeKa @TQuUmMIStpste
LQ*YBGQ QZO,Z P, WeUQ® K7J!IYKZ C J WRIG'VF P7
LWR<Q-

ux7 S L-BW L /ndian Metaphysics and Epistemology: The
A-d40 7 SKeK BkauptoGa ~ =24 W (1S*L MDQ
"DQMMS-WHBI DteZZ WB'K KZWEBE NIS RWsEyW e
LQ*YB@+GBWIWR «0)U' MW UuYKTWU GWOD GEGX W
HHW"< »

253



uy7 S L-BR[UT> OW < WU /ndian Philosophical Analysis:
S§KeKBa FkafromGa ~ <24 7 °4 @ €7 d ¢+ 14
W US*L MDQDQMMS-WBIDxZZ WBH Ss{{u-
LOQ*YBX Q QWVT7 WR:IKIWYRI 'VF IPRF LRZGX W
PGOTYTB' 777 RW®H DSZRQ*9 -

uzYT XXP NMONBeing and What Therels . N K B'@"YKTMWFB
Q" QM {{t-
LQ*YBG)U'YVG TP AHeWIUWWGBhZGX-WF Z PQQK-
u{ >*K D&EKWMRosophy in Classical India: The Proper Work of
Reason. S I'K% B Stprse
LQ*YPQ®® RGWITTI7VOUYRKZGU U HIMBKIDUKWRZ' QP
LIKg HT R) &=
vi >' K P*X. Glassical Indian Philosophy . S)KXPPKO[SYBSMi D
trrre
LQ*YBG@ RGUQKPIBR LR WOIYKY7 TSZGX ,[WITE' <K Q
N+RGG!SKS7TWX Q7
vs W!IR" WW HAGIstory of Indian Philosophy . 7) » \® ~ @"YKTWFB
Z' W {tts{wWw f& D
LQ*YBB RGUQUKL7 ZGX @, P)U'YQvD,PRQZPR+@ 70 7
YT7 WT GHGOU-
vt W R J 7# Ikdfan Philosophy .S IIK>->8K D KY TX{tas{ty
8 De
LQ*YBQR® RGUQK)7 UVWT:;;ZR P)U'YWHRGP"STJ RF 7
GISK ZPG!ZG-

vu P Y XW R®tlikes of Indian Philosophy .S IK>->8K D KYTK
s{utK'L'KP!UWF-
LQ*YBQB® RGUQRKWe\ZLG YT WKoIQR'8QQKZ R™ Q7R

vv HuR'W R P¥Bdian Logic and Atomism . GW M*D8) RZ'DM{ts

LQ*YBGQ «P)U'BVILRP FIRIMEZ QQQKZGX [W7
PXOBFG-.

254



v N+G7EZFORTI YT\ KTU*X K)R Q

VWXI;hKZ® FWRIZQZLWRHIK!TPIW Xib6*RYeée ag@ -
Perception. X T OMDRI BAS RWy>X TQ DYIK Z¢W Pz e
LOQ*YBAN+Z QZT7ILK L*EG K7T%MN!?NP7E8*GIQK?7
YT\ KYTIPU&70"ZP e

VXJPUTZ{ZBFT.OFAONKE , 7ZZG NGJ!'YKK!TWe 7RE8'J-
LQ*YPEZ\F7GHUYFQ ,7KWR RL*XYT7[W&ZGL IRK7
ZPIB"TULAWYKTR-

vy >-KDYDKZ : 647 1 e d4-4 -7 01 - .N*BKT>DP
L* S7 Urnfe
LQ*YPQ@PUT7iY&P7R 2WEQ\F7G We7 LK\ R7J!YKY
W QIZNWR<Q-

vz >->N >' R' MR&tognizing Reality . N K B'@"Y K TMWE B M
s{{y-

LOQ*YBQ@PUT7{MBIKZG NGQLR LRTTU SQW+QH HYTR*J
ZP FP WNIEWNI G-

vi KGSGCG 7R LRK7/,~-GFYIKBKU UZW QWWRW<uU
“ B Bs{wy-

LOQ*YBR K7 NGHY-B HWBO7KWe T G;IKFO;h 2*X P-
YTRGIUZ QB*G e

wr . W W'KP)7D.RAnt Bleventh -/~ 7:-K {606 17 j T ug..J 17
D - RRDWBY, D5 {X{ *

LQ*YOR K7;iZGEP7Th 9[WKUT IYT '"VHQKWP7 INK@7u 7
W"We RKIKRKNS7TSLQ*9 o

WsTWIN JOJPu7*021 T S"W[ferW W!IT [QP ZID'&KH' >
KIT M70 SJUQKPKB> Z' W {zs{{r< B De
LQ*YBG7 JZ\F7G/RU!K>0 K PT YT GOIPL@ O"ZP-

wtWRED{U.> ¢é a4 7 = e 7+-*-2747 .D-RRO¥EBEBRzzZ-

255



LQ*YBXI;h KOOY KIP KL*XW NWu G7YKYT 'VYB I-Hu
YTT WelOu-

w.uD) K :. Buddhists, Brahmins, and Belief . Q"Q77&" NDOQYKTWFB
Z' "Wrrwe
LQ*YPGAG\ZF[UQJPIWUKKP RP@W J ~PFI7 WGWUu N+u
\' FYTT I'YK7QQK-

wyvP 7W DW RN as Philosophy . DRU-B9'8rye
LQ*YBAN+K PTZNF7GP QP7Q*9 <YR7'VF IPNR<Q
GISK LPC3'" YTULW*9 -

wwP W DWRBHW LWKD)X X, W L Seff No Self?. GW M*Du
OW M *@"Y K B¢, WIFsB »
LQ*YPR® RGYD 'VF P7BK YT\ KRRRRAP-K)RYTJ 17
N) Q BISK RJQK-

wx>Q S 9 R M.jTRe Fundamental Wisdom of the Middle Way
aOW M:* Do M *@"ty K Z¢, W F{Bv »
LQ*YBX 9 >RSP QP77 WR7I7yQU" QG<G! 7*YB7
| UuUYHKQ L 7R) B=-

wy D' YX O S ! L X AHistory of Buddhist Philosophy . X*K*&"S"KTW F B
MXT Z' W{{te
LOQ*YBGR ™ OR+IWURPWIQWR 7 WZGX MDKR +L"TULZWO7
L7LWRZ' Q-

wz Q*I*RL*[SG*YRN . Byddhist Logic . S'YKKsHuls{yt 8 D
LRTIGKPIUOWF-e
LOQ*YBXI;hKPU7LRGIRZG X PXDTYT FH#G!'QEVYIG'7*
yQ > LIK}TF<ZRF Q

w{ NFKR RL!/®Rn Buddhist Philosophy .DRXBQ'RIKve

LOQ*YBR® RANQUUKT HA!YKIWRKQ P\ K7 RFGP!aluG
YTPUL X TT ' <Ke

256



w P, alGK QG GSK P7 IUuK

Xt >-KS-7An Essay Concerning Human Understanding . ZHEB7 UK
sx{re
LQ*YPG#ZG<'GK I RLRUGK QG[Wu; GQK7#z& Q[O\
G7U@!SK RYQE'SLQ*9 -

xs D' Y TA Treatise of Human Nature . ZHEB7 UXyugsSyvre
LQ*YPBG P 78K!O"EZGBPPKQEPWAZGLNKITYW G KK)R Q7
G!SW O7R) B=-

xt >->Ni7u 4 Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human
Knowledge . ZHRB7 U¥ysre

LQ*YBG G T KIO"IWGN JZRQTWU; YGT\ KYTIPWU7 Q
GISK WTOu-

xu>. . P."Rhe Refutation of Idealism . P B Dst eWzs{ru#ud
vVwue
LQ*YBQ K \'QD'IIZ TUGTW X*L-YIOQPS/*<K GMfSK P7
W 08N)=-

xv D' RL 7R Y NeRsons and Persons. UW M*D8) RZ'DE¥{z v ¢
LQ*YBGaiuGK QAP K*T)\YKRI GR®-YTXKXZG7G! YK7
YT 'YR+K)R Q3K IP!8-

xwYTSTDRP UK T .HWord and Object . 7) ~ \B)W <!\R'Bh &/ Z'W
s{xre
LQ*YPQR® VW IOUHU7YK] GG QRKL*X> ZGU I-MTT 17
JIYKLH O"ZPe

xx K' WK D.PTyi Structure of Appearance . 7) » \B) W < !XV TBhDAi
Q"YKTW FBs *
LQ*YB®@FT937RFYFYKP ¥YF7 VW P+YJQU'VTJ RFTPUU7
G!SK WTOu-

Xy Y T[S Q'BNatural Theology . ZHRB7 UXKzrte

257



LQ*YBGO/T 7T HWNI[URPGKUR!'P K7 QZGUWRK7 Qu T
J WR® K!PGKSK SLQ*9 -

x O RGZTQU U W YX PQ7WK

XZORGPAYK/ .U H' KITPIKP*XK?¥S706 [UQ YB*W, sBw
s{xs 8 D=
LQ*YBRW ,T[OKQK B7Wg TP78 ;U PGOTYTU'7&F Hu
K B7iQRW PBJ ¥R 'VF SJ R

x{ [OKT9O!/®KTOKREU UBR/W L IRR P7# YWIN&*I
9 Q7TWIR BB RY¥ftxs{xw B D
LQ*YSG) 8WV J RF 7TRW K!OXKGT'RKZ [OP!& 9@ 7
W YX LRVZER*9 -

yr. KITJuK [OKTO9! GQ SGAS*s<k H' K!TDI'YKQ S<
h 9, W[P"WPMNVKP T. LBTIXKFWDRI BAS RW[>X TuDu
Q"YKEZSWEB-
LQ*YBG[OJWERb >GHUWU; GP\ KO YVOH HRBR)ZHS 7
W e 7THZGH UOIKWT 'VF S

ys7! GTF*aliGWYITGK eH'K!T717# FPJI~RGIF& uB7
Q"YKTs{W¥B
LQ*YBGE FU)T UQ7RF ZN-TFG [WU;, BK*6R pQ G7
W YXZQR!?NIGe

yt 7! GTF*aldGAWYIT®& J' QPRI R F¥#+ 8 We THeGH {Kre
LQ*YBGNe 'S yQ P¥ PH WYRWCRG@ QU ULQ TS 7
Z QZQQE'SLQ*9 -

YyUZ'P! W< QYT<WL<IKQQR >P?XHK R F¥ 8, N{xve
LOQ*YBQJ | HZW:;h U)S K!%LEWA; IGUUOYKIT LPWRO YV7
O YVZ< Q@ f<NTW+B -

yv W7 . D'History of Sanskrit Poetics . We UMV G RRB D¥S70
MPr.aSP!8*L, X7

258



LQ*YBGNe TH ® UTZGX MW7 WT TAGRMWTYRYZS27 R
TF*allGR LWRDuU-

ywT. R :TRhe Numberof Rasas. PW. WD Q R \,R{vre
LQ*YORWeyQZBX MIT IU BWZZG ZPRB8QQK-

yXx DY TKRrdian Poetics. YX M ~ DQ&BR8<BWO @< >N: D'K
B*X R W*¥{yBh >
LQ*YP@® RG QU UWe\XGWT 'VF IPWRKQ Q C%'S
TJ RFGISK HRQ -

y. Krl-[Wu, GV GRWe7#/ LKS8K

yy [i DWR® RP 8@ the Different Methods of Translating . P"S
yQ zsu WS'M' ONRL7 Xrb@slating Literature P'eH'X!T |
s{yy-
LQ*YPQA C7388KIWj> NHTS'87IBCXIWN X LK U Q
LI7TWeRZP)ZHS PRF7h BKSJ R

yz Q"> .KK DToward a Science of Translating .S D'K>' Z\\Ss{xve
LQ*YB@oL P79ZGUWEG! GWU; GG'We RWWKRWY @ C7Q
ZO MKgWRNET 'VFPQ*9 -

y{ L BR"PATlextbook of Translation . Q"QZT7h BWS BRK' $K5z

LQ*YBGHULRMWeZ'VFHIR7I7TX WORIT UOYK7WINFILQ7
W GISK<NW7IKe

zt S-R'IOMKIB = A-4 1 47 -01 » DSIIK QRKQ%MBISSf{ws
LQ*YRQA'U 7RHI'U 7RK!T I7QG YYTPWe T#HWRO WVR\ZG
RB8NW e 7T#H®E77R) B=-

zs>->B KA&Rter Babel/ . 0W M:* DIOW M *@"tlY K ¢, W F\Bw *
LQ*YBIT ,WFPFE PW GRZGI KVQ PIZG@ <HKHT7J!YK7
O VIQK>NI!PN Uu¥YKLR'8 -

zt 7 G WRKW X W MP2PRowards a General Theory of
Translational Action . eH' X! TYIF® BR-BI+K% B StpsyP"SPuK
H B{zve

259



LQ*YBG7*L*WTZQ*>K WRIGIT IT> HBNU; ZHSC7
U*J HAI7 Q7G KWVLR7YRFWIPQ7 ;h 7Ke

zu WS'M. @rdRslation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary
Fame. S 1'K% B SsX{te

LQ*YBGK!T LIKS:WKERGR W Y X ZDGT >W&) B=We H GIRX
LWRQ*"WKe 7T AGVF SLQ!UG

zv G P R:-K*X Me Position of Translated Literature within the
Literary Polysystem . L* YBRBIW' ' Dss e s{{rL#wws-
LQ*YBGK"XWGY X*BS QN YX7Q WLWRZIRR)B=P)ZHS
| UUBKWRIMHGIORNZY FR!?NJ G-

zwT BN Q.ZReKrask of the Translator . P " §{tulluminations P'X)RY
S*XKEH'XK!T IQ"QUZT K{xz-*
LQ*YBGK!T PBSVOR> GPKKQEZ$WYIKNWe HtBPRP)ZHS P’
LIK>2TWT » BRe

z x Y 9Y BQ Reé&criptive Translation Studies and Beyond . BD&PK
N' > Z&{W-

LQ*YBG QNe 7THZBI O 7 QUE* YK TFUK RYQKK!T 17
TX RVK LRYBFSLQ*9Q -«

zy WIWN KW RraBs/ation Studies . G# GV& 7 BFIeK% B Stprte
LQ*YBGK!T IQQKZGXZWIBVU OGN YX_ TQX7RH KZT'[U7 -

z z >' R'AP Dintroducing Translation Studies . S K% BStprsLRTG?
We UWdGT RS J-
LQ*YBGNVP7 SKKF[WuU GWIO7HGWR¥XDYLTWZ G5N SK ZRyr 9
S'SVX Q7

z{ G'>" KR >%ing Translation . N70 "Y KTMW)F[EB M *2KW Q
s{{te
LQ*YBGK!T LYKT,UZGIX WaidwWwe N $7<K PRQQKO RG Q
O VIQKRZIWTRIL® XOTL"Fu-

{r. >. K I'TAfterAmnesia . X) IR NWR 3B ;R)BK{te

260



LQ*YBPG RGVQrX _SOZK PR LRT #ZG!KZ Z K87 U Q
ZPZNKP)ZHRP'LW?NW7e 7T#ZRY

{'s W\ PG8 >Franslation as Discovery and Other Essays . K XI| S
S D' SUNmESe
LQ*Y®@® R® QY WM EK!T BfB>LIKL WYX WQV ZN FQ
%LPYQ ZDRy B=-

{t L. S STranscreation . 7S7T6 R BIWui Us{yte
LOQ*YBQAJ | KITIW>UKLPKgQ7THKIYF RF GP!IX TRV e 7T#ZG7
SQP)ZIS. OCRINS7SLQ*9 -

{uP*KN'7 R L Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies . S 1K
%BSSf{zLRTWE 7R J-
LOQ*YBGK!T IQQKZP!&J RNT KLUZEP \FV/T 7*WQOUu-

z WX D\>BRS L OSY:-WeW JKKWJ K
L7RF

{v [UQ YBTW, B*S7 .®ibliotheca Indica L D/{#YRBIYWG
YD\>WS<
LQ*YBG PGOTYTN)B7DW® 7BF7 Z7 UKGX ZI\WP7\FG
[OS'8*>NF"®/e HedG-

{w BRKT7BU.TWe F#¢B L!RPKYWEG 7 R¥LFI>BEHXS WR!iG
[0S'8 9 R
LQ*YBG K WNCWUEG | 3uWe 7TRF< LW Tu>YH7 RTS
ZZG[BEN 1Q*P QP-

{x T DU7TYBL! G7-8O<.W SW7T)\ KS K)BS-9.
LQ*YB &7 UKVWe TRAVeY® YW L! G7-SQ HIGQ YLG
7RNSTSLQ*9 -

{y W KNIUW L KT YTHLEQ7 SUpeQWIe&k . . > L Ke

LQ*YBG PGBTYTTIDK TVQEUWe 7&AU*JZNYTTRF
W Q YRBIWX @7G-

261



{z>. R .B . S.. Gdttingen Register of Electronic Texts in
Indian Languages . KS K -GVe HX-

LQ*YBGNe ,7# GS Z 7# BO-KCKLQB*>N WX QW JKIRFWf
LY PHYW/RS S* <KW & 7 RIFPVBf K Q7 »

{{ R PLQD![BRPUK D/[SYLLBO®!/{®YD® RGR7 W& 7# ZG
PUSQ-

LQ*YBPEZPZHES HAWRe T# ®![SMLR VUWXTT&FEN 7
We HP@G-

WL I7Y® LF

W"< QQKYT G#®ZI RR)G=P!WP S*<KW® 7REN) G
Z Q'We TABP"®!IYWG YT WK. QD! [SHRSARNT Q7 Z=-

KS KZGLQ*MRMBP QR H Q[OS!8&e 7RF[O9PXGIMK*
7RV

262



i

ATHAdA QS

g - el Afdelt srgaTa: Mo ST

sTdarades A mereRifs
e 3t o g s iR g

erare, effvmaTe S yFaETEs
Rreeg e, S o Higrs gumdars
B R e i i) A
AR § e H1E ufge &R
et AT areaRa s e Afd)

eiftenare-@ues, Ramere-ghen,
ga-TpoT-iniET | s SR
st ffgufes € ad-amn
T - T TETERVT O —
SigaTeR SitaRR wguf GEwe siaguul
B

s TR
it =g
K s 2 — st wvsT an e R
* @V 3 — d1g] aafadar ey @vee (Ramar-afan)
¥ s 2wy siiten (srga-sad )
* WUE ¥ — Sa], $3% 301 Hiareh gty w@Ey

HATEE ol BIE ATGGGAT=Ale HT
Fafaarmioe A siard gt wai
&1 i T g R
gEEy HfS, snfed A vaer gaFd
e @l a1E wis e st

‘www¥ideh&co.in

TR ST 101 - HUR S R0y

263




264



Rbiidiiguataidt bbbttt ntasusiatiaiiaibad

< * &

> c > - D>

Atmatattvaviveka

Udayandcarya

Translated from the original Sanskrit into Maithili

Gajendra Thakur

Discerning the nature of the Self - A refutation of the Buddhist doctrine of no-self

Enlarged Edition 2026 - First Edition 2004

Atmatattvaviveka
VIDEHA
First Maithili Fortnightly e-Magazine - Since 2000 - ISSN 2229-547X

www.videha.co.in

m A 8 A A A A A & A A8 A AR A AR A8 A8 82 A8 A2 A8 A 5 A8 28 28 A A8 8 A i A8 28 48

265



266



~-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND >2ULJL{
Udayana, translated from Sanskrit into Maithili by
Gajendra Thakur]

Gajendra Thakur
Editor: Videha 2 The First Maithili Fortnightly E -Journal

Since 2000 - ISSN 222947X
www.videha.co.in

267



268



Publication and Copyright

2ULJLQDO 6DQVNULW :RUMNGCHDWIOWDBDWWDDY L\
Translation from Sanskrit into Maithili: Gajendra Thakur
Editing and Book Design: Gajendra Thakur

First Edition: 2004
Enlarged Edition: 2026

Publisher: Videha 2 The First Maithili Fortnightly E -Journal
ISSN 2229547X
Established: 2000

Website: www.videha.co.in

© 2004/2026 Gajendra Thakur / Priti Thakur. All rights are reserved in the
Maithili translation, editorial material, and book design. The original Sanskrit
work is a classical heritage of the Indian philosophical tradition.

No substantial portion of this edition may be reproduced, stored, or transmitted
without the written permission of the author or publisher. Brief quotations may be
used, with due acknowledgement, for review, research, and educational reference.

This edition is published as part of Videha's book series.

269



Contents

-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND

Publication and Copyright

&KDSWHU 7KH ODLWKLOL 7UDQVODWLRQ RI —-W
Review in the Light of Indian and Western Literary and Translation
Theories

1. Introduction: A Text's Homecoming
2. The Generic Form of the Original Work: A Treatise That Is Literature
3. In the Light of Indian Poetics
"LVFXVVLRQ RI 5D\RIPLG-D@MMD5DY WKH WK 9°UD DQG +—\
Rasas
3.2 Discussion of Dhvani: Beyond the Literal Meaning
3.3 Vakrokti and the Scheme of Figures of Speech
*XAEAD 5 WL DQG $XFLW\D
4. In the Light of the Indian Translation Tradition
5. In the Light of Western Translation Theory

5.1 Schleiermacher's Two Paths and Venuti's Foreignization

5.2 Nida, Newmark, and Skopos

5.3 Steiner's Fourfold Movement and Benjamin's Afterlife

5.4 Lefevere's Rewriting, Polysystem Theory, and the Question of Preservation

6. Comparative Philosophy: Udayana in the Western Mirror
7. Linguistic Evaluation: Achievements and Limitations
7.1 Achievements
7.2 Limitations and Suggestions
8. The Book Architecture of the Enlarged Edition: A Review of the Paratext
9. In the Context ofVideha's Parallel Stream

10. Conclusion and Integrated Evaluation

-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND $ 6HULRXV 3KLORVRSKLF
(VVD\ LQ WKH &RQWH[W RI WKibDH EHDAA N DE B KLZOHRNGF
and Buddhist Thought

1. Introduction and Historical Background
2. The Capacity of Maithili as Philosophical Prose and Gajendra Thakur's
Contribution
3. Part I: Refutation of the Doctrine of Momentariness and Establishment
of Permanence
3.1 A Discussion of Capacity and Incapacity: The Sme#iSprout Example
BHIXWDWLRQ RI $SRKDY—GD 7KHRU\ RI ([FOXVLRQ
3.3 Refutation of the Inevitability of Destruction

270



4. Part Il: Refutation of the Denial of External Reality (A Discussion of
ILMXx—QDY—GD
4.1 A Critique of the Rule of GApprehension (Refutation of Sahopalambha Niyama)
5HIXWDWLRQ RI IQ\DY—GD $ &ULWLTXH Rl WKH 0—
5. Part lll: The Distinction between Qualities and the Qualified Substance
(Analysis of Substance and Quality)
SBHIXWDWLRQ RI WKH 7KHRU\ RI 33JJUHJDWLRQ"
5.2 The Distinction between Parts and the Whole
7KH 1IDWXUH RI 3'LITHUHQFH’

6. Part IV: The Reality of the Self and the Nature of God and Liberation
(Refutation of the Doctrine of NaoSelf)
6.1 Establishing the Self: Recognition and Memory
6.2 Establishing God: Theheory of Cause and Effect
6.3 The Authority of the Veda and the Example of Medical Science
6.4 The True Nature of Liberation

7. Intellectual Context, Modern Academic Institutions, and Directions for
Research

8. Profound Philosophical Conclusions (Deep Insights and Broader
Implications)

9. Conclusion

&KDSWHU 7KH ODLWKLOL 7UDQVODWLRQ RI

Review in the Light of Indian and Western Literary and Translation
Theories

1. Preliminary Evaluation

2. The Generic Form of the Work: A Confluence of Philosophy, Debate,
and Literature

2.1 Philosophical Debate as a Drama of Knowledge

2.2 The Plot of Reasoning

2.3 The Unity of the Imag8equence

3. Review in the Light of Indian Literary Theory
3.1 Rasa Theory

D — QWD 5DVD 7KH 3ULQFLSDO 8QGHUFXUUHQW
E 7KH  QWHOOHFWXDO )RUP RI 9°UD 5DVD
¢. Humour and Satire
G 7KH %DVLV RI .DUXAZD 5DVD
3.2 Dhvani Theory
The First Dhvani: The Necessity of S&lhowledge
The Second Dhvani: The Relationship between Language and Reality
TheThird Dhvani: The Intellectual Reinstatement of Maithili
3.3 Vakrokti and Figures of Speech
Interrogative Obliqueness
Satirical Obliqueness
The Figure of lllustrative Example
Metaphor

5"WL DQG WKH 7KHRU\ RI *X/ADV
7KH *X/&ZD RI /IXFLGLW\ 3UDV—GD
7KH *X/ZD RI 9LJRXU 2MDV

271



7KH *XAZD RI 6ZHHWQHVYVY 0—GKXU\D
Limitations
3.5 The Theory of Aucitya
Terminological Propriety
Syntactic Propriety
Editorial Impropriety
-N—AN&— <RJ\DW— 6DQQLGKL DQG 7—WSDU\D
([SHFWDQF\ —-N—ANa—
6HPDQWLF &RPSDWLELOLW\ <RJ\DW—
Proximity (Sannidhi)
L QWHQGHG OHDQLQJ 7—WSDU\D
4. Review in the Light of Western Literary Theory
4.1 Formalism and New Criticism
4.2 Bakhtin's Dialogism
4.3 Structuralism
4.4 A Deconstructive Perspective
4.5 Hermeneutics
4.6 Phenomenology
4.7 ReadefResponse Theory
4.8 Postcolonial and Indigenous Epistemic Perspectives

5. Review in the Light of Translation Theory
5.1 What Kind of Translation Is This?
5.2 Nida's Dynamic Equivalence
5.3 Newmark's Semantic and Communicative Translation
The Semantic Dimension
The Communicative Dimension
5.4 Skopos Theory
5.5 Domestication and Foreignization
Foreignization
Domestication
5.6 Toury's TargeText Norms
5.7 Juliane House's Overt Translation
5.8 Berman's Deforming Tendencies
Rationalization
Clarification
Expansion
Alteration of Rhythm
5.9 The Translator's Visibility

6. Distinctive Achievements of the Translator
6.1 Creation of a Maithili Philosophical Lexicon
6.2 Reducing the Burden of Sanskrit
6.3 Oralizing the Argument
6.4 Preserving the Original's Satire and Imagery
6.5 Giving Philosophical Thought a Literary Form
7. Principal Limitations
7.1 Absence of a Specified Source Edition
7.2 Unclear Distinction between the Original and the Translator's Interventions
7.3 The Laudatory Tone of the Opening Research Essay

272



7.4 Insufficient Development of Western Comparisons
7.5 Inconsistency of Linguistic Register

7.6 Excessive Paragraph Length

7.7 Repetition of Headings

7.8 Consistency of Terminological Forms

7.9 Polemical and Cultur@ommentary

7.10 Weaknesses in the Bibliography

8. Concrete Suggestions for a Revised Critical Edition
1. A Clear Account of the Base Text
2ULJLQDO 9HUVHV DQG 6IWUD 1XPEHUYV

3. Translation Policy

4. Typographical Distinction between the Prima Facie Position and the
Reply

5. Division of Long Paragraphs

6. Glossary of Technical Terms

7. Subject Index

8. Rewriting the Introduction

9. Regulation of English Terms

10. Reorganization of the Bibliography

9. Integrated Evaluation

10. Final Conclusion

Chapter 3: Appendix: Maithili Translation of the Original Work

Part |

Examination of the Doctrine of Momentary Existence

Verse of Praise

The Subject for Deliberation and the Purpose of This Inquiry

'"RFWULQHV 2SSRVI®G LIWHRAWNIH ANHZADR]I WKH 1DWXUH RI

Establishing Universal Momentariness by Inference and Refuting It on the Ground That
Invariable Concomitance Is Unproved

Proof of Invariable Concomitance and Its Detailed Examination

Differences among Exclusions Cannot Be Established by Trelstirigally Excluded
Things as Excluding One Another

Partial Mutual Inclusion and Partial Mutual Exclusion Are Impossible among
Exclusions

Differences among Exclusions Cannot Be Established through Differences in
Adventitious Qualities

Differences among Cognitions Cannot Make Exclusions Different

Examination of the View That Capacity Means Fitness to Produce an Effect

Three Possible Forms of the Capacity Inhering in a Causal Object

The First Form of Capacity Is Unacceptable

Detailed Refutation of the Second Form of Capacity

Proposal and Refutation of a New Proof in Support of the Said Quality

Refutation of the Third Form of Capacity

Proposal and Refutation of a New Reason for the Inference

A Question Concerning the Nature of an Object

273



Clarification of theMeaning of Delay and Immediacy

Agreement on This Point and Its Justification

Conclusion

The Proposal That Only a Productive Cause Becomes Connected with Auxiliary Causes

Three Possible Forms of Doubt and the Conclusions That Follow from Them

Answer to the Question: Are All Causal Objects Not Alike?

The Satirical Consequence of the Said Possibility

Introduction to a Detailed Examination of the Counterproof against Immediate
Productivity

Obijections to the Quality Called Immediate Productivity

Explanation of the First and Second Objections

Explanation of the Fourth Objection

Counterargument and Reply to the Above Objection

Detailed Explanation of the Above Objection

Explanation of the Fifth Objection

Conclusion of the Above Discussion

Inferential Proof othe Above Conclusion

Inferential Proof against the Opposing Inference

Analysis of the Above Proof

Conclusion

An Alternative Proof of the Conclusion That Seedhood Determines Sprouthood

Reply to the Objection That a Seed Accompanied by Auxiliary Causes Produces lIts
Effect

The Inferential Form of the Above Reply

Objection and Reply: The Seddhture of All Seeds Cannot Be Denied

A Brief Question and Its Answer

A Second Brief Question and Its Answer

A Satirical Statement of the Conclusion

The Negative Form of the Above Argument

A Minor Doubt and Its Resolution

Proposal of the Argument That One and the Same Individual Object Cannot Be Both
Productive and Unproductive

Different Kinds of Contradiction and Their Examples

Refutation of the First Form of Contradiction

Refutation of the Second Form of Contradiction

Can Different Magnitudes Exist in the Same Substance at Different Times?

Objection Concerning the Contradiction in the Coexistence of Capacity and Incapacity

Refutation of the Suggestion That a Momentary Object Can Be Productive at All Times

Conclusion and Counterargument against Momentariness

Refutation of the Alternative That a Separate Cause Must Be Posited for Each
Production at a Different Place

The Possibility of a Defect in the Opponent's Argument

Refutation of the First Alternative

Refutation of the Second Alternative

Refutation of the Third Alternative

Proposal of a Second Pair of Inferences to Establish the Coexistence of Opposed
Qualities

Obijection That the Inferences Are Defective

274



Refutation of Another Pair of Inferences

Refutation of the Third Explanation of the Inconsistency

Obijection That Inconsistency Arises in the Aggregation of Auxiliary Causes

Refutation of the Different Forms of Inconsistency

Objection Based on thgon-Pervasive Occurrence of the Aggregate, and Its Refutation

Reply to the View That a Conjoined Object Is Different from a Separate Object

A Special Defect in Negative Invariable Concomitance Based on Unreal Terms

A Negative Answer to the First Question and an Affirmative Answer to the Second

Reply to the Objection That the Opponent Did Not Remain Silent on This Matter

Refutation of the Third Alternative

Continuation of the Refutation

Conduct Directed toward an Unreal Object Is Sadhtradictory

Objection to the Above View and Its Answer

Reply to the Objection That Negative Conduct toward an Unreal Object Is Appropriate

Reply to the Objection That a Quality Can Be Superimposed upon an Unreal Object

Refutation of the View That False Cognition of the Absence of Denotative Power Is
Possible in an Unreal Object

Another Minor Objection and Its Refutation

An Example of Disorder Produced by Indiscriminate Assertion

Examination and Refutation of the Objection That Conduct Is Determined by Cognition
Alone

Identification and Examination of What Regulates Word Meaning

Examination and Refutation of the View That Mental Impression Regulates Word
Meaning

Refutation of the View That a Conventional Relation with the Unreal Object Can Be
.QRZQ IURP WKH ([SUHVVLRQ 3D +DUH V +RUQ’

Refutation of the View That Convention Can Be Known by Some Other Means

Refutation of the Theory of Knowing Word Meaning through Individual Mental
Impressions

Conclusion of the Above Arguments

Examination of the Nature of Negation or Absence

Refutation of the Second Explanation of Absence

Refutation of the Objection That Absence Can Be an Object of Conduct Even without
Valid Cognition

Refutation of the Objection That Positive and Negative Objects Are Forms of Mutual
Exclusion

Proof That Both an Object and Its Negation Are Validly Established

Refutation of the Objection That an Imagined Qualification of the Reason Is Sufficient
for Inference

Negative Invariable Concomitance Cannot Be Established by an Imagined
Qualification

Examination of a New Proof of Momentariness Based on the Inevitability of
Destruction

Justification and Refutation of the Identity of Destruction with the Destroyed Object

Continuation of the Refutation

Refutation of the First of the Two Latter Alternatives

Refutation of the Second Alternative

Refutation of the Second Explanation of the Inevitability of Mistence
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Refutation of the First Alternative Concerning NBRristence

Refutation of the Third Explanation of the Inevitability of Destruction

Refutation of the Two Latter Alternatives

Refutation of the First and Second Alternatives

Objection to the Above View and Its Answer

Continuation of the Reply

Another Objection and Reply Concerning the Relation between Destruction and Its
Counterpositive

Another Objection and Its Answer

Objection to the Above Answer and the Rejoinder

Refutation of the Final Explanation of Inevitability

Identification and Reasoned Confirmation of the Defects in the Buddhist Inferences

Positive Proof of the Permanence of Objects

Objection to theAbove Proof and Reply

Obijection to the Reply and Its Resolution

Refutation of the Possible Forms of Doubt

Justification of the Above Inference

Examination of the Nature of the Universal Form of Objects

Obijection in Support of Cognition of Exclusion and Its Refutation

Continuation of the Rejoinder

Another Objection and Its Rejoinder

Refutation of the View That a Universal Is the Exclusion of Others

-x—QD UV 9LHZ 7KDW ([FOXVLRQ ,Vv D 6HFRQGDU\ 2EMH
Refutation

Objection to the Above View and Its Answer

Another Objection and Reply

Another Objection to the Above Answer and Its Resolution

Justification for the Manifestation of a Real Universal Form in Conceptual Cognition

The View That Cognition of Similarity Arises through Ignorance of Difference

Examination of the Inferential Proof of the Theory of Exclusion

Further Examination of the Inference for the Theory of Exclusion

Review of the Entire Discussion

2EMHFWLRQ WR -x—QD U™V ,QIHUHQFH DQG 5HSO\

Refutation of the Third Definition of a Reason

Refutation of the Fourth Definition of a Reason

Objection to the Above Refutation and Reply

Continuation of the Reply

Implicit Refutation of a Possible Buddhist Argument

Objection to the Above Answer

Answer to the Objection

A Question andts Answer

A New Form of the Above Question and Its Answer

Justification of the Answer

Objection and Reply Based on the Criterion of Successful Activity

Discussion of the Reply That Mediation and Immediacy Are Not Qualities of the
Object of Cognition

Refutation of the Second Proof of the Theory of Exclusion
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Examination of Another Defence of the Theory of Exclusion
Refutation of the First and Second of the Above Alternatives
Refutation of the Third Alternative

Refutation of the Fourth Alternative

A Defence of the Fourth Alternative and Its Refutation
Another Defence and Its Refutation

A Third Defence and Its Refutation

([DPLQDWLRQ RI -x—QD U V $FFRXQW RI WKH &DXVD
Relation to Action

Defence and Refutation of the View That a Concept Can Lead to Action

Objection to the Reply and Its Refutation

BHIXWDWLRQ RI -x—QD UV 9LHZ 7KDW ,GHQWLW\ RI
and the Object of Activity Is the Regulating Factor

Denial of Identity of Form betweddognition and Its Object

Another Objection to the Above View

Examination of the Alternative That Cognition Apprehends Its Own Form

$QRWKHU 2EMHFWLRQ WR WKH 6DXWU—QWLND 3RVLWL

Examination of the Proof from Successful Activity

7KH 9DLEK—ALND 9LHZ 7KDW D 5HDO 2EMHFW ,V WKH
Examination

&ULWLFLVP RI WKH )LUVW 3URSRVHG OHDQLQJ RI 3DJ—

&ULWLFLVP RI WKH 6HFRQG OHDQLQJ RI 3DJ—\D’

$Q 2EMHFWLRQ E\ 'KDUPDN UWL DQG ,WV $QVZHU

([IDPLQDWLRQ RI '"KDUPDN UNVérs®ds9LHZ FRQFHUQLQJ

Refutation of the Above View

Avoidance of Infinite Regress

Another Proof of the Universal

The View That Exclusion Is Established on the Basis of a Proof against Universals

Presentation of a Possible Proof against Universals

Refutation of the First Alternative Above

Objection to the Above Rejoinder

Answer to the Above Objection

Objection to the Answer and Its Resolution

Question and Answer

Another Question and Answer

Examination of the Second Alternative Mentioned Earlier

Further Examination of the Relation between Universal and Individual

(I[DPLQDWLRQ DQG &ULWLFLVP RI '"KDUPDN UWL V 2EMF

Continuation of the Criticism

Objection Based on the Qualifi#pualified Relation between Universal and Individual

Another Objection and Reply

Refutation of the Counterproof against Cognition of Universals

Defence of the Sensory Origin and Perceptual Character of Conceptual Cognition of
Universals

Refutation of the Purpose of Accepting the Theory of Exclusion
Continuation of the Refutation
Objection to the Refutation and Its Answer
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The Purpose of Debate in a NBuddhist Position

&ULWLFLVP Rl -x—QD UV 9LHZ DQG &RQFOXVLRQ
Part Il

Examination of the Theory That Denies External Reality

Introduction to the Subject of Debate

Identification of the Defectinth®@ LMx— QDY —GLQ ,QIHUHQFH

Explanation of the Defect

Continuation of the Explanation of the Defect

5DWQDN UWL V $QVZHU DQG ,WV 5HIXWDWLRQ

A Satirical Rejoinder to the Above Answer

Refutation of Both the Above Alternatives

Objection to the Refutation arirReply

Obijection to the Refutation and Its Refutation

Justification of the Refutation

Refutation of an Earlier View

Another Refutation of the Objection

Refutation of the Objection That Pure Cognition Is Undifferentiated

Refutation of the Objection That the Appearance of Incompatible Qualities in
Cognition Is lllusory

Objection and Reply: Difference Is Unreal

Defence of the Objection and Its Refutation

Objection to the Refutation

Defence and Refutation of the Earlier Objection

([IDPLQDWLRQ DQG 5HIXWDWLRQ RI 5DWQDN UWL V 9LHZ |

Examination of the Defect in an Object Different from Cognition Being Its Object

Objection to the Reply and Rejoinder

Objection and Reply: Variegated Cognition Is Neither DifferentNam-Different

Refutation of the Objection That Variegatedness Lies Beyond All Determination

Another Refutation of the Objection

Examination of the View That an Object Is Manifest because It IsDifierent from
Cognition

Refutation of the Second Alternative Stated at the Beginning

Defence of Generic Similarity between the Object and Cognition

Examination of the Third among the Initial Alternatives

Refutation of the First Alternative Above

Refutation of the Second Alternative

Formulation and Refutation of Another Definition of Knowability

The Final Proposal and Its Refutation

Defence and Refutation of the Above Final Proposal

Conclusion of the Discussion

Examination and Refutation of the Second Alternative Above

([SODQDWLRQ RI WKH 9HG—QWD 3RVLWLRQ

Statement of the Argument's Conclusion

'"HIHQFH RI WXL IN&L\BDD 9LHZ RI WKH 5HODWLRQ RI &RJQL

Obijection to the Defence and Its Refutation

S5HIXWDWLRQ RI 6—ANK\D DQG 2WKHU 9LHZV FRQFHUQLC
Relation
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Objection to the Refutation and Reply

Obijection to the Reply and Rejoinder

Obijection to the Rejoinder and Reply

Brief Statement of the Conclusion

Explanation of the Contradictory Nature of the Buddhist Position

Defence and Refutation of Buddhist Thought

3XUSRVH RI WKH 1\—\D 6\OORJLVP

Conclusion of the Above Discussion

Obijection to the Above Conclusion and Its Refutation

Defence of the Objection and Its Refutation

Expansion of the Above Refutation

Conclusion of the Refutation

Refutation of the Reasons in Negative Inferences

Refutation of All the Examples Given in the Inference

Buddhist Arguments against the Reality of a Whole Composed of Parts

Explanation of the Defects in the Above Arguments

Objection to the Reality of Difference

Objection to the Critique of Difference

Defence of the First View of Difference

Defence of the Second View of Difference

Defence of the Third View of Difference

The Final View concerning Difference

Defence of the Seventh Proposition

Partial Acceptance of the Eighth Proposition

Objection to the Above Point and Its Refutation

Another Objection to the Reality of the Whole and Its Refutation

A Second Objection to the Reality of the Whole and Its Refutation

A Third Objection to the Reality of the Whole and Its Refutation

Objection to the Above Answer and Its Refutation

Minor Objections to the Above View and Their Refutation

Obijection to the Above Point and Its Refutation

Objection to the Refutation and Its Refutation

Objection to the Above Conclusion and Its Refutation

Obijection to the AbovRefutation and Its Refutation

Another Objection to the Reality of the Whole and Its Refutation

Refutation of Another Objection Mentioned Above

The Next Objection

Refutation of the Objection

Obijection to the Above Point and Its Refutation

A New Obijection to the Reality of the Whole Based on the Denial of Atoms, and Its
Refutation

Refutation of the Objection

Defence of the Objection and Its Refutation

Refutation of an Earlier Objection to the Reality of the Whole
Refutation of Objections against Atoms

Continuation of the Refutation

Another Minor Objection and Its Refutation
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General Refutation of All the Above Objections

Obijection to the Refutation and Its Refutation

Defence of the First Objection and Its Refutation

Continuation of the Refutation

(IDPLQDWLRQ RI WKH 0—GK\DPLND 3RVLWLRQ

5HIXWDWLRQ RI WKH 0—GK\DPLND 3RVLWLRQ

Refutation of Another Objection

Obijection to the Refutation and Its Refutation

Refutation of the Objection That Cognition of Grossness Is False

Obijection to the Above Refutation and Its Refutation

Another Defence of the Cognition of Unity among Atoms and Its Refutation

Continuation of the Refutation

A Brief Question and Its Answer

Indirect Refutation of a Possible Opposing View

Refutation of the Claim That Invisible Atoms Cannotmerceived

Continuation of the Refutation

Expansion of the Refutation That Grossness Determines Perceptibility

Obijection to the Above Refutation

Another Objection to the Reality of the Whole and Its Refutation

Conclusion of the Argument

A Minor Objection and Its Resolution

Continuation of the Resolution

Expansion of the Resolution

Objection to the Resolution and Its Answer

Another Objection to the Resolution and Its Refutation

Refutation of the Second Alternative Above: A Conditional Argument in the Form of
Reversal of the Consequence

Demand for Inferential Proof of the Whole and Its Refutation

A General Objection to the Reality of External Objects and Its Refutation

Objection to the Above Refutation

Defence of the Possibility of False Conceptual Cognition

An Alternative Explanation of Ignorance of Difference and Its Resolution

Obijection to the Above Resolution and Its Refutation

Refutation of the Second Alternative That All Cognitions Are False

How the Truth of Cognition Is Known: Explanation and Defence of Intrinsic Validity

First Objection to the Theory of Intrinsic Validity

Second Objection to the Theory of Intrinsic Validity

Continuation of the Refutation

Refutation of the View That Truth Is Known through Reflective Cognition

Continuation of the Refutation

Objection to the Above Refutation and Its Answer

Obijection to the Above Refutation and Its Refutation

Why Is There No Duality of Truth and Falsity in Reflective Cognition? Question and
Answer

Expansion of the Answer

Conclusion of the Argument

Explanation of the Difference between Waking and Dreaming
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Final Conclusion

Part Il 2 Debate on the Distinction between Qualities and Their
Substantial Substratum

Refutation of the View That a Single Quality, Such as Colour or Touch, Can Be the
Object of Recognition

Examination of the Second among the Five Alternatives Above

Refutation of the First of the Four Grounds of the Second Alternative: A Common
Substratum

Refutation of the Second Ground: Simultaneity

Refutation of the Third Ground: Producing the Same Result

Refutation of the Fourth Ground: Having the Same Cause

Acceptance of the Third Original Alternative

Refutation of the Fourth and Fifth Alternatives

Objection to the Proof of the Identity of Quality and Substratum, and Its Refutation

Another Objection and Its Refutation

Another Refutation

Objection to the Above Refutation and a Partial Answer

Another Refutation of the Objection

A Minor Objection to the Above Refutation and Its Answer

Part IV 2 The Theory That the Self Is Not Known; Proof of the Unreality
of the Self and Its Refutation

Proof of the Reality of the Self and Its Defence

Conclusion of the Proof

Objection and Refutation: Because the Self Is Not Known through the External Senses,
It Should Be Regarded as Unreal

Refutation of the Objection That the Body May Be the Object ofGegfnition

Refutation of the Objection That Consciousness ltself Is the Self

Inferential Proof of the Self

Objection to the Proof and Its Answer

Refutation of Another Possible Objection

Expansion of the Refutation

Another Definition of Material Causality and Its Refutation

Objection to the Final Statement and Its Refutation

Another Explanation of Recognition and Its Refutation

Expansion and Defence against a New Objection to the First Explanation of
Recognition

Examination and Refutation of the Objection That Recognition Arises through
Ignorance of Storehouse Consciousness

Refutation of the Second Alternative Above

Refutation of the Third among the Three Alternatives Above

Expansion of Another Proof of the Unity of the Agent

Objection to the Above and Its Refutation

Refutation of the Final Alternative Above

Objection to the Above View and Its Refutation

Proposal of a Rejoinder and Its Refutation

Obijection to the Above Conclusion and Its Answer

Reversal of the Consequence in Support of the Above Conclusion
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Objection to the Necessity of Sédhowledge and Its Rejoinder

A Second Objection to the Necessity of Setfowledge and Its Refutation

Proof of Discriminative Knowledge of the Self and the Newif

Scriptural Proof of the Above View

Proof of the Authority of Scripture

Obijection to the Inference Establishing God and Its Answer

A Second Objection to the Inference Establishing God and Its Refutation

A Third Objection to the Inferendestablishing God and Its Rejoinder

Obijection and Reply: Knowledge of Invariable Concomitance Is Impossible

Answer to the Objection

Refutation of the Attempt to Treat Creation by an Embodied Agent as a Limiting
Condition

Refutation of the Secorn@bjection to Invariable Concomitance

Refutation of the Third Objection to Invariable Concomitance

Objection to the Above View and Its Answer

Refutation of the First and Second among the Three Alternatives Above

The Form of Invariable Concomitance Required for Inference

An Objection and Its Answer

Objection to the Above Answer and Its Answer

Minor Objections

Answers to the Above Objections

Refutation of the View That God Is Not Omniscient

A Question and Its Answer

Establishing the Authority of Scripture

Proof of God's Omniscience

7KH OHDQLQJ RI 3*UHDWQHVV’

Objection to the Above View and Its Answer

Expansion of the Answer

Conclusion: Scriptural Authority Is Supported by a Beginningless Tradition

Refutation of the First Two Alternatives Above

Obijection to the Above View and Its Refutation

A Question and Its Answer

A Second Question and Its Answer

An Objection and Its Answer

A Question and Its Detailed Answer

A Question and Its Answer

Discussion of the Nature of Liberation

Refutation of the View Thaleasure Is Eternal

A Question and Its Answer

Conclusion

Concluding Verse
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Chapter 1

The Maithili Translation of
-~-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND $ '"HWDL
Light of Indian and Western Literary and

Translation Theories
RUN XQGHU S5HYLHZ - WPDWDWWYDYLYHND
8GD\DQ—F—U\D WUDQVODWHG IURP 6DQVNULW L

Publisher: Videha? The First Maithili Fortnightly EJournal, ISSN 2229
547X. First edition, 2004; enlarged edition, 2026.
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1. Introduction: A Text's Homecoming

In Mithila of the tenth and eleventh centuries, seated on the soil of the
YLOODJH RI .DUL\DQ WKH HPLQHQW ORJLFLDQ ¢
remained enclosed for a thousand years within the forbidding walls of Sanskrit.
-WPDWDWWNYQRZPHND WKH WUDGLWLRQ E\ ERWHK
DQG %D X G GHeals Wilnkss-to at decisive moment in the history of
Indian philosophy when the millennivlong scholastic debate between
I\—¥ODL HALND DQG %XGGKLVW SKLORVRSK\ UHD
The Maithili translation of this work is therefore not merely a rendering into
another language, but a cultural homecoming: a text born on the soil of Mithila
has, after a thousand years, returned in Mithila's own language. If Sanskrit was
its paternal tongue, Maithili is the language of its native land; Gajendra
Thakur's translation stands as a bridge between the two.

From a critical standpoint, this work may be examined on three levels: first,
the philosophical and literary form of the original and the success with which it
has been communicated in its Maithili transformation; second, its evaluation by
the criteria of Indian poeticsUDVD GKYDQL YDNURNWL DXF
and the Indian tradition of translation; and third, the determination of its place
in the light of Western translation theorfeSchleiermacher, Nida, Newmark,
Venuti, Skopos, Steiner, Benjamin, Lefevere, E¥ehar, and Dev as well
as comparative philosophy. The extensive introductory material, research essay,
and critical apparatus added by the translator in the enlarged edition of 2026
raise the book above a translation alone and give it the form of a complete
study edition. The present review will therefore consider the book as a#hole
text, metatext, and paratext together.
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2. The Generic Form of the Original Work: A
Treatise That Is Literature

,Q WHUPV RI JHQUH -WPDWDWWYDYLYHND LV C
founded on the continuous conflict between the prima facie position and the
reply. In four parts Udayana successively examines four pillars of Buddhist
philosophy: the doctrine of momentariness in the first part, according to which
HYHU\WKLQJ UHDO LV PRPHQWDU\ 9LMx—QDY—GD
nothing exists outside consciousness; the identity of quality and qualified
substance in the third, which denies any substrate called substance; and, in the
fourth, the normapprehension of the self and the doctrine eéalb. Proceeding
finally to the establishment of the self, the establishment of God, the authority
of scripture, and an account of the nature of liberation, the work ends with the
celebrated ladder of meditation in which every philosophical system, from
&—UY—ND WR $GYDLWD LV SUHVHQWHG DV D VW
history of Indian philosophy, this is an extraordinary vision of harmony among
all systems.

It would, however, be a mistake to regard this work merely as a dry
collection of arguments. Udayana's prose has dramatic force. The recurrent
rhythm of thesis, objection, counterquestion, division into alternatives,
refutation, example, and conclusion gives the text the form of a drama of
knowledge in which reasoning itself is a character. The example of the fool
who sees an elephant at the palace gate and mistakes it for darkness, cloud, and
shadow; the comparison with the natural hostility between snake and
mongoose; the metaphor of food mixed with honey and poison; the agrarian
image of separating grain from husk; and, at the close, the sharp satire of a
painting praised by a crowd of blind memll these demonstrate that Udayana
was not only a logician but also a writer of the first rank. The translator faced a
double challenge: to preserve both the subtlety of the argument and the life of
the literature. The central question of this review is how fully that double

responsibility has been discharged.
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3. In the Light of Indian Poetics

'LVFXVVLRQ RI 5DVD — QWD DV WKH
9 UD DQG +—V\D DV 6XEVLGLDU\ 5DVDV
$EKLQDYDJXSWD OLQNLQJ —QWD UDVD ZLW

described it as the ground of all rasas. The enduring emotion of

- WPDWDWWYDYLYHND LV DQ LQTXLU\ LQWR UHI
begins with the desire for final release from suffering and ends with non
conceptual knowledge of the self, the crowning stone of the city of liberation.
From this perspective, the entire journey of reasoning provides the determinants
RI' —QWD UDVD HYHU\ UHIXWDWLRQ DQG GHIH
transitory emotion leading toward that supreme tranquillity. This affective arc

is preserved in the Maithili translation because, in the section discussing
liberation, the translator deliberately makes the language gentle, flowing, and
VXLWHG WR PHGLWDWLRQ ,Q D VHQWHQFH VXFI
the means of pleasure, but pleasure is generally surrounded by the means of
VXIITHULQJ " UHDVRQLQJ DQG WKH SRHWU\ RI GLV\

'LWKLQ WKH GRPLQDQFH RI —QWD DQ LQWHC
pulses® one that may be classified not as martial heroism but as the heroism of
reasoning, compassion, and knowledge. Energy is the enduring emotion here:
the systematic destruction of every alternative, the firm monosyllabic stroke of
31R " DQG WKH GHSOR\PHQW RI WKH ZHDSRQ RI
text with vigour. Humour and satire are also far from negligible. A satirical
UHMRLQGHU EHJLQQLQJ ZLWK DQ DGGUHVV VXF
WKDW """ RU WKH GHVFULSWLRQ RI DFFHSWLQJ
WR D GHPRQ WKDW LWVHOI GHVWUR\V WKRVH FR
scholastic prose. The translator has localized this wave of satire through
ODLWKLOL V QDWLYH IRUP RI DGGUHVV 3GHDU E
theory, this is a sound decision, because the realization of rasa depends on &
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communion of hearts among sensitive readers, and for a Maithil reader this
mode of address produces immediate universalization.

3.2 Discussion of Dhvani: Beyond the Literal Meaning

%\ - QDQGDYDUGKDQD V FULWHULRQ D VFKROD\
into the category of mere verbal ornament, yet several levels of-diagtuni
DUH DFWLYH LQ —-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND 7KH ILUVW
self: the implied meaning of the entire tradition of refutation is that human
recognition, memory, agency, and moral responsibility all rest upon the
permanence of the self; to accept momentariness is to deny every experience of
one's own life. The second suggestion concerns the relation between language
and reality: the underlying resonance of the refutation of the theory of
exclusion is that words are connected not with negation but with being. It is the
SRVLWLYH FRIJQLWLRQ 37KLV LV D SRW"™ WKDW PRY
is the cultural suggestion generated by the act of translation itself: when the
most intricate discourse of Nawh\—\D EHJLQV WR IORZ QDWXUD
silently resounds that Maithili is not merely a language of songs, lullabies, and
folktales, but also a vehicle of mature philosophical thought. This third dhvani
has been added by the translator. It was not in the original; it arises from the
translator's very presence, and this is the work's maestdahing significance.

3.3 Vakrokti and the Scheme of Figures of Speech

In the language of Kuntaka's theory of vakrokti, the principal obliqueness
of this text lies in the organization of episodes and in sentence formation. The
guestiorandanswer sequenée36 KRXOG LW WKHQ EH BFFHSWE
GRHY QRW DOORZ WKH UHDGHU WR UHPDLQ D SDV\
UHDGHU WKLQNV RI DQ DQVZHU IRU D PRPHQW DQ
answer into collision with the reader's own inference. This dialogic obliqueness
becomes still more effective in Maithili because the natural rhythm of Maithili
prose is interrogative, whether in village councils, scholastic debate, or
domestic argument. The text abounds in illustrative exargles seed and
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sprout, rope and snake, the elephant at the gate, the impossible aggregate o
donkey and camel; its metaphors are especially concentrated at the end, in
H[SUHVVLRQV VXFK DV 3WKH FURZQLQJ VWRQH
DUURZ WKDW VWULNHV LWV WDUJHW"~ DQG WKFE
praise: a painter's glory is not increased by the praise of the blind. Instead of
selfpraise, the verse demands competence from the reader. The translation
preserves all these figures intact at the level of imagery; nowhere does it
destroy their wonder by explaining them away. This testifies to the translator's
literary restraint.

*XAED 5 WL DQG $XFLW\D

,Q WHUPV RI JXAD WKH WUDQVODWRU V SUI
breaks the long chains of compounds in the Sanskrit original into short
sentences and places every stage of the argument under a separate section:
heading, thereby creating clear prose with few compounds in accordance with
WKH 9DLGDUEK VW\OH 9LJRXU UHPDLQ¥theQWD|
UHSHDWHG 31R" |ID O CG\an@®dwedindls Hppear i6 tHa s eussidh
RI OLEHUDWLRQ DQG LQ WKH YHUVHV RI SUDLVH
the terminological choices are especially commendable: terms such as
invariable concomitance, exclusion, -apprehension, reversal of the
consequence, material cause, conceptual andoceptual cognition, mutual
dependence, and inexplicability otherwise are retained as technical terms, yet at
their first occurrence their meaning emerges through the structure of the
sentence. Thus the definition of reversal of the consequence is naturally woven
LQWR WKH WUDQVODWLRQ 3,Q %XGGKLVW UHEL
FRQGLWLRQDO SURSRVLWLRQ RI Bev€) HdtalRg¢L YH L
foreign term, native sentengas an exemplary fulfilment of propriety. The few
places where propriety is disturbed will be discussed in the section on linguistic
evaluation.
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4. In the Light of the Indian Translation Tradition

7KH HW\PRORJ\ RI WKBQ@RBOXOQXVPSGEVSHDNLQ
restating what is already knowrindicates that the Indian tradition understands
translation not as imitation but as following. In the Sanskrit scholastic world, an
original text continued to live through commentary, supplementary exposition,
gloss, paraphrase, and vernacular explanation; every age restated the treatise in
its own language. From this perspective, Gajendra Thakur's work belongs to the
tradition of vernacular commentary. It is not a wéwdword translation but a
translation of intention, aiming not merely at the sentence meaning of the
original but at its intended import. The sectional headings added in the
translatiorr VXFK DV 33DUWLDO O0OXWXDO ,QFOXVLRQ DC
$UH ,PSRVVLEOH D PRafgp ndderrofxrivid &t &/ fopic indication
and introductory note used in the commentary tradition. Just as a Sanskrit
FRPPHQWDWRU ZRXOG SUHFHGH HDFK VHFWLRQ ZlI
headings divide the continuous original prose into readable units. This is
certainly a departure from the original, but it is a departure sanctioned by
tradition. Its usefulness for researchers is immeasurable, for more than 405
headings together form a complete logical map of the work.

Two concepts in modern Indian thinking on translation are relevant here: P.
/DO V 3WUDQVFUHDWLRQ™ DQG *DQHVK 'HY\ V SU
UHWULHYDO ~ 'HY\' V FODLP WKDW IRU ,QGLDQ O
release from amnesia and of bringing one's heritage back home applies literally
to this book. In Mithila's intellectual memory, Udayana had survived merely as
a name, not as a text; this translation turns the name back into a text. The
element of transcreation appears wherever the translator places a Maithili idiom
LQ WKH VHUYLFH RI WKH RULJLQDO 37KH FRXQVHC(
and enjoy pleasure alone, as one separates grain from husk, is impossible in
SUDFWLFH °~ +HUH WKH PD[LP RI JUDLQ DQG KXVN
lived experience of Mithila's threshing floor.
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5. In the Light of Western Translation Theory

5.1 Schleiermacher's Two Paths and Venuti's
Foreignization

Friedrich Schleiermacher, in 1813, set two paths before the translator:
either take the reader toward the author or bring the author toward the reader.
Lawrence Venuti described the same duality as foreignization and
domestication, warning that excessive domestication erases the otherness of the
original. The distinctive feature of the present translation is that it travels both
paths at once, but with a carefully considered division of labour: foreignization
at the terminological levélapoha, invariable concomitance, and- co
apprehension remain intact, and the reader must enter Udayana's conceptua
world 2 and domestication at the level of sentence and illustratiba donkey
DQG FDPHO WKH WKUHVKLQJ IORRU DQG 3GHDU
Maithil courtyard. In Venuti's terms, this translation does not seek to become
invisible. The text repeatedly reminds the reader that one stands before
something ancient, other, and difficult; yet its difficulty now lies not in the
language but in the thought. It is hard to imagine a better fulfilment of the
ethics of translation than removing the linguistic barrier while leaving the
intellectual challenge intact.

5.2 Nida, Newmark, and Skopos

By Eugene Nida's criterion of formal versus dynamic equivalence, this
translation belongs to a hybrid category, and that is precisely its strength. In the
structure of the argument it maintains formal fidelity: the sequence of divided
alternatives, the succession of objection and answer, and thgrdyosition
structure of reversal of the consequence are nowhere simplified. At the
sentence level, however, it employs dynamic equivalence, attempting to
produce in a Maithil reader the same effect that the original produced in a
reader of Sanskrit. In Peter Newmark's terminology, it balances semantic and
communicative translation: semantic in the philosophical passages and
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communicative in the examples and satire. Skopos theory, associated with
Reiss and Vermeer, asks: what is the purpose of the translation? Here the
purpose is clearly twofoléito equip Maithili with the capacity for
philosophical prose and to give Maithil researchers an entrance into their own
tradition. The work fulfils both purposes, especially the second, because the
sectional headings, introductory essay, and -sleiped division into units
together make it a seféaching text.

5.3 Steiner's Fourfold Movement and Benjamin's Afterlife

George Steiner describes translation as a hermeneutic movement in four
stages: trust, aggression, incorporation, and restitution. All four stages may be
observed in the present work. Trust: the translator assumes that this thousand
yearold text contains something meaningful for a Maithili reader. This is no
small act of faith, for the finest web of alternatives in the refutation of
momentariness appears forbidding to a modern reader at first sight. Aggression:
the translator breaks through the unbroken wall of the original prose, divides it
into 405 sections, and dissolves its long compounds. Incorporation: the
technical lexicon is absorbed into Maithili syntax. Restitution: according to
Steiner, translation must return to the original what it has taken from it. Here
WKH UHVWLWXWLRQ LV WKDW DIWHU WUDQVODW
before; its readership, geography, and future have all expanded. This is Walter
%HQMDPLQ V 3DIWHUOLIH~ )RUWOHEHQ %HQMDP
translation extends the life of an original after its death and that the finest
WUDQVODWLRQ PRYHVY ERWK RULJLQDO DQG WDUJ}
that is complete in no single tongue is visibly realized in the present work. The
SanskritiMaithili pair is ideal in the Benjaminian sense: the cultural proximity
of the two languages is such that Maithili can carry the intention of Sanskrit
almost without friction, while their grammatical natures are different enough to
prevent translation from becoming imitation.
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5.4 Lefevere's Rewriting, Polysystem Theory, and the
Question of Patronage

$QGUp /HIHYHUH FDOOV WUDQVODWLRQ 3UHZU
operates under some system of patronage, ideology, and poetics. The patronage
context of the present book is exceptional. It is not a project of an academy,
university, or state institution; it is an autonomous, ekistitutional
publication of the Videha-purnal. Seen within the wider context of Videha's
parallel literary movement, this act of translation is itself a literary and political
statement: the repossession of Maithili's classical heritage will not wait for
institutional approval. Itamar Evetohar's polysystem theory further clarifies
its importance. When the place of a genre or function remains empty in a
literary system, translation fills that vacancy and assumes a central position.
The place of philosophical prose in the Maithili polysystem was almost empty;
by entering that vacant space, this translation establishes not merely a single
book but an entire prose register. Future philosophical writing in Maithili will
begin from its syntax, terminological policy, and mode of sectional
organization. In the language of Gideon Toury's theory of norms, the initial
norm chosen by this translation between acceptability in the target culture and
adequacy to the source has the potential to become the norm for future Maithili
translations of scholastic works. That is the highest historical role a translation
can fulfil.
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6. Comparative Philosophy: Udayana in the Western
Mirror

One unstated achievement of the translation is that a Maithili reader can
now place Udayana in dialogue with world philosophy. The Buddhist doctrine
of momentariness is an ancestor and sibling of Hume's bundle theory and
Heraclitus's philosophy of flux. Udayana's argument from recogritd HHL Q J
and touching: through these different experiences the same object is recognized
D J D1 éxfers directly into modern discussions of personal identity in Locke,
Reid, and Parfit. The debate over-agprehension in the refutation of
9ILMXx—QDY—GD UXQV SDUDOOHO WR %HUNHOH\ V
S5HIXWDWLRQ RI ,GHDOLVP ™ RI -XVW DV ORRL
cognition and its object, Udayana had done so nine centuries earlier through the
argument from variegated cognition: if a single cognition assumes both blue
and yellow forms, it becomes both one and many. The refutation of the theory
of exclusion is an Indian chapter in the perennial contest between nominalism
and realism. A researcher familiar with Quine's and Goodman's discussions of
kinds will find nothing alien in the subtle use of the defect of mutual
dependence found here. The arguments establishing2? Gberring an
omniscient maker from the fact of being an effect, the objection that an
embodied maker is a limiting condition, and its resolutionay be read as
anticipating Paley's design argument and Hume's criticism of it, with the
difference that Udayana's analysis of invariable concomitance surpasses
eighteenthcentury European discussion in logical subtlety. Opening the door to
all these dialogues in Maithili is an indirect but lasting contribution of the
translation.
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7. Linguistic Evaluation: Achievements and
Limitations

7.1 Achievements

Threequalities of the translator's prose deserve special mention. First is the
GLVFLSOLQHG XVH RI 31R ~ 7KLV PRQRV\VOODELF
remains consistent throughout the book and gives the text the audible rhythm of
scholastic debate: while reading, the ear hears an argument in progress. Seconc
LV WKH VI\QWD[ XVHG WR GLYLGH DOWHUQDWLYF
RI WKH DX[LOLDU\ FDXVHV RU LV LW VRPHWKLQ
keep the logical tree of alternatives so clear through Maithili conjuncions
3RU ~ 3ZKHWHKHdtihe reBddr can construct the argumentative structure
mentally without a diagram. Third is the judicious use of alliterative and
UK\WKPLF SURVH ,Q D VHQWHQFH VXFK DV 3+R:
FRXQWOHVY WKH UDLQ\ GD\V RI VXIIHULQJ =~ WKI
original with Maithili's own resources of sound. This is not verbal equivalence

but equivalence of effect.

7.2 Limitations and Suggestions

An impartial review must also indicate certain limitations. First is the
TXHVWLRQ RI FRQVLVWHQF\ LQ YHUEDO IRUPV
XVHG DOPRVW HYHU\ZKHUH LQ WKH ERRN EXW
3KRZ FDQ LW EH"" RFFXU LQ D IHZ SODFHV WKHYV
printing of the enlarged edition. Second, English terms appear more often in the
introductory material than in the translated text. This balance is appropriate, but
the frequency of Romascript terms in the introduction could be reduced
further. Third is source transparency. The reader is not told which edition
formed the translator's base téxbr example, the Chowkhamba edition edited
by Dhundhiraj Shastri or the Telang editfoor to what extent the sectional
headings are editorial creations. A grage statement of translation method

would remove this difficulty. Fourth is the critical apparatus. If a glossary of
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technical terms, giving the Maithili meaning, philosophical context, and place
of first occurrence of each term, were added together with a subject index and
footnotes containing the Sanskrit original at selected points, the book would
attain the level of an internationally reviewed study edition. These suggestions
do not diminish the value of the work; they outline the future form that the
book's own quality has earned for it.
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8. The Book Architecture of the Enlarged Edition: A
Review of the Paratext

Gérard Genette's theory of the paratext describes the introduction, title,
FRYHU DQG QRWHYVY RI D ERRN DV WKH 3WKUHVK
the text. The special feature of the enlarged edition of 2026 is its rich paratext.
At the beginning of the work, a detailed research essay introduces the
philosophical content of all four parts, the historical background of the
Buddhistt1\—\D FRQWURYHUV\ DQG WKH PRGHUQ U]
evaluation is also included beside it. The advantage of this arrangement is that
the book contains its text, its explanation, and its criticism within a single
volume: it is a small academy in itself. It also carries a risk that an honest
review must identify. Wherever the introductory material announces value
judgements in advance, it may cast a shadow over the reader's independent
experience of the text. The ideal arrangement would retain the explanatory
essay at the beginning of the book, where it serves as an introduction, but move
the evaluative material to an appendix, where it properly serves as criticism.
The threshold and the court should remain distinct.
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9. In the Context of Videha's Parallel Stream

Finally, the work must be seen as part of the wider project to which it
EHORQJV JROORZLQJ WKH ODLWKLOL WUDQVOD
TDWWYDFLQW—PDAL WKLV WUDQVODWLRQ RI 8GI
two-SLOODUHG UHVWRUDWLRQ RI WKH 1\—\D WUDGL
FODVVLFDO 1\—\D LQ 8GD\DQD\B-Q5 MPK*HD R UH. J0. @ RH
both available in Maithili. This sequence is not accidental; it is a deliberate
construction of an intellectual corptishe two highest philosophical summits
of Mithila in Mithila's own language. The central pledge of parallel literature is
the autonomous, extiastitutional rewriting of both literary history and the
literary present; this translation series is its scholastic dimension. There is also a
subtle poetic justice in it. Udayana spent his life refuting rival positions and
establishing his own; the translation of his work is likewise an act of
establishment. It establishes that Maithili is not a language confined within the
FDWHJRU\ RI 3IRON VSHHFK ~ EXW D ODQJXDJH RI V
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10. Conclusion and Integrated Evaluation

7KLV ODLWKLOL WUDQVODWLRQ RI —~-WPDWDWW
by all three criteria: philosophicéidelity, literary sensitivity, and the making
of linguistic history. In philosophical fidelity, it omits not a single link in the
original structure of reasoning. In literary sensitivity, it successfully transplants
Udayana's satire, examples, and metaphors into the affective soil of Maithili. In
its making of history, it creates a model of Maithili philosophical prose whose
absence had been felt for centuries. Its limitatfotise occasional variation in
verbal forms, the absence of a statement identifying the source text, and the
incompleteness of the critical apparatuselong to the editorial level, not to
the work of translation, and can readily be remedied in the next issue of the
enlarged edition. Taken as a whole, this book belongs to the rare class of
translations that leave the source text, the target language, and the reader all
richer than before. In his concluding verse, Udayana writes that the learned are
pleased when their factual errors are pointed out. The present review offers its
account of merits and faults in that same humility of scholastic debate, with the
conviction that this work will be remembered as a touchstone in the history of
Maithili translation.

Integrated Judgement: communication of philosophical inteAtion
excellent; policy of preserving technical terminol@ggxcellent; recreation of
the rhythm of scholastic deb&texcellent; handling of literary imagery and
satire2 very good; linguistic consistenéyvery good, with occasional need of
revision; critical apparatiisdeveloping; historical significanéeepoch
making.
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-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND $ 6HULRXV 3KLORVRSKL
(VVD\ LQ WKH &RQWH[W RI WKH 9BDEDWWHNEH)
BKLORVRSK\ DQG % XGGKLVW 7KRXJKW

, QWURGXFWLRQ DQG +LVWRULFDO %DFNJUR?

'LWKLQ WKH ,QGLDQ SKLORVRSKLFDO WUDGI
EHWZHHQOD\—KNBLND DQG %XGGKLVW SKLORVRS
SURIRXQG DQG DWWDLQHG JUHDW ORJLFDO VRS
PLOOHQ®QXP VFKRODVWLF GHEDWH LV YLVLEO
~-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND E\ WKH HPLQHQW ORJLFLLE
WHQWK RU HOHYHQWK FHQWXU\ i 8GD\DQ—F—U\L
RI .DUL\DQ LQ OLWKLOD XVHG WKLV ZRUN WR
GRFWULQHV PWKWMKGRBWRRWVRI PRPHQWDULQH
LGHQWLW\ Rl TXDOLW\ DQG TXDOLILNGOIQEY WD C
WR HVWDEOLVK WKH UHDOLW\ RI WKH ¥HOI D
9DL HALND 8 ,Q SKLORVRSKLFDO FLUFOHV WK
%DXGGKDGKLNN—UD EHFDXVH DIWHU LWV FRPS
%XGGKLVW SKLORVRSK\ LQ ,QGLD DUH VDLG WR

,Q WKH PRGHUQ SHULRG D IDLWKIXO DXWKF
WUDQVODWLRQ RI WKLV JUHDW SKLORVRSKLFD
GLVWLQJXLVKHG ZULWHU OLQJMRXN QID@G HDAVLH\
7TKDNXU I 7KDNXU V WUDQVODWLRQ LV QRW Pt
ODQJXDJH LW LV D UHYROXWLRQDU\ HIITRUW WF
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VFKRODVWLF GHEDWH -V QMWRN IPREG WBRE L 6iIDMAWIK C
GLVFRXUVH o 7KH SXUSRVH RI WKLV UHVHDU
SKLORVRSKLFDO DQDO\VLV RI DOO IRXU SDUW
*DMHQGUD 7KDNXU WR H[SODLQ LQ GHWDLC
%XGGKLVW BIDPG H&END SRVLWLRQV DQG WRFK
FRQWHPSRUDU\ UHOHYDQFH

7KH &DSDFLW\ RI ODLWKLOL DV 3KLORVR!
7TKDNXU V &RQWULEXWLRQ

7TKH WUDGLWLRQ RI WUDQVODWLQJ SKLOR'
UHPDLQHG OLPLWHG *DMHQGUD 7KDNXU V WU
R1 1DYM\B-\D DQG FODWYDEDHALND-\D/XFK DV
8S—GK\—\D V 7DWWYDFLQW—PDAL DQG 8GELC
GHPRQVWUDWH WKH LOQOWHOOHFWXDO FDSDFL)
PXOWLOLQIJXDOMRBPOGDBELYLBHKD ; ,66DV EHHC(
SHUIRUPLQJ KLVWRULF ZRUN LQ WKH SUHVH
GLVVHPLOQDWLRQ RI ODLWKLOL OLWHUDWXUH n

,Q WKH WUDQVODWLRQ *DMHQGUD 7KDN
SKLORVRSKLFDO YRFDEXO DPUW HRU PAWVK YA X6-IXQIVW ULk
FRQFRPLWDQFH QHJDWLYH LQIHUHQFH H[FOX
FRQFHSWXDO F R-JFRGFHSW XD20Z KRR @ L SWLHR\DH Q W
WKH QDWXUDO DQG IOXHQW V\QWD[ Rl ODLWH
LQWHOOLJLEOH RQO\ WR VFKRODUV RI 6DQVN
SKLORVRSKLFDO LQTXLUHUV DQG UHVHDUFKF
GHPRQVWUDWHY WKDW ODLWKLOL LV IXOO\
WHUPLQRORJ\ DQG WR DEVWUDFW SKLORVRSK!

3DUW |, S5HIXWDWLRQ RI WKH 'RFWULQF
(VWDEOLVKPHQW RI 3BHUPDQHQFH

7KH ILUVW DQG PRVW LPSRUWDQW IRXQGDMW
GRFWULQH RI PRPHQWDULQHVV %XGGKLVWYV Kk
PRPHQWDULO\ WKDW LV IRU D VLQJOH L
-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND 8GD\DQD UHIXWHV WKL)\
REMHFW PXVW EH PRPHQWDU\ EXW 8GD\DQ
HVWDEOLVKHY QR UHODWLRQ RI LQYDULDEOH
WKH SUREDQGXP |

$ 'LVEXVVLRQ RI &DSDFLW)\ D QmEQ GSRIRXDF |
(I[DPSOH
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7KH %XGGKLVW DUJXHV WKDW LI DQ REMHFW
SURGXFLQJ D VSURXW LW RXJKW WR SURGXFH
NHSW LQ D JUDQDU\ LV QRW SURGXFLQJ D VSUR
LQFDSDEOH 2QH DQG WKH VDPH REMHFW FDQQ
PXWXDOO\ FRQWUDGLFWRU\ TXDOLWLHV RI FDS!
VHHG LQ WKH JUDQDU\ DQG WKH VHHG LQ WKH
HQWLWLHYV

8GD\DQD IRUFHIXOO\ UHIXWHV WKLV UHDVRC
SURGXFH DQ HIIHFW LV D SHUPDQHQW IHDWX
SURGXFWLRQ RI LWV HIITHFW GHSHQGV XSRQ WKI
DV ZzZDWHU VRLO DQG KHDW | 8GD\DQD DQDO\VH
)LUVW FDSDFLW\ PLIJKW EH VHHGKRRG EXW ¢
EHFDXVH HYHQ WKRXJK WKH VWRUHG VHHG SF
SURGXFH D VSURXW 6HFRQG FDSDFLW\ PLJKV
XQLYHUVDO TXDOLWWEKD®WOING WHHGKXERBLDO TX
SURGXFH WKH HIITHFW LPPHGLDWHO\ 8GD\DQD D!
RI QR VXFK VSHFLDO TXDOLW\ ENRVWDWERDOK
FRQFHSWXDO FRIJQLWLRQ 7KH %XGGKLVW FODLI
SURGXFHG LWV HIIHFW DIWHU D GHOD\ LWV HII
8GD\DQD PDNHV FOHDU WKDW D VHHG VWRUHG
FDSDFLW\ EXW GRHV QRW SURGXFH D VSURXW E
KHQ DFFRPSDQLHG E\ DX[LOLDU\ FDXVHV WKTEL
SURGXFHV WKH VSURXW |

S5HIXWDWLRQ RI $SRKDY—GD WKH 7KHRU\ RI (

,Q WXGGKLVW SKLORVRSK\ WKH PHDQLQJ RI C
H[FOXVLRQ RI RWKHUV 7KXV WKH ZRUG 3:FRZ’
XQLYHUVDO FRZKRRG EXWRWYXH 8I&[IF\@>XQML R/ ERVI H(
SRVLWLRQ WR VXEWOH ORJLFDO UHIXWDWLRQ
HVWDEOLVKLQJ GLITHUHQFHY DPRQJ H[FOXVLRQ
WZR H[FOXVLRQV FDQQRW DULVH EHFDXVH HDF¥
WKH RWKHU ,I WKH WZR H[FOXVLRQV ZHUH WKX)\
RQH LQ WKH VXEMHFW ZRXOG QHFHVVDULO\ HQW

8GD\DQD DUJXHV WKDW LIFREH LW FIDRAHSRVQH B
PXVW ILUVW NQRZ ZKDW D FRZ LV ,I 3FRZ" LV Q
LV D-FRRZY 7KLV SURGXFHV WKH GHIHFW RI PXWX
UHDVRQLQJ ,Q FRQFHSWXDO FRJQLWLRQ DQ RI
IRUP QRW QHJDWLYHO\ $ SHUVRQ GRHV QRW LC

302



WKLQNLQJ 3*7KLSRMW QRWHIDPWEY DIWHU WKH St
LV D SRW ~ :RUGV WKHUHIRUH FRQYH\ SRVL
H[FOXVLRQV I

3.3 Refutation of the Inevitability of Destruction

%XGGKLVWY PDLQWDLQ WKDW GHVWUXFWLR
DQG LV FDXVHOHVV WKHUHIRUH DQ REMHFW ¢
VXSSRUW WKH\ DUJXH WKDW DQ REMHFW V LC
WLPH LVH[WWWHROPFH 8GD\DQD UHSOLHV WKDW
DV ZKHQ D SRW LV GHVWUR\HG E\ WKH EORZ
ZLWKRXW D FDXVH LW ZRXOG HLWKHU QHYH
H[SHULHQFH 37KH SRW KDV QRZ EHHQ GHVWU
KDV D GHWHUPLQDWH WLPH DQG D PDWHULDC
FDXVHOHVY DQG WKH REMHFW LV QRW PRPHQ

3bUuw ,, 5HIXWDWLRQ RI WKH "HQLDO RI ([
RI 9LMx—QDY—-GD

,Q WKH VHFRQG SDUW 8GD\DQD UHIXWHV
VFKRRO RI %XGGKLVP 7KH 9LMx—QDbO-RQ@RY K
FRIQLWLRQ RUW\D UMHDHQ NKLOH WKH H[WHUQDC
DQG LV PHUHO\ D IRUP DVVXPHG E\ FRIQLWLRC

4.1 A Critique of the Rule of CeApprehension

7KH SULQFLSDO DUJXPHQW RI WKH 9LMx—
DSSUHKHQVLRQ 3*%OXH DQG WKH FRJQLWLRQ |
LQYDULDEO\ H[SHULHQFHG WRJHWKHU ~ 8GD\
REVHUYLQJ WKDVE @YK\ \RDWMREZW Z K IPWM DB © B D\
VLPXOWDQHRXVO\ LQ D VLQJOH FRIJQLWLRQ Z|
WKH REMHFW DQG FRJQLWLRQ DUH LGHQWLFLE
DVVXPH ERWK EOXH DQG \HOORZ IRUPV ZKL
FRIQLWLRQ FDQQRW EH ERWK RQH DQG PDOQ\ |

7KH QDWXUH RI FRIQLWLRQ LV WR LOOXPL
HIWHUQDO REMHFW LV WR EH LOOXPLQDWHG R
8, LV WKH NQRZHU VHHLQJ LV WKH DFW RI F
REMHFW I EOXH ZHUH LGHQWLFDO ZLWK FRJ
DP EOXH ~ QRW 37KLV LV EOXH ~ 7KH UHDOLMW
GHQLHG IRU WKH VXFFHVVIXO DFWLYLW\ GL
HIWHUQDO REMHFW LWVHOI HVYWDEOLVKHV WK
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5HIXWDWLRQ RI 1Q\DY—GD $ &ULWLTXH
SRVLWLRQ

7KH 0—GK\DPLND RU IQ\DY—GLQ KROGV WKD
DQG LQGHVFULEDEOH EH\RQG WUXWK DQG ID
DOWHUQDWLYHV 8GD\DQD FDOOV WKLV 3FKLOC
LOOXVWUDWLRQ RI DQ HOHSKDQW DW WKH SDO
VHHLQJ WKH HOHSKDQW WDNHV LW WR EH GDUN
DQG ILQDOO\ GHFODUHYV WKDW LW LV QRWKLQJ
REMHFWYV HPSW\ RU LQGHVFULEDEOH EHFDXVH \
WUXH QDWXUH |

, I WKH SURRI RU DUJXPHQW HVWDEOLVKLQJ
IQ\DY—GD LV IDOVH EHPDXKH D W] KMHDMW OR QH W
SURRI LV XQUHDO KRZ FDQ LW HVWDEOLVK HPS\
LV QRW FOHDUO\ VXEODWHG DQG LV WKHUHIRU
DGPLWWHG WKH H[LVWHQFH RI WUXH FRJQLWI
DGPLWWHG 7KH LOOXVLRQ RI D VQDNH LQ D UR!
RI ERWK URSH DQG VQDNH KDV LQ VRPH PDQQHU

K\3KLOF (SLVWHPROR  Exeral word

<RJ—F 7KH UXOH 7KH H[WHUOQD«
D DSSUHKHQVLRCy 5 yBQVFLRXVQ
9LMx—CDQG WKH FRJ(NSC &
D DUH LGHQWLFC

0DGK\
PDND 7KH ZRUO  JKH H[WHUQDC

LOQFRQFHLYDEC

REWUL | SGHVFULEDEC

(PSWLQI

1\—%D  &RJQLWLRQ
9DL HAL LOOXPLQDWRU
8GD\DQ ZKDW LV LOOXE

3DUW ,,, 7KH 'LVWLQFWLRQ EHWZHHQ 4XD
6XEVWDQFH DQ $QDO\VLV RI 6XEVWDQFH DQG 4)

%XGGKLVW SKLORVRSK\ UHFRJQL]JHV QR HQGX
EXW RQO\ WKH DJJUHJDWH RI WKH ILYH VNDQ¢
PHQWDO IRUPDWLRQV DQG FRQVFLRXVQHVV ,Q
UHDOLW\ RI VXEVWDQFH DQG RI D ZKROH FRPSR)

5.1 Refutation of the Theory of Aggregation
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7TKH %XGGKLVW DUJXHV WKDW WKH DJJUHJD
DQG RWKHU TXDOLWLHV LV LWVHOI WKH REMH
IURP WKHP 8GD\DQD WHVWV WKH DOOHJHG
FRQVWLWXWHG E\ D FRPPRQ VXEVWUDWXP"
GLITHUHQW PDWHULDO FDXVH |,V LW FRQVWL)
GRQNH\ DQG D FDPHO SUHVHQW DW WKH VDPF
DJJUHJDWH ,V LW FRQVWLWXWHG E\ SURGXF
FRORXU DQG WRXFK WRJIJHWKHU GR QRW SUF
FRQFHSWLRQ RI DQ DJJUHJDWH RI TXDOLWLHV

7KH 'LVWLQFWLRQ EHWZHHQ 3DUWV DQG \

7TKH %XGGKLVW DUJXHV WKDW D JURVV REN
DJJUHJDWH RI VXEWOH DWRPV DQG SRVVHVV
ZKROH $FFRUGLQJ WR 8GD\DQD KRZHYHU LI
LW RXJKW WR EH LQYLVLEOH EHFDXVH DWRP\
FDQQRW EHFRPH YLVLEOH PHUHO\ E\ EHLQJ M|
SURSHUW\ WKDW DSSHDUV ZKHQ WKH FRQMXQ
(VWDEOLVKLQJ WKH UHDOLW\ RI WKH ZKROH I
WKH SDUWV DQG WKH ZKROH GR QRW DULVH D

5.3 The Nature of Difference

%XGGKLVWV TXHVWLRQ WKH UHDOLW\ RI G
WKUHH IRUPV RI LW )LUVW LQWULQVLF GLIIH
IRUP DQG QRW LQ DQRWKHU V 6HFRQG PXWX
ZKHQ D ZRUG VLJQLI\LQJ QHJDWLRQ LV XVHG L
WKH ORFXV Rl WKDW QHJDWLRQ 7KLUG GLII
LQFRPSDWLELOLW\ RI QDWXUHV PHDQLQJ WK
FDQQRW FRH[LVW %\ H[SODLQLQJ WKHVH WK
GHIHDWV WKH %XGGKLVW DUJXPHQW WKDW GL

3buw ,9 7KH 5HDOLW\ RI WKH 6HOI DQG
/ILEHUDWLRQ D 5HIXWDWLRGHRI WKH "RFWULQF

7KH KLIKHVW SKLORVRSKLFDO DFKLHYHPHQ
IRXUWK SDUW ZKHUH WKH-WHKXdGKVY VWH I RAVG
HILVWHQFH RI WKH VHOI DQG *RG LV HVWDEOL

(VWDEOLVKLQJ WKH 6HOI 5HFRJQLWLRQ

$FFRUGLQJ WR WKH %XGGKLVW WKH PRPH
DORQH LV WKH VHOI 8GD\DQD DUJXHV WKDW
DQG UHFRJQLWLRQ ZRXOG EH LPSRVVLEOH ,Q

305



WRGD\ ZKDW , H[SHULHQFHG \HVWHUGD\ =~ WKH L
UHPHPEHUHU LV LOQGLVSHQVDEOH ,I WKH PRPHC(
H[SHULHQFH KDV SHULVKHG KRZ FDQ D QHZ FRQ

7KH %XGGKLVW UHSOLHV WKDW PHPRU\ LV
FRQVFLRXVQHVYV DQG DFWLYH FRQVFLRXVQHV
VWRUHKRXVH FRQVFLRXVWIUH/QYWLYURRRWRM FRJC
REMHFW LW FDQQRW VHUYH DV WKH EDVLV RI §
LPSUHVVLRQV LV PRPHQWDU\ WKH ODZ RI NDL
ORVLQJ WKH UHVXOW RI DQ DFWLRQ RQH KDV SI
DQ DFWLRQ RQH KDV QRW SHUIRUPHG ZRXOG I
IRUPOHVV VHOI WKDW HQGXUHV WKURXJK VXFF}
QHZERUQ LQIDQW V HIIRUW WR VXFNOH FDQQRW
IURP D SUHYLRXV ELUWK DQG WKHUHIRUH SURY

(VWDEOLVKLQJ *RG 7KH 7KHRU\ RI &DXVH D

8GD\DQD V FHOHEUDWHG LQIHUHQFH IRU WKH
DQG VLPLODU WKLQJY KDYH D PDNHU EHFDXVH \
WKH HDUWK PRXQWDLQV DQG RWKHU WKLQJV L
MXVW DV WKH SRW EHLQJ DQ HIIHFW KDV D SRV

7TKH % XGGKLVW REMHFWYVY WKDW D PDNHU P X\
ERG\ KRZ FDQ KH FUHDWH" 8GD\DQD DQVZHUV W
EXW NQRZOHGJH GHVLUH DQG HIIRUW - *RG V
SHUYDVLYH :LWKRXW D ERG\ WKURXJK KLV HWF
WKH DWRPV DQG FUHDWH WKH ZRUOG 9o

*RG LV RPQLVFLHQW &UHDWLRQ UHTXLUHV
PDWHULDONKEBEXEWRPWYKH XQVHHQ PHULW DQG G
EHLQJY DQG RI VSDFH DQG WLPH VXFK NQRZ!
RPQLVFLHQW EHLQJ 2XW RI FRPSDVVLRQ KH F
EHLQJV PD\ H[SHULHQFH WKH UHVXOWYV RI WKH
JRRG RI RWKHUV IRU *RG KDV QR SHUVRQDO LQ'

7KH $XWKRULW\ RI WKH 9HGD DQG WKH ([DP

0O P—AVDNDV UHJDUG WKH 9HGD Y LDKALKMU C
UHSUHVHQWHG E\ 8GD\DQD UHJDUGV LW DV FRI
WKH 9HGD GHSHQGVY XSRQ *RG V WUXVWZRUWKIL
JLYHV WKH H[DPSOH RI PHGLFDO VFLHQFH -\Xl
PHGLFDO WUHDWLVH SUHVFULEHV WUXH DQG X
WUHDWLQJ GLVHDVH ZKRVH UHOLDELOLW\ LV H
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DXWKRU RIZ WKSHWHIDFKHY WKH SDWK WR VSLU
ZHOIDUH 7KH XQLYHUVDOO\ DFFHSWHG FRQG
ZLWK WKH 9HGD HVWDEOLVKHY WKDW LWV FUFE
WKH RPQLVFLHQW *RG |

7KH 7UXH 1DWXUH RI /LEHUDWLRQ

9HG—QWLQV UHJDUG OLEHUDWLRQ DV WKt}
8GD\DQD VSHDNLQXNDRPAMKB BRWDWLRQ GHI
WKH DEVROXWH FHVVDWLRQ RI VXIIHULQJ |

$FFRUGLQJ WR 8GD\DQD WKH H[SHULHQF
FRQMXQFWLRQ RI ERG\ PLQG DQG VHQVHV
KRZ WKHQ FRXOG SOHDVXUH EH H[SHULHQFFH
OLEHUDWLRQ LW FDQQRW EHFRPH DQ REMHFW
"RUOGO\ SOHDVXUH LV DOZD\V PL[HG ZLWK V.
SRLVRQ $ GLVFHUQLQJ SHUVRQ WKHUHIRUH
VXITHUWEH WREBBWLQGY RI VXIIHULQJ :KHQ W
DOO LWV GLVWLRRFWLW. RADSOWDMXUH SDLQ
VR IRDWEK DELGHV LQ LWV SXUH TXDOLW\OHV\
DSDYDUJD |

3KLO A
SKLEDC %XGGKLVW 91 1\—¥OBDL HALND

4XHVWI)DFLH SRVLWLR 8GD\DQD 5HSO\

S'RFWULQHVH 7KH VHOI LV

1DWX2 WKH VHOI LYHQGXULQJ IRUP(
RI WKH PRPHQWDU\ VW HVWDEOLVKHG

ILYH DJJUHJDWI3UHFRJQLWLRQ °

7KH ZRUOG LV

7KH ZRUOG I‘DQG WKHUHIRUH

R y RU RSHUDWHV \ "n'o” ppoLVFLHOW

&UHEL

:RUOG pVIYHIPWHY T FRIQLWLRQ GHYV
DUH HWHUQDO

$XWK 7KH 9HGD  7KH 9HGD LV F

W\ RI XQDXWKRULWD\*RG DQG LV DXW

9HGD PLVOHDGLQJ PHGLFDO VFLHQF

3$SDYDUJD W
DEVROXWH FHV\W
RQH NLQGV RI \
HWHUQDO SOHDYV

1DW X (PSWLQHVV F
RI WKH GLVVRC
/ILEHUD FRQVFLRXVQHV
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, QWHOOHFWXDO &RQWH[W ORGHUQ $FDG
'LUHFWLRQV IRU 5SHVHDUEFK

8GD\DQ—F—U\D V ~-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND LV QR
IRXQGDWLRQ VWRQH RI ,QGLDQ ORJLBEHYHDDFKI
LQ SKLORVRSK\ LV SRVVLEOH ,Q OLWKLOD V Sk
ILJXUHV DV *DAJH D 8S—GK\—\D 3DNADGKDUD
5DJKXQ—WKD LURPDAZAL ZURWH FRPPHQWDULHYV

,Q WKH SUHVHQW FRQWH[W LQVWLWXWLRQV V
LQ 'DUEKDQJD .DPHVKZDU 6LQJK 'DUEKDQJD
-DZDKDUODO 1HKUX 8QLYHUVLW\ DQG WKH &H
FDUU\LQJ RXW LPSRUWDQW ZRUN LQ SUHVHUY
SKLORVRSKLFDO WH[WV RI WKLV NLQG 3di

8QGHU *RYHUQPHQW RI ,QGLD SROLF\ WKH &F
/DO %DKDGXU 6KDVWUL 1DWLRQDO 6DQVNULW 8
DQG WUDQVODWLRQ LQ 6DQVNULW DQG UHODW
-DZDKDUODO 1HKUX 8QLYHUVLW\ VFKRODUV VX
DQG 3URIHVVRU 'HR 6KDQNDU 1DYLQ DUH HVW
,QGLDQ ODQJXDJHV FRPSXWDWLRQDO OLQJXLV!
HITRUWV Rl WKHVH DFDGHPLF FHQWUHY DUH PD
VWXG\ RI DQFLHQW PDQXVFULSWV LQ OLWKLO—
ODQXVFULSWV DOVR FRQWLQXHV WKH GLJLWL]D'
RU 7LUKXWD WKHUHE\ PDNLQJ WKLV SKLORVI
UHVHDUFKHUV WKURXJKRXW WKH ZRUOG fih

,Q WKLV FRQWH[W *DMHQGUD 7KDNXU V WUI
VKRZLQJ KRZ DQFLHQW 6DQVNULW HSLVWHPRO
ODLWKLOL DV WKH WDUJHW ODQJXDJH | ,Q PDWX
SKLORVRSKLFDO SURVH LQ ODLWKLOLIMNMW\DQ QR
VWI\OH RI 6DQVNULW 7KH ZRUN PDNHV FOHDU
ODQJXDJH RI VRQJ VRXQG RU HURWLF VHQWLF
IXOO\ FDSDEOH Rl UHVROYLQJ WKH PRVW LQWU
DQG %W XGGKLVW SKLORVRSK\ m

8. Profound Philosophical Conclusions and Broader Implications
8GD\DQ—F—U\D V - WPDWDWWYDYLYHND LV QF
DQG GHIHQFH ,W RIIHUV D ORJLFDO VA\VWHP IR

DQRG FRVPROGHWDLIOHHG DQDO\VLV LQ WKLV UHV
VHYHUDO GLVWLQFWLYH SKLORVRSKLFDO DQG O
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 QWHJULW\ RI (SLVWHPRORJ\ 8GD\DQD YLH:.
%XGGKLVW GLYLVLRQ EHWZHHQ SHUFHSWLRQ
VXEMHFWLYH LGHDOLVP LV WUXH WKH H[WH
8GD\DQD V LQVLJKW WKDW FRJQLWLRQ LV DOZ
LWVHOI EH LWWREZ®Y REREPWGJIJH LV LOWHQ
FRUUHVSRQGVY WR SKHQRPHQRORJ\ LQ PRGHU
+XVVHUO V FRQFHSW Rl LQWHQWLRQDOLW\ -
WUXWK RI FRIQLWLRQ GHSHQGV XSRQ WKH HJ[L
WKH IRXQGDWLRQ RI PRGHUQ UHDOLVP |

8QLYHUVDOLW\ RI &DXVDOLW\ $JDLQVW WK
GHVWUXFWLRQ DQG PRPHQWDULQHVV 8GD\D
GHVWUXFWLRQ FRXOG RFFXU ZLWKRXW D FDX
ZRUOG ZRXOG FROODSVH G6FLHQFH WRR UH)
UHODWLRQV ,I WKH VHHG V SRZHU WR SUR
SUHGLFWLRQ LQ DJULFXOWXUDO VFLHQFH ZR
WKHRU\ RI DX[LOLDU\ FDXVHV LV D ORJLFDO S
RI LQWHUDFWLQJ YDULDEOHYV |

6HARQVFLRXVQHVY DQG ORUDO 5HVSRQVLEL
QR'HOI SURGXFHV D JUDYH LQFRQVLVWHQF\ |
UHVXOWYV ,I| WKH GRHU DQG WKH H[SHULHQFH
FRQFHSWYV RI VLQ DQG PHULW EHFRPH PHDQLC
Rl UHFRJQLWLRQ 8GD\DQD HVWDEOLVKHV WEK
GRFWULQH SURYLGHV D SKLORVRSKLFDO IRX(
VIVWHP DQG PRUDO DJHQF\ |

/IDQJXDJH DQG 5HDOLVP 7KURXJK WKH WKE
VHYHUV ODQJXDJH IURP UHDOLW\ DQG WUHDW
FRQVWUXFWLRQ 8GD\DQD V WKHRU\ RI SRVLV
UHODWLRQ EHWZHHQ ODQJXDJH DQG UHDOLW!
QRW PHUHO\-FRRW BX@RR UHDO XQLYHUVDO
ORJLFDO UHDOLVP LV LPSRUWDQW IRU OLQJXL

7KH $FDGHPLF 9LJRXU RI ODLWKLOL 7KH
WUDQVODWLRQ RI —-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND GHPR
WKH FUHDWLRQ RI WHFKQLFDO WHUPLQRO
FRQWHPSODWLRQ | 7KH GLVWULEXW L-R® XRJ QW |
VXFK DV 29U K®LILWDO DUFKLYLQUVDD & RHF
FKDSWHU LQ WKH KLVWRU\ RI ODLWKLOL OLW
1\—\D WUDGLWLRQ m
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&RQFOXVLRQ

,Q FRQFOXVLRQ -WPDWDWWYDYLYHND LV D E
KDV JXLGHG SKLORVRSKHUV IRU D WKRXVDQG
DVVDXOWY PDNH FOHDU WKH SKLORVRSKLFDO F
,QGLD 7KH SRZHUIXO DQG ZLWKLQ LWV V\V\)
PRPHQWDULQHVV 9LMx—QDY—GD WKH WKHRU\
QRHOI IRXQG LQ WKLV ZRUN GLVSOD\ WKH WU
9DL HALND SKLORVRSK\ |

7KLV ODLWKLOL WUDQVODWLRQ E\PDINLIQQG U
DFKLHYHPHQW ,W QRW RQO\ SUHVHUYHV WKH L
EXW DOVR VXFFHHGV LQ FDUU\LQJ OLWKLOD V F
WKH ZLGHU SXEOLF | 7KH VHOI LV HWHUQDO *R
WKH DEVROXWH FHVVDWLRQ RI DOO VXIIHULQJ
OLEHUDWLRQ E\ WHVWLQJ WKLV WKUHHIROG P
~-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND LV OLNH D VXQ WKDW G
ODLWKEB®DNLQJ VRFLHW\ WKH DFDGHPLF ZRUOC
VXFK DV WKH OLWKLOD 5HVHDUFK ,QVWLWXWH
XSRQ DQG GHHSO\ FRQWHPSODWH WKLV SULFHC
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Chapter 2

7KH ODLWKLOL 7TUDQVODWLRQ RI —-WPDWDWMW

$ '"HWDLOHG 5HYLHZ LQ WKH /LIJKW RI ,QGLD:
7TUDQVODWLRQ 7KHRULHYV

SBUHOLPLQDU\ $VVHVVPHQW

8GD\DQ—F—U\DfV -WPDWDWWYDYLYHND LV
SRHWU\ EXW DQ H[WUHPHO\ L QW UOOLWHHA L N-E
SKLORVRSK\ GHYRW H GU R R WDW X Q \W HD® G/ R
TXDOLW\ RI LWV UHDVRQLQJ WKH GLDORJXH |
WKH UHSO\ WKH SLFWRULDO YLYLGQHVV RI L
TXHVV@BQVZHU SDWWHUQ DQG LWV XQGHL
OLEHUDWLRQ DUH VR SRZHUIXO WKDW D OLYV
DSSURSULDWH 7KH GRFXPHQW LWVHOI SUHVH
ORQJ LQWHOOHFWXDO V¥WDXJH&HN DEHMWYG H®
SKLORVRSK\

7KH IRUHPRVW DFKLHYHPHQW RI WKLV 0D
WUDQVODWRU KDV SUHVHUYHG GLIILFXOW 6
LQYDULDEOH FRQFRPLWDQFH QHJDWLYH LQ
HIILFLHQW FDXVH FRROFREBE®WRDODPRIQRMLRQ
ZKLOH SUHVHQWLQJ LW WKURXJK ODLWKLOL V
WKH GRFXPHQW DOVR LGHQWLILHV WKLV VW
WUDQVODWLRQ

7KH RYHUDOO MXGJPHQW LV WKDW WKLV ZR|

HIWUHPHO\ VXFFHVVIXO LQ FRPPXQLFDWLC
LPSRUWDQW IRU ODLWKLOL WHFKQLFDO SUR’
HQHUJ\ EXW VWLOO LQFRPSOHWH IURP WKH V
WKH WUDQVSDUHQF\ GHPDQGHG E\ PRGHUQ WL

7KH *HQHULF )RUP RI WKH :RUN $ &RQIC
'"HEDWH DQG /LWHUDWXUH
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3KLORVRSKLFDO 'HEDWH DV D 'UDPD RI .QR.

,Q WKH PDLQ WH[W WKH WUDQVODWRU JHQHU
IROORZLQJZVHTXHQFH

SURSRVLWLRQ : SRVVLEOH REMHFWLRQ : TXt
UHIXWDWLRQ RI WKH DOWHUQDWLYHYV : LOOXVWI

JRU H[DPSOH ZKLOH FRQVLGHULQJ ZKHWKHU
XQGHUVWRRG DV ILWQHVV WR SURGXFH DQ HIIF
WKDW FDSDFLW\ LV WKH DJJUHJDWH RI DX[LOLD
UHVLGLQJ LQ WKH REMHFW %RWK DOWHUQDWLY

7KLV VWUXFWXUH SUHYHQWYVY WKH WH[W IURP
HISRVLWLRQ DQG LQVWHDG WUDQVIRUPV LW L
GLVSXWDWLRQ RU DQ LOWHOOHFWXDO VWDJH
31R ~ 37KH TXHVWLRQ WKHQ LV WKLV "~ 37KH D¢
DFFHSWHG LQ WKLV zZD\~ DQG 3%XW"  EULQJ \
UHVSRQGHQW GLUHFWO\ EHIRUH WKH UHDGHU

7KH 30RW Rl WKH $UJXPHQW
7KH ZRUN FRQWDLQV QR FKDUDFWHUV RU L
QRYHOLVWLF NLQG \HW LW XDV D GLVWLQFW LQ
. WR GHIHQG HQGXULQJ REMHFWYV DJDLQVW W
7. WR GHIHQG WKH H[WHUQDO ZRUOG DJDLQVW
WRUHYHQW VXEVWDQFH IURP EHLQJ GLVVRC
TXDOLWLHV
9. WR GHIHQG WKH VHOI DJDLQVW D PRPHQWD!
10. DQG ILQDOO\ WR HVWDEOLVK WKH VHOI *RG
JURP WKLY SHUVSHFWLYH WKH WUXH *SURWD
WKH VHOI EXW GLVFULPLQDWLYH XQGHUVWDQC
SDQWDJRQLVW LV QRW DQ\ VLQJOH VFKRRO E)
GHSHQGHQFH LQILQLWH UHJRGWUYDGGHYLR @
LQGHWHUPLQDWH VXSSRVLWLRQ
8QLW\ Rl W&N WRHIPJIH

6HHG DQG VSURXW SRW VWDII WKH ZKLWHQ
WRUWRLVHIVY KDLU WKH OXVWUH RI D GLDPRQG
SDLOQWHU DQ HOHSKDQW DQ DUURZ WKDW V\
OLEHBMWWHR® DUH QRW PHUHO\ H[DPSOHV WR.
ZRUNTV OLWHUDU\ ZRUOG RI LPDJHV
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7KH VBIBNGSURXW LPDJH LQ SDUWLFXODU LV |
WKH ZRUNTV GLVFXVVLRQ RI FDXVDCLMDX VKO
FDSDFLW\ DX[LOLDU\ FDXVH SHUVLVWHQFH
EHFRPH YLVLEOH DQG H[SHULHQWLDOO\ DFFH
FRQQHFWY SKLORVRSKLFDO DEVWUDFWLRQ ZL

S5HYLHZ LQ WKH /LJKW RI ,QGLDQ /LWHUDU
5DVD 7KHRU\

,Q D —VWULF WUHDWLVH UDVD LV QRW D
PDQQHU RI SRHWU\ RU GUDPD 1HYHUWKHOH
FOHDUO\ SHUFHSWLEOH LQ WKLV WUDQVODWLI

D —QWD 5DVD 7KH 3B3ULQFLSDO 8QGHUFXUU

$W WKH YHU\ EHIJLQQLQJ WKH ZRUN HVWDE
VXITHULQJ DQG IRU NQRZOHGJH RI UHDOLW\ 7
ZKHWKHU WKH VHOI LV UHDO LV WKH FHVVDYV
PDNHVY FOHDU WKDW HYHU\RQH VHHNV GHOL
NQRZOHGJH RI UHDOLW\ LV WKH PHDQV ZLWKL:

,Q WKH ILQDO VHFWLRQ WKH DUJXPHQW
PHGLWDWLRQ RQ WKH VHPBRQ EH SWDX¥ B 6 HQMR Z DX
VHOI 7KH PHWDSKRUV RI WKH *FURZQLQJ VWR
S DUURZ WKDW VWULNHV LWV PDUN’" JLYH SRH
UDVD

JRU WKLV UHDVRQ WKH HQGXULQJ HPRWLF
SKLORVRSKLFDO LQTXLU\ DORQH EXW GLVS
DVSLUDWLRQ IRU UHOHDVH IURP VXIIHULQJ ,
UubvD LV WKH ILQDO DIIHFWLYH FRQVXPPDWLR

E 7KH ,QWHOOHFWXDO )RUP RI 9 UD 5DVD

7KH EDWWOH KHUH LV QRW RQH RI ZHDSRQV
SRVLWLRQ UHSHDWHGO\ UDLVHV QHZ REMHF
SRVVLELOLW\ DIWHU H[DPLQDWLRQ 7KH WHJ[V
LQWHOOHFWXDO KHURLVP RU KHURLVP LQ DU.

(ISUHVVLRQV VXFK DV 3FRPSOHWH UHIXWDW
FRQWUDGLFWLRQ ~ DQG *FOHDULQJ WKH REVW
JHQHUDWH DQ LQWHOOHFWXDO KHURLF PRRG
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HQVXUH WKDW WKLY KHURLF PRRG GRHV QRW W
YLFWRU\ RQ EHKDOIl RI WKH RULJLQDO ZRUN

F +XPRXU DQG 6DWLUH

7KH VWRU\ RI WKH IRRO ZKR VHHVY DQ HOHSKD
DQG WDNHV LW WR EH GDUNQHVV D FORXG D |
PRVW OLWHUDU\ SDVVDJHV LQ WKH ZRUN $IW
VXFFHVVLYHO\ UHMHFWHG WKH ILQDO GHFODUL
DOO" EHFRPHV D VKDUS VDWLUH RQ QLKLOLVP

+XPRXU KHUH LV QRW PHUHO\ HQWHUWDLQPH
ORJLFDO GHIHFW 7KH DEVWUDFW IDXOW RI LQ
LOWHOOLJLEOH WKURXJK WKH DEVXUG WDOH RI

G 7KH *URXQG RI .DUXAZD 5DVD

7TKH ZRUNSYV IXQGDPHQWDO FRQFHUQ LV WKH
DQG LWV FHVVDWLRQ ,WV GLVFXVVLRQV RI ELU
DFWLRQ DQG OLEHUDWLRQ WRXFK WKH H[LVWH
NDUXZD uUubVD DSSHDUV KHUH QRW DV ODPHQ!
FRPSDVVLRQ VXIIHULQJ H[LVWYV DQG WKHUHIRL
UHPHG\ LV QHFHVVDU\

7KH 7TKHRU\ Rl 'KYDQL

$FFRUGLQJ WR -QDQGDYDUGKDQDfV WKHRU\
SRVVHVVHV D SURIRXQG VXJIJHVWHG PHDQLQJ |
-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND WKH GLUHFWO\ GHQRWHG
OHYHO LV PXOWLGLPHQVLRQDO

J)LUVW 6XJIJHVWLRQ 7KH 1HFHVVLW\ RI .QRZOF

7TKH XQGHUO\LQJ VXJIJHVWLRQ RI KXQGUHGYV |
EHLQJ FDQQRW UHPDLQ VDWLVILHG E\ WUHDWL
PRUDBVSRQVLELOLW\ DQG WKH GHVLUH IRU O
PRPHQWDU\ HYHQWYV ,Q WKH H[DPSOHV RI PHPR!
SWKH RQH ZKR H[SHULHQFHG \HVWHUGD\" DQG 3\
LYV PDGH WKH EDVLV IRU WKH VHOI

6HFRQG 6XJJHVWLRQ 7KH 5HODWLRQ EHWZHH

7KH UHIXWDWLRQ RI WKH WKHRU\ RI DSRKD LV
PHDQLQJ RI WKH ZRUG 3*FRZ =~ ,WV VXJJHVWHG P
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MXVW DQ DUELWUDU\ ZHE RI VLIJQV PHDQLQ
REMHFWY DQG D VKDUHG VWUXFWXUH RI PHDQ

7TKLUG 6XJJHVWLRQ 7KHVWIDEHDQUKPWEDORSH

7KH WUDQVODWLRQYV FXOWXUDO VXJIJHVWI
ODQJXDJH RI VRQJ ORYH IRON OLIH RU GRPEF
D IXO0O\ GHYHORSHG PHGLXP IRU SURIRXQ(
PHWDSK\VLFV 7KH LQWURGXFWRU\ UHVHDUFK

7KLV FXOWXUDO VXJJHVWLRQ LQFUHDVHV
WUDQVODWLRQ

OSODNURNWL DQG )LIXUHV RI 6SHHFK

$FFRUGLQJ WR . XQWDNDYfV WKHRU\ RI YDNL
H[SUHVVLRQ SURGXFHV OLWHUDU\ EHDXW\ 7t
VHYHUDO OHYHOV

, QWHUURJDWLYH 2EOLTXLW\

4XHVWLRQV VXFK DV 3:KDW IROORZV LI LW
SURRI"" 3:K\ QRW D KDUHYV KRUQ DV ZHOO V
FRIQLWLRQ EH ERWK EOXH DQG \HOORZ" SU}
SDVVLYH OLVWHQHU %HIRUH HYHU\ DQVZHU
MXGJPHQW LQGHSHQGHQWO\

6DWLULFDO 2EOLTXLW\

2QH RI 8GD\DQDYfV SULQFLSDO PHWKRGYV
DUJXPHQW WR LWV XOWLPDWHO\ DEVXUG FF
PHWKRG GLVSOD\LQJ LQFRKHUHQFH LV PRUH |

7KH )LIXUH RI ,OO0XVWUDWLRQ

BHHG DQG VSURXW SRW DQG VWDII PHGLFL
RI WKH HOHSKDQW JLYH FRQFUHWH IRUP WR |
RUQDPHQWDO ILJXUH EXW DQ LQGLVSHQVDEOF

OHWDSKRU

37KH FURZQLQJ VWRQH RI WKH FLW\ RI O
LIQRUDQFH ~ S\ WKH SDWK WR OLEHUDWLRQ ~ D
JLYH WKH SKLORVRSKLFDO SURVH D SRHWLF
FRQFOXVLRQ WKH H[DPSOH RI EOLQG PHQ SU
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JORU\ RI WKH SDLQWHU PDNHV D VKDUS FRPPH(
DQG WKH UHDGHUYVY FRPSHWHQFH

6W\OH DQG WKH 7KHRU\ Rl 4XDOLWLHV

7KH VW\OH RI WKH WUDQVODWLRQ PD\ EH DVV
TXDOLWLHV RI OXFLGLW\ YLJRXU DQG VZHHWQF

IXFLGLW\

TKIWWUDQVODWRU KDV VNLOIXOO\ XVHG ODLW|
SL2IWKHQ © 3SEXW = SWKHUHIRUH = 3SWKHQ ~ 3ILUVW
PDNH WKH VHTXHQFH RI GLIILFXOW 1\—\D UHDVR

7TKH TXHDAQDBORQEHU VWUXFWXUH HVSHFLDOO\
DWWHPSW KDV HYLGHQWO\ EHHQ PDGH WR XQIF
FRPSRXQGYV LQWR VKRUWHU ORJLFDO XQLWYV

9LJRXU

$UIJXPHQW DQG UHIXWDWKXKRYW LRWAH | XK HF RN ©
VHPRQWUDGLFWLRQ DQG ILUPQHVV RI FRQFOXYV
WLPHV WKH YRLFH VXSSRUWLQJ WKH 1\—\D SR
WKH SURVH DSSURDFKHV WKH JUDYLW\ DQG HQH

6ZHHWQHVYV

6ZHHWQHVYV LV OLPLWHG LQ WKH SULQFLSDC
DSSURSULDWH WR WKH JHQUH ,Q WKH YHUVHYV
RQ WKH VHOlI DQG WKH GHVFULSWLRQ Rl OLEH
JHQWOH DQG UK\WKPLF

ILPLWDWLRQ

ODQ\ SDUDJUDSKV DUH H[WUHPHO\ ORQJ $ VL
QXPHURXV REMBEH¥WAEAIRDQUA DOWHUQDWLYHYV UHI.
UHIXWDWLRQV 7KLV GLPLQLVKHYVY OXFLGLW\ DQC
UHPHPEHU WKH ILUVW VWDJH RI DQ DUJXPHQW X

W ZRX0G WKHUHIRUH EH XVHIXO WR GLYLGH (
IRXU YLVXDO XQLWYV

x SULPD IDFLH SRVLWLRQ
x UHSO\
x FRXQWHVWLRQ
x FRQFOXVLRQ
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6XFK D GLYLVLRQ ZRXOG EH EHQHILFLDO

7KH 7TKHRU\ Rl BURSULHW\

$FFRUGLQJ WR .4HPHQGUDTV WKHRU\ RI ¢
FRQWH[W VSHDNHU HPRWLRQ DQG JHQUH PX

7THUPLQRORJLFDO 3URSULHW\

7KH WUDQVODWRU KDV QRW H[FHVVLYHO\
LQYDULDEOH FRQFRPLWDQFH LOQKHUHQFH C
UHDVRQ DQG UHFRJQLWLRQ 7KLV GHFLVLRQ
WKHP ZLWK RUGLQDU\ GRPHVWLF HTXLYDOH
SKLORVRSKLFDO PHDQLQJ

6\QWDFWLF 3URSULHW\

7KH XVH RI ODLWKLOL-FRIQEM FM2GE HWH Q WHRL
QDWXUH RI WKH WDUJHW ODQJXDJH ([SUHVYV
DFFHSWHG LQ WKLV zZD\ ~ 3:KR GRHV QRW DF}
DULVHV ~ DQG 3<RX %XGGKLVWV"™ JLYH WKH G
RUDO VSHHFK

(GLWRULDO ,PSURSULHW\

7KH PDLQ WUDQVODWLRQ LV SUHGRPLQDQW
FRQVLVWHQW EXW WKH LQWURGXFWRU\ UHVH
WHUPV LQ SDUHQWKHVHV (QJOLVK H[SUHVVLR
UHVSRQVLELOLW\ UHDOLVP FDXVDWLRQ DQG
ODLWKLOL VHQWHQEHYV

7KLV SURGXFHV WZR GLIITHUHQW OLQJXLVWL

3. WKH WUDQVODVERWVHG ' 'BIYDWRUOUISKLORVR

4. DQG WKH PLIHGJORVWKDLFKDIGHPLF SURVH RI

7KLV GLIIHUHQFH ZHDNHQV WKH VW\OLVWLF
KHUH DQ (QJOLVK WHUP LV QHFHVVDU\ D 'HY]I
GHILQLWLRQ PD\ EH VXSSOLHG DW LWV ILUVW
WKH 5RPDQ IRUP DW HYHU\ SRLQW

(ISHFWDQF\ 6HPDQWLF )LWQHVV 3URJ[LPL
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7KH IRXU LPSRUWDQW HOHPHQWY RI WKH
FRPSUHRHOQSHR@QDQF\ VHPDQWLF ILWQHVV SUF
DUH SDUWLFXODUO\ VXLWDEOH IRU DVVHVVLQJ \

W LV QRWHZRUWK\ WKDW WKH WUDQVODWHG
HISHFWDQF\ VHPDQWLF ILWQHVV DQG SUR[LPLYV

(ISHFWDQF\

%YHFDXVH DQ DQVZHU IROORZV D TXHVWLRC
DOWHUQDWLYH DQG DQ LOOXVWUDWLRQ IROO!
PXWKPSHFWDQF\

6HPDQWLF )LWQHVV

B3KLORVRSKLFDO WHUPV DUH JHQHUDOO\ XVH
VHPDQWLF ILHOGV RI B:FDSDFLW\ ~ B3SURGXFWL
SLQYDULDEOH FRQFRPLWDQFH" DUH NHSW GLVWL

BUR[LPLW\

7KH ORUHPDALRQVKLS EHWZHHQ QHLJKERXUL
SUHVHUYHG ,Q H[FHVVLYHO\ ORQJ SDUDJUDSKYV
EHWZHHQ WKH LQLWLDO SURSRVLWLRQ DQG WKFE

,QWHQWLRQ

7KH WUDQVODWLRQYV SULQFLSDO VXFFHVV O
HDFK VXEVHFWLRQ VWDWHVIRWW[D@WE B WLRKY L

JRUP RI &DSDFLW\ ,V 8QDFFHSWDEOH ~ 32EMHFW
3& RQFOXVLRQ ~ 7KLV JXLGDQFH IRU WKH UHDGHL

7RR PDQ\ KHDGLQJV KRZHYHU VRPHWLPHV |
DUJXPHQW SUHPDWXUHO\ 2Q UHDGLQJ D KHDGL
UHDGHU DOUHDG\ NQRZV WKH FRQFOXVLRQ ,Q
FRXOG EH PRGRIUQHPOWSDE 3([DPLQDWLRQ RI WK
&RQFHUQLQJ &DSDFLW\ ~

5HYLHZ LQ WKH /LJKW RI :HVWHUQ /LWHUDU\
JRUPDOLVP DQG 1HZ &ULWLFLVP

JURP D IRUPDOLVW SHUVSHFWLYH WKH PHDC(
PHUHO\ E\ LWV H[WHUQDO SKLORVRSK\ EXW
RSSRVLWLRQV DQG OLQJXLVWLF GHYLFHV

7KH SULQFLSDO IRUPDO GHYLFHV RI WKLV ZRU
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x WKH UHFXUUWLDR YW UWFWRX U H

x VHWV RI WKUHH RU IRXU DOWHUQDWLYHYV
x WKH XOWLPDWH DEVXUG FRQVHTXHQFH RI
x WKH UHFXUUHQFH RI LOOXVWUDWLRQV

x DQG WKH UHVWDWHPHQW RI FRQFOXVLRQ\

7TKHVH UHSHWLWLRQV FUHDWH D NLQG RI
DQWLFLSDWH WKDW DQ RSSRVLQJ DOWHUQDW
DQG WKHQ D QHZ DOWHUQDWLYH UDLVHG

JURP D IRUPDOLVW SHUVSHFWLYH WKH UH
PHPRU\ DQG VHOI JLYHV WKH WH[W DQ RYHUL
DW WKH EHJLQQLQJ DQG WKH SDWK WR OLE
VWUXFWXUH

%DNKWLQYV 'LDORJLVP

JURP OLNKDLO %DNKWLQYV GLDORJLF SHUV
LQWHUHVWLQJ ODQ\ YRLFHV DUH FRQWLQXDO

WKH %XGGKLVW SULPD IDFLH SRVLWLRQ
WKH 149BDUDHALND UHSO\

D SRVVLEOH LPSDUWLDO UHDGHU
FRPPRQ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ

VFULSWXUH

GLUHFW H[SHULHQFH

x DQG WKH 8SDQLADGYV

7KLV LV QRW KRZHYHU RIX®ROVISRD YSKIRFH L¥
JLYHQ DQ RSSRUWXQLW\ WR VSHDN EXW LW G
LWV VWDWHPHQWY EHFRPHY PDWHULDO IRU W
ZRUN PD\ WKHUHIRUH EH FDOOHG

D WH[W ZLWK D GLDORMNGWLW DWHOX LPHR QVRKHE
GRPLQDWHG E\ WKH 1\—\D SRVLWLRQ

PD\ EH FDOOHG

7TKH TXHD/QDHER/ZHU VWI\OH RI WKH WUDQVOD!
DOLYH ,Q WKLV UHVSHFW WKH WUDQVODWLR
GLVSXWDWLRQ

X X X X X X
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6WUXFWXUDOLVP

JURP D VWUXFWXUDOLVW YLHZSRLQW WKH H
RSSRVLWLRQV

HQGXULQJ PRPHQWDU\
FRIJQLWLRQ REMHFW RI FRIQLWLRQ
VXEVWDQFH TXDOLW\

SDUW ZKROH

VHOI-VARD

FD XV H F DQR/Q

WUXWK LOOXVLRQ

DJHQW H[SHULHQFHU

YDOLG FRIJQLWLRQ LQYDOLG FRJQLWLRQ

$00 IRXU SDUWV VXFFHVVLYHO\ UHFRQVWL
8GD\DQDYfV VWUDWHJI\ LV QRW VLPSO\ WR UHYH
VKRZ WKDW WKH RSSRQHQWITV RZQ SUDFWLFH D
LWV WKHRU\ GHQLHV

JRU WKLY UHDVRQ WKH WH[W SRVVHVVHV SUR

X X X X X X X X

x

$ "HFRQVWUXFWLYH 3HUVSHFWLYH

JURP 'HUULGDYV GHFRQVWUXFWLYH SHUVSH!
DUJXPHQWY DUH LQWULJXLQJ 8GD\DQD GHVWDE
RXWVLGH EXW WKURXJK WKHLU LQWHUQDO FRQMW

x ,] HYHU\WKLQJ LV HPSW\ ZKDW SURYHV HPS

x ,I FRIQLWLRQ DORQH H[LVWV RI ZKDW LV Fl
x ,l WKHUH LV QR VHOI ZKR UHPHPEHUV"
x ,I D ZRUG PHDQV RQO\ WKH H[FOXVLRQ RI R’

FRIQLWLRQ RI ZKDW LV H[FOXGHG"

,Q RQH VHQVH WKLV PHWKRG LV DQ LQWHUQTE
SRVWUXFWXUDOLVP KRZHYHU 8GD\DQD GRHV Q
,Q SODFH RI WKH GHFRQVWUXFWHG FHQWUH KH
VHOlI H[WHUQDO UHDOLW\ *RG DQG YDOLG FRJ(
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7TKXV WKH WH[W HPSOR\V D GHFRQVWUXFWL
D GHFRQVWUXFWLRQLVW FRQFOXVLRQ

+HUPHQHXWLFYV

JURP *DGDPHUfV KHUPHQHXWLF SHUVSHFW]|
DQFLHQW DQG PRGHUQ KRUL]JRQV 7KH KLVWR
WUDGLWLRQ DQG WKH OLQJXLVWLF KRUL]JRQ |
WKLV ZRUN

7TKH WUDQVODWRU GRHV QRW PHUHO\ UHS(
VLWXDWLRQ LQ ZKLFK WKH PRGHUQ ODLWKLOL

VHHG

SRW

PHPRU\

H[SHULHQFH

PHGLFLQH

DQG OLQJIJXLVWLF XVDJH

DQG WKHUHE\ FRPSUHKHQG DQFLHQW DUJXP
JRU KHUPHQHXWLF WUDQVSDUHQF\ 2KRZHYH|
x ZKLFK 6DQVNULW HGLWANR{WNVHUYHG DV Wtk
ZKLFK FRPPHQWDULHY ZHUH FRQVXOWHG
ZKLFK KHDGLQJY EHORQJ WR WKH RULJLQ
ZKLFK KHDGLQJV ZHUH DGGHG E\ WKH WUI

DQG ZKHUH DQ H[SODQDWLRQ LV PRUH
VHQWHQFH

,Q WKH DEVHQFH RI WKLV LQIRUPDWLRQ D
SODFH EXW WKH SURFHVV RI WKDW IXVLRQ UF

X X X X X X

X X X X

3KHQRPHQRORJ\

OHPRU\ UHFRIQDAOBRHQHVHMOIDQG WKH UH
H[SHULHQFHU DQG REMHFW RIIHU DPSOH SR
VWXG\ 3, DP QRZ UHPHPEHULQJ ZKDW , H[S
HIFHSWLRQDOO\ SRZHUIXO IRUPXODWLRQ R
H[SHULHQFH
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7TKH LQWURGXFWRU\ UHVHDUFK HVVD\ FRPSDU
LGHD RI LQWHQWLRQDO FRQVFLRXVQHVYV 7KH
VKRXOG EH GHYHORSHG DV D FRPSDUDWLYH TX
LGHQWLW\

8GD\DQD HVWDEOLVKHV WKH LQGHSHQGHQW
+XVVHUOLDQ SKHQRPHQRORJ\ PDNHV WKH VWUX
FRQVFLRXVQHVV LWV SULPDU\ TXHVWLRQ ,W Z|
LODSSURSULDWH WR WUHDW WKH WZR DV VLPSO

5HDGHVSRQVH 7KHRU\

JURP WKH SHUVSHFWLYH RI :ROIJDQJ ,VHUTV
UHDGHU RI WKLV WH[W LV VRPHRQH ZKR

x IROORXZXWHWHKHIFH RI UHDVRQLQJ SDWLHQWO\
x XQGHUVWDQGV WKH SRVVLELOLW\ RI HDFK L
x DFFHSWV ERWK RUGLQDU\ H[SHULHQFH DQG
x DQG XOWLPDWHO\ DFFHSWV OLEHUDWLQJ N
7

KH TXHV/QMQR/ZHU VWI\OH LQYROYHV WKH UHE
GHFLVLRQ <HW WKH KHDGLQJV VRPHZKDW UH!
DQQRXQFLQJ LQ DGYDQFH WKDW VRPHWKLQJ LV
D SGHIHFW ~

JURP D UHDWGHRQVH SHUVSHFEWLYH WKHUHIRUL
EXW QRW HQWLUHO\ RSHQ

$ 3BRVWFRORQLDG.QRBO,WEIH BOIRXSHFWLYH

%ULQJILQJ 6DQVNULW SKLORVRSKLFDO NQRZO'!
OLQIJXLVWLF FKDQJH LW LV D UHGLVWULEXWLR(
ODLWKLOL UHDGHUV NQRZOHGJH IRUPHUO\ DFFF
6DQVNULW VFKRODUV LV DQ LPSRUWDQW LQGLJF

7TKURXJK WKLY WUDQVODWLRQ ODLWKLOL LV F
x QRW PHUHO\ DV D IRON ODQJXDJH

x QRW PHUHO\ DV WKH ODQJXDJH RI KRPH DQC
x QRAPWMUHO\ DV D ODQJXDJH RI VRQJ DQG OLWI
EXW DV D ODQJXDJH RI HSLVWHPRORJ\ ORJLF

322



7TKHUH LV KRZHYHU DQ LQWHUQDO WHQVI
WHFKQLFDO WHUPV SUHVHUYHV SKLORVRSKLF
REVWDFOH IRU WKH JHQHUDO UHDGHU *HQX
WKHUHIRUH UHTXLUHV D JORVVDU\ DQ LQGH]

5HYLHZ LQ WKH /LJKW RI 7TUDQVODWLRQ 7t
KDW .LQG RI 7TUDQVODWLRQ ,V 7KLV"

7KLV LV QRW D VWULFWO\ OLWHUDO WUDC
FRPELQDWLRQ RI WKH tROORZLQJ WKUHH IRUP

4. VHPDQWLF WWPBRIDPVWVODWLRRO SKLORVRSKLI
WHFKQLFDO WHUPVY DUH SUHVHUYHG

5. FRPPXQLFDWLYH?16BRUNPXODWHDYRQLQJ
ODLWKLOEDTBOWWY HRIQSURV H

6. LQWHUSUHWLYH XEKH\DHEQ W DW LIRGDG R UG H L
JXLGH WKH UHDGHU

%HWZHHQ WKH ,QGLDQ WUDGLWLRQV RI 30
VHQVH = 3H[SRVLWLRQ "~ DQG :FRPPHQWDU\ " \
WUDQVODWLRQ DQG EHFRPHY DQ LOQWHUSUHW|

1LGDYV "\QDPLF (TXLYDOHQFH
%\ (XJHQH 1LGDYV FULWHULRQ RI G\QDPLF H
WDUJHW UHDGHU LV LPSRUWDQW 7KLV WUDQ\
WKH ODLWKLOL U HIMGHUIOW K AWSXUIRE BIEIGHHEW RI W
&RPSOH[ TXHVWLRQV FRQFHUQLQJ 3FDSDF
FDXVH DUH XQIROGHG VWHS E\ VWHS

7KLV G\QDPLF HTXLYDOHQFH VXFFHHGV EF
XQGHUVWDQG QRW PHUHO\ WKH FRQFOXVLRQ |

‘"\QDPLF HTXLYDOHQFH LQ SKLORVRSKLFDO V
FDXWLRQ ([FHVVLYH VLPSOLILFDWLRQ FDQ G
FRQFHSW $ GLVWLQFWLYH PHULW RI WKLV WL
VWUXFWXUH ZLWKRXW DEDQGRQLQJ WKH RULJ

1HZPDUNYV 6HPDQWLF DQG &RPPXQLFDWL
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$FFRUGLQJ WR 3HWHU 1HZPDUNYV GLVWLQFWL
VHPDQWLF DQG FRPPXQLFDWLYH WUDQVODWLRQ

6HPDQWLF )HDWXUHV
x THFKQLFDO WHUPV DUH SUHVHUYHG

x $Q HIIRUW LV PDGH WR NHHS LQWDFW WK
UHDVRQ SUREDQGXP DQG GHIHFW

x &XOWXUDO LOOXVWUDWLRQV DUH QRW UHPF
x 7KH GLVSXWDWLRQDO WRQH RI WKH VRXUFH
&RPPXQLFDWLYH )HDWXUHV

x 8VH RI ODLWKLOL FRQQHFWLYHV

x 6HSDUDWH KHDGLQJV IRU GLIILFXOW DUJXP]
x 'LUHFW THEEBQMRHOU SUHVHQWDWLRQ

x 3RVVLEOH H[SDQVLRQ RI GLIILFXOW FRPSRX

7KLY FRPELQDWLRQ LV DSSURSULDWH IRU W
WUDQVODWLRQ ZRXOG KDYH EHHQ H[WUHPHO\ (
WUDQVODWLRQ PLIKW KDYH EHFRPH SKLORVRSK

6NRSRV 7KHRU\

$FFRUGLQJ WR VNRSRV WKHRU\ WKH IRUP RI
LWV SXUSRVH 7KH SRVVLEOH SXUSRVHV RI WKL)

x WR EULQJ DQFLHQW SKLORVRSK\ WR ODLWKIL
x WRKUHSDUH VWXG\ PDWHULDO IRU UHVHDUEFK
x WR GHYHORS ODLWKLOLYVY FDSDFLW\ IRU SKI
x DQG WR JLYH PRGHUQ OLQJXLVWLF OLIH WR

9LHZHG LQ UHODWLRQ WR WKHVH SXUSRVH
VXFFHVVIXO 7KH LQWURGXFWRU\ HVVD\ DOVR P
ZRUN WR JHQHUDO SKLORVRSKLFDO LQTXLUHUYV

'LITHUHQW JURXSV RI UHDGHUV KRZHYHU UHT
WH[W LV XVHIXO IRU VSHFLDOLVWYVY MQBSOBYD
LOWURGXFWLRQ JORVVDU\ DQG GLDJUDP RI Wtk
JHQHUDO UHDGHUV
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'RPHVWLFDWLRQ DQG )RUHLJQL]DWLRQ

2Q WKH EDVLV RI WKH LGHDV RI 6FKOHLHUPI
VWUDWHJI\ LV PL[HG

JRUHLJQL]DWLRQ

6DQVNULW WHUPV VXFK DV DSRKD LQYDU
FRQGLWLRQ UHFRJQLWLRQ DQG PXWXDO DE
VRXUFH WUDGLWLRQ 7TKH WUDQVODWRU Gl
XQIDPLOLDULW\ RI WKH VRXUFH

'RPHVWLFDWLRQ

ODLWKLOL YHUEV SURQRXQV LOQWHUURJDW
EULQJ WKH VRXUFH LGHDV 2WRZDUG WKH WDUJ

3:KR GRHV QRW DFFHSW WKLV"’

S37TKHQ WKH TXHVWLRQ DULVHYV ~

36 XSSRVH LW LV DFFHSWHG LQ WKLV ZD\ ~
3<RX %XGGKLVWV WRR ~

x *1RWKLQJ LV KDUPHG E\ WKLV ~

7TKXV ZLWK RQH KDQG WKH WUDQVODWRU C
SKLORVRSKLFDO ZRUOG DQG ZLWK WKH RWKH
Rl ODLWKLOL GLDORJXH 7KLV EDODQFH LV RC
ZRUN

X X X X

TRXU\V-7TBUNHWUPYV

JURP *LGHRQ 7RXU\fV SHUVSHFWLYH WKL\
LPSRUWDQFH WR DFFHSWDELOLW\ LQ WKH WD
ODLWKLOL JUDPPDU DQG XVDJHRU$W QWKHG VID® H
SUHVHUYHG E\ UHWDLQLQJ WHFKQLFDO WHUPV

IHYHUWKHOHVY EHFDXVH WKH 6DQVNULW V
WKH IROORZLQJ TXHVWLRQV FDGQRW EH DQVZ

x +DV DQ\ VHQWHQFH EHHQ RPLWWHG"
x +DV DQ\ DUJXPHQW EHHQ H[SDQGHG"
x 'RHV D KHDGLQJ EHORQJ WR WKH RULJLQEC
x +DV YHUVH EHHQ FRQYHUWHG LQWR SURV
x +DV UHSHWLWLRQ LQ WKH RULJLQDO EHHC
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JRU WKLV UHDVRQ MXGJPHQWYVY DERXW WKH T3
EXW MXGIJPHQWY DERXW HTXLYDOHQFH ZLWK WK

~XOLDQH +RXMHIY VOMHWMR Q

$ WUDQVODWLRQ RI D KLVWRULFDO SKLORVRS
DQ RYHUW RU H[SOLFLW WUDQVODWLRQ WKH UF
WH[W FRPHV IURP D GLIIHUHQW SHULRG ODQJXEL

7TKH SUERMHQWVXFFHHGV E\ WKLV FULWHULRC
WHFKQLFDO WHUPLQRORJ\ DQG FXOWXUDO LO¢
QHYHUWKHOHVYV GLPLQEVKHG E\ WKH DEVHQFH R

WKH QDPH RI WKH EDVH HGLWLRQ

QXPEHUV RI RULJLQDO YHUVHV RU DSKRULV
YDULDQW UHDGLQJV

VRXUFHV RI FRPPHQWDULHYV

DQG FOHDU PDUNV LGHQWLI\LQJ PDWHULDO

'LWK WKHVH DGGLWLRQV WKH ERRN ZRXOG U
WR WKH OHYHO RI D FULWLFDO WUDQVODWLRQ

X X X X X

%YHUPDQTV 'HIRUPLQJ THQGHQFLHYV

$QWRLQH %HUPDQ GLVFXVVHV VHYHUDO FRPI
WUDQVODWLRQ LQFOXGLQJ UDWLRQDOL]DWLF
GHVWUXFWLRQ RI VHQWHQFH UK\WKP

7KH SRVVLEOH ULVNV LQ WKLV WUDQVODWLRQ
5SDWLRQDOL]DWLRQ

'LYLGLQJ FRPSOH[ 6DQVNULW VHQWHQFHV LQ\
PD\ UHGXFH WKH REOLTXLW\ RU LQWHUSUHWLYH

&ODULILFDWLRQ

+HDGLQJV VXFK DV 35HIXWDWLRQ RI 7KLV 9LH
8B8QDFFHSWDEOH "~ DQG 3&RQFOXVLRQ" GLVFORVH

(ISDQVLRQ

I WKH RULJLQDO LV FRQFLVH DQG DSKRULVMW
IXOO\ H[SODQDWRU\ SDUDJUDSK WKLV DVVLVW'
HGLWRULDOO\
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&KDQJH RI 5K\WKP

7KH FRPSRMNQYGQ PRPHQWXP RI 6DQVNULW
FKDQJHV LQWR DQDO\WLFDO ODLWKLOL VHQW !
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ EXW LWV OLPLWV FDQQRW
WKH VRXUFH VW\OH

7KH 7UDQVODWRUTTYV 9LVLELOLW\

,Q WKH PDLQ WUDQVODWLRQ WKH WUDQYV
SHUVRQDO YRLFH 7KH WH[W IORZV DV 8GD\D
WUDQVODWRUYY SUHVHQFH ZLWKLQ WKH ERG\

,Q WKH LQWURGXFWRU\ UHVHDUFK HVVD\ KF
YLVLEOH WKURXJK UHSHDWHG SUDLVH 5H S
SUHYROXWLRQPDNLQ¥HSRIFGEG -UHWWD QG DWEK L |
UHGXFHV FULWLFDO LPSDUWLDOLW\ $ PRUH
GLVFEXVV WKH DFKLHYHPHQW IDFWXDOOA ZKL
HYDOXDWLRQ 7KH VLJQLILFDQFH RI WKH ZR
HITHFWLYHO\ WKURXJK WKH MXGJPHQW RI UHD

'LVWLQFWLYH $FKLHYHPHQWYV RI WKH 7UD¢t
&UHDWLRQ RI D ODLWKLOL 3KLORVRSKLFD

7KH WUDQVODWLRQ GRHVVQRW JPHRIG®Y XM [
VHPDQWLF ILHOGV LQ ODLWKLOL 7HUPV VXFKk
SUHFRJQLWLRQ EHFRPH ODLWKLOL SKLORVRS
GHPRQVWUDWHG ZLWKLQ FRPSOHWH DUJXPHQ
SHGXFLQJ WKH %XUGHQ RI 6DQVNULW
$OWKRXJK WKH WHFKQLFDO WHUPV UHPDLQ
H[SUHVVLRQV DUH ODLWKLOL 7KH WH[W WKH
VKDGRZ RI 6DQVNULW EXW DVVXPHV WKH IRUP
2UDOL]DSMIDRIR L Q J

7KH VW\OH RI 3,V LW VR"" 31R ~ 39HU\ ZHOO
OLWKLODYVY RUDO WUDGLWLRQ RI GLVSXWDWL
VFKRODUY DUH DUJXLQJ IDFH WR IDFH

SUHVHUYDWLRQ RI WKH 2ULJLQDO 6DWLUL
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([DPSOHV LQYROYLQJ WKH HOHSKDQW WKH K
DQG PHGLFLQH KDYH QRW EHHQ RPLWWHG 7KH
SHUVRQDOLW\ KLVWRULFDO VHWWLQJ DQG SRO

*LYLQJ /LWHUDU\ )RUP WR 3KLORVRSKLFDO

,Q WKH ILQDO SDVVDJH - NQRZ GOHDGUHK D P GR W
GDUNQHVV WKH FLW\ RI OLEHUDWLRQ DQG WKH
WH[W WR DQ HQG QRW PHUHO\ LQ ORJLFDO YLF
7KLV SUHYHQWY WKH WUDQVODWLRQ IURP EHFRI

BULQFLSDO /LPLWDWLRQV
$EVHQFH RI D &OHDUO\ ,GHQWLILHG 6RXUFF

7KH ERRN PXVW FOHDUO\ VWDWH ZKLFK 6DQV]
WKH WUDQVODWLRQ 1DPLQJ RQO\ WKH ZRUN DQ
'LWKRXW WKH EDVH HGLWLRQ HGLWRU \HD!
FRQVXOWHG DQG YDULDQW UHDGLQJV UHVHDUI
8QFOHDU 'LVWLQFWLRQ EHWZHHQ WKH 2UL
 QWHUYHQWLRQV

7KH PDQ\ VXEKHDGLQJY DUH XVHIXO EXW WKH
WKH\ RFFXU LQ WKH RULJLQDO RU ZHUH DGGHG
VKRXOG EH PDUNHG E\ EUDFNHWY D GLIIHUHQW
7KH /I DXGDWRU\ 7TRQH RI WKH ,QWURGXFWRL

$W VRPH SRLQWV WKH LQWURGXFWLRQ EHFF
VFKRODUVKLS 6WDWHPHQWY VXFK DV 3FRPSC
IRXQGDWLRQV RI % XGGKLVW SKLORVRBOKLQ@BUH |
WXUQ KLVWRULFDO FRPSOH[LW\ LQWR D VLPSOH

7TKH GHFOLQH RI %XGGKLVP LQ ,QGLD KDG PD((
WKH DUJXPHQWY RI RQH SKLORVRSKLFDO ZRUN

, QVXIILFLHQW "HYHORSPHQW RI :HVWHUQ &F

&RPSDULVRQV ZLWK +XVVHUO PRGHUQ UHDO
KXPDQ ULJKWYVY DUH LOWHUHVWLQJ EXW YHU\ EUI

)XQGDPHQWDO GLIIHUHQFHV VKRXOG EH PDC(
RWKHUZLVH PRGHUQ FRQFHSWV PD\ EH LPSURS
W H[W

B8QHYHQQHVV RI /LQIJXLVWLF 5HILVWHU
328



7KH ODLWKLOL RI WKH PDLQ WUDQVODW
SUHGRPLQDQWO\ LQ 'HYDQDJDUL 7KH LQWURGC
SDUHQWKHWLFDO (QJOLVK WHUPV %RWK VKR?>
ODQJXDJH SROLF\

([FHVVLYH 3DUDJUDSK /HQJWK

0DQ\ SDUDJUDSKVY FRQWDLQ-VKNWWDRQQBYF
VXEVHFWLRQV DQG QXPEHUHG DUJXPHQWYV ZR:

SHSHWLWLRQ RI +HDGLQJV

*HQHULF KHDGLQJV VXFK DV 3% 4XHVWLRQ
4XHVWLRQ =~ (2EMHFWLRQ WR WKH 6WDWHG
UHSHDWHGO\ 7KH\ VKR)XSHR EREPIB[@HP YXEMHFW

x 32EMHFWLRQ &RQFHUQLQJ WKH &RQVFLRX

x 35HSO\ & RQFHUQLQJ WKH &DXVH RI OHPRU

x *&RQFOXVLRQ RI WKH ,QIHUHQFH (VWDEOL
&RQVLVWHQF\ RI 7THFKQLFDO )RUPV

BRPHARPSRXQG WHUPV RFFXU ERWK 2ZIRWK L
H[DPSOH 3PDWWHHPDWHULDO FPRVPLWEILRQUSHS
FRIQLWLRQ °~ DQG YDULDQW VSHOOLQJV RI
RUWKRJUDSKLF OLVW VKRXOG EH SUHSDUHG |1

BROHPLFDO DQG &XOWXUDO &RPPHQWDU\

7KH VHFWDULDQ ULGLFXOH DQG VHYHUH HJ[L
LQ WKH RULJLQDO PD\ FDXVH GLVFRPIRUW WHF
UHIXWDWLRQ RI WKH GHVLUH IRU HWHUQDO !
H[DPSOHV LQYROYLQJ ZRPHQ DQG DQLPDOV

6XFK SDVVDJHV VKRXOG QRW EH UHPRYHG
KLVWRULFDO YRLFH Rl WKH VRXUFH 7KH\ VKR
H[SODLQLQJ WKDWEWRXQ\G LSRR &/KPIL BB O LRBQJXD
ZRUN QRW DQ HQGRUVHPHQW E\ WKH PRGHUQ

"HDNQHVV RI WKH %LEOLRJUDSK\

$ORQJVLGH FULWLFDO 6DQVNULW HGLWLR¢
ELEOLRJUDSK\ LQFOXGHYV :LNLSHGLD FRPPHUF
DQG PDOIRUPHG ZHE DGGUHVVHYV

$ VHULRXVY DFDGHPLF HGLWARQ VKRXOG JLY
x FULWLFDO HGLWLRQV RI WKH 6DQVNULW V
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DXWKRULWDWLYH FRPPHQWDULHV
VWDQGDUG VWXGLHV RI 8GD\DQD
FRQWHPSRUDU\ UH\#DUMK GHE DWW B GKLVW
DQG IRXQGDWLRQDO ZRUNV Rl WUDQVODWLF

X X X X

&RQFUHWH 5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV IRU D 5HYLV|
$ &OHDU $FFRXQW RI WKH %DVH 7H[W

$IWHU WKH WLWOH SDJH LQFOXGH D 37UDQ\
6DQVNULW HGLWLRQ HGLWRU SXEOLVKHU \HDL

2ULJLQDO 9HUVHV DQG $SKRULVP 1XPEHUV

$W PLQLPXP WKH 6DQVNULW WH[W RI WKH R
FRQFOXGLQJ YHUVHV DQG WKH SULQFLSDO N-
QXPEHULQJ RI WKH RULJLQDO WH[W VKRXOG EH

7TUDQVODWLRQ 3ROLF\
7KH WUDQVODWRU2YKRXOG VWDWH FOHDUO\
x ZKLFK WHUPV ZHUH OHIW XQWUDQVODWHG
ZKLFK WHUPV ZHUH JLYHQ ODLWKLOL HTXLYI
ZKHUH VHQWHQFHY ZHUH GLYLGHG
ZKHUH H[SODQDWRU\ ZRUGV ZHUH DGGHG
DQG ZKHWKHU KHDGLQJV DUH RULJLQDO RU

7\SRIJUDSKVWDRQFWLRQ EHWZHHQ 3ULPD )DF
5HSO\

33ULPD )DFLH 3RVLWLRQ ~ 35HSO\ " 35HQHZHG
DQG &RQFOXVLRQ" VKRXOG EH VKRZQ LQ GLIIHI
VI\PEROV 7KLV ZRXOG PDNH WKH PDS RI WKH GL)\

'LYLVLRQ RI /RQJ 3DUDJUDSKYV

(DFK LQGHSHQGHQW LQIHUHQFH IDOODFLRX\
UHFHLYH D VHSDUDWH SDUDJUDSK 2QH SULQFL
EH LGHDO

THFKQLFDO *ORVVDU\
BURYLGH DQ DOSKDEHW.LFDO JORVVDU\ DW WK

X X X X
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DSRKD LQYDULDEOH FRQFRPLWDQFH PXWX
FRQGLWLRQ UHFRJQLWLRQ LQKHUARRG®HRHSWQI
FRIQLWLRQ DQG VR IRUWK

JRU HDFK WHUP SURYLGH

x D EULHI ODLWKLOL PHDQLQJ

x WKH SKLORVRSKLFDO \DAKRRRQ IMWW®& ZKLFK

x DQG WKH SDJH RI LWV ILUVW RFFXUUHQFH

7TKHVH GHWDLOV VKRXOG EH LQFOXGHG
6XEMHFW ,QGH]

$Q LQGH[ RI WRSLFV VXFK DV VHOI *RG
PRPHQWDULQHVV WKH WKHRU\ RI DSRKD 9L
9HGD OLEHUDWLRQ DQG PHGLFLQH ZRXOG EH

SHZULWLQJ WKH ,QWURGXFWLRQ

7TKH LQWURGXFWLRQ VKRXWIE \EHH D QIBH G HIFUARI
YLFWRU\ DQG ZULWWHQ DFFRUGLQJ WR WKH IF

D KLVWRULFDO LQWURGXFWLRQ WR 8GD\D
WKH VWUXFEWXUH RI WKH ZRUN

DQ LPSDUWLDO DFFRXQW RI WKH %XGGKL\
WKH VRXUFH HGLWLRQ

WKH PHWKRG Rl WUDQVODWLRQ

WKH FKDOOHQJH RI SKLORVRSKLFDO WHUH
DQG WKH OLPLWDWLRQV RI WKH SUHVHQW
&RQWURO RI (QJOLVK 7THUPLQRORJ\

S5HSODFH-WBRWPIDSQW (QJOLVK ZLWK ODLWKLOL
,QGLVSHQVDEOH LQWHUQDWLRQDO WHUPV VK
WKHLU ILUVW RFFXUUHQFH

SHRUJDQL]DWLRQ RI WKH %LEOLRJUDSK\

$GRSW D FRQVLVW HIQIM P\DW\OWR XGUHFSHDW DWAHHF R
DQG ZHE VRXUFHV G5HPRYH PDOIRUPHG ZHE
FRPPHUFLDO VRXUFHV

X X X X X X X

, QWHJUDWHG $VVHVVPHQW
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$UHD RI (YDOXDWLRQ $VVHVVPHQW

&RPPXQLFDWLRQ R (IFHOOHQW

OHDQLQJ
3UHVHUYDWREQN RUW

ZHUPV ‘]w ([FHOOHQW
ODLWKLOL 6\QWD] *RRG

9LYLGQHVV RI 4XHVW
6FKRODVWLF '"HEDWH

SUHVHUYDWLRQ RI /L
6DWLUH

$FFHVVLELOLW)\ IRU *| ORGHUDWH WR
7UDQV S D U H&ERN URF HWKH ,QFRPSOHWH

([FHOOHQW

*RRG

, QWURGXFWLRQ D (
PSDUWLDOL W SHTXLUHV 5HZ
SHTXLUHYV
%LEOLRJUDSK\ DQG $ 53|\ Ro
6WDQGDUG RI D &ULW ,QFRPSOHWH I

)LQDO &RQFOXVLRQ

7KLV ODWWRR®IODWLRQ RI ~-WPDWDWWYDYLYHN
LQ WKH KLVWRU\ Rl ODLWKLOL SKLORVRSKLFDO
LQ PDNLQJ D GLIILFXOW 6DQVNULW ZRUN DY
DFKLHYHPHQW LV WKDW ODLWKLOL LWVHOI LV V
GLVWLQJIXLVKLQJ VXEWOH DOWHUQDWLYHV WH\
DQ H[WHQGHG LQWHOOHFWXDO GLDORJXH RQ
NQRZOHGJH UHDOLW\ FDXVDOLW\ DQG OLEHUD

JURP WKH VWDQGORWHMWDRI\ WE&HBRQ\ WKLV W
IXQGDPHQWDO FXUUHQW RI —QWD UDVD WKH
REOLTXLW\ Rl VDWLUH WKH IRUFH RI LOOXVWUD
OLEHUDWLRQ DQG ULJRURXV SURSULHW\ LQ YH
SHUVSHFWLYHV LW LV D GLDORJLF DQG VWUXFV
IRU LQWHUQDO GHFRQVWUXFWLRQ SKHQRPHQF
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ
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, Q WUD-QWIODRWIHRWMLFD O WHUPYV LW LV

D EDODQFHG FRPELQDWLRQ RI IRUHLJQL]L
GRPHVWLFDWRRQJIJWDIH HWQWD[ D VXFFHVVIX
VHPDQWLF ILGHOLW\ DQG FRPPXQLFDWLYH FC
VLWXDWHG EHWZHHQ WUDQVODWHRMDSWRDHU

WV SULQFLSDO ZHDNQHVVHV OLH QRW LQ V
ODFN RI FODULW\ DERXW WKH VRXUFH HGLWLF
ODXGDWRU\ LQWURGXFWLRQ XQHYHQ OLQJX
DSSDUDWXV

,Q LWV SUHVHQW IRUP WKHUHIRUH LW LV |
RUGHU DQG FRQVLGHUDEOH UHDGDELOLW\ L\
YDULDQWY D VWDWHPHQW RI WUDQVODWLRC
QRWHYVY DQG D UHYLVHG ELEOLRJUDSK\ LW
SKLORVRSKLFDO HGLWLRQ LQ ODLWKLOL

333



334



Chapter 3

Appendix

~-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND >2ULJLQD
Udayana; translated from Sanskrit into Maithili by
Gajendra Thakur]

Part |
Examination of the Doctrine of Momentary Existence

Verse ofPraise

Salutations to the Supreme Being, foremost among the ancient teachers,
lord of all worlds, and creator. His sovereignty over the worlds fashioned by
him belongs to his very nature. Having created the worlds, he sustains their
existence, teaches their beings the correct use of words, and for their welfare
establishes injunctions to perform beneficial acts and prohibitions against
harmful ones. His teaching is authoritative, his compassion for living beings is
natural, and his effort for the good of all is bound by no condition.

The Subject for Examination and the Purpose of This
Inquiry

Every person in this world naturally seeks freedom from suffering. The
UHDOLW\ RI VXIIHULQJ LV HVWDEOLVKHG E\ HYH

its very nature adverse and unbearable. Even when a suffering being does not

understand the means of removing it, that being continues to search for such a
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means. Ultimately, on the basis of the unanimous teaching of all accomplished
authorities in spiritual matters, one understands that knowledge of reality
alone? that is, knowledge of the true nature of thiAgs the means to the
cessation of suffering; there is no other means. What must be Rnotvether

as the countepositive whose negation is at issue, or as the substrate of the
difference from that with which it is ordinarily confuseis nothing other than

the self. For whether the self does not exist or truly exists, the spontaneous,
natural, or commonly accepted conception of the self is certainly not true as it
stands. On this point all disputants are in definite agreement. A reasoned
inquiry into the true nature of the self is therefore now begun.

'RFWULQHV 2SSRVHGDW RHSMKND 1I9EHD RI W
Nature of the Self

The principal views opposed to the reality of the self are these: everything
endures for only a single moment; nothing apart from consciousness is real,
there is no distinction between qualities and the thing qualified by them; and
the entity called the self is never perceived or experienced.

Establishing Universal Momentariness by Inference and
Refuting It Because Invariable Concomitance Is Unproved

Of the four doctrines stated above, the first cannot be accepted because it
KDV QR HVWDEOLVKHG SURRI ,W PD\ EH VDLG 3:K
example, a pot is momentary; and words and other things whose
PRPHQWDULQHVYV LV GLVSXWHG DUH UHDO ~ 'RHV
things are momentary? No. In this inference, the invariable concomitance
between reason and probandum has not been established.

A Proof Offered for Invariable Concomitance and Its
Detailed Examination

Should it be maintained that mutually contradictory propettiesgpacity
and incapacity for productichare found together in what appears to be one
object; that from this coexistence a difference of objects is inferred; and that
this difference in turn establishes the stated invariable concomitance? No. The
coexistence of mutually contradictory properties is itself unproved. But is that
coexistence not established by a negative inference in the form of a reversal of
WKH FRQVHTXHQFH" 1R ,Q %W XGGKLVW ORJLF W
FRQGLWLRQDO SURSRVLWLRQ RI D QHJDWLYH LQI
proposition denying its consequent, and the conclusion denies the antecedent of
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the first proposition. The question now arises: is this capacity the productive act
itself, or the fitness to produce? It cannot be the productive act itself, for then

the reason of the inference would merge into the probandum and no inference
would remain. Can this defect be removed by distinguishing the separate

exclusions, or exclusions of others, that constitute the two terms? No. The basis
for distinguishing exclusions is only the opposition or-dentity determined

by the mutual difference of the things excluded by them.

A Difference between Exclusions Cannot Be Based on Each
Excluding What the Other Excludes

The alleged difference between two exclusions cannot arise from each
exclusion excluding what is excluded by the oth&ar example, as cowness
and horseness respectively exclude -oows and noihorses. If the two
exclusions were mutually opposed in this way, then whenever one were present
in the subject, the other would necessarily be absent. The inference would
consequently be vitiated either by the defect of a subject devoid of the
probandum or by an unestablished reason.

Partial Mutual Inclusion and Partial Mutual Exclusion Are
Impossible among Exclusions

Nor can the stated difference arise because each exclusion includes some of
the things excluded by the other and excludes others, as in the relation between
W UHHQH V Vitrdeqe&s. Dha’dddXxclusions cannot be accepted as mutually
pervading and pervaded. If they were, a capable object could be proved non
productive, or a noproductive object could be deemed capable.

A Difference between Exclusions Cannot Arise from
Different Adventitious Qualities

Nor does this difference arise from different adventitious qualities, as
production and impermanence are treated as distinct properties. No such
distinct adventitious property is available here. Could the words themselves be
such adventitious properties? No. If that were so, synonymous words could not
exist.

Differences of Cognition Cannot Make Exclusions Different

Nor is there a cognitive difference among exclusions. If merely having
separate cognitions of exclusions made them different, then even the single
exclusion of incapacity would differ from itself, because there may be many
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cognitions of that one exclusion. If it is maintained that differences among

cognitions, determined by differences among their objects, produce differences
among exclusions, the fault of mutual dependence results. Nor can this
linguistic practice of distinguishing exclusions be regarded as causeless, for
then any object could be treated as different from itself.

Examination of the View that Capacity Is Fitness to
Produce

Capacity is not the second alternative stated above, namely fithess to
produce. If capacity is fitness to produce, is it the aggregate of auxiliary causes,
or an individual property residing in a particular object? The first alternative is
unacceptable. It would involve proving again what has already been
established, and the reason would also be unestablished, because the opponent
does not admit the conjunction of auxiliary causes in thepnoductive seed
kept in a storehouse, which serves as the coimgtance. Who denies that an
object joined with its auxiliary causes necessarily produces its effect? For
ZKRP WKHQ LV WKLV SURRI E#9DQ JH &UNDU KRV L
likewise does not maintain that the aggregate of auxiliary causes is present
while production fails to occur; hence no contrary possibility of production in
the absence of capacity arises here.

Three Possible Forms of the Capacity Residing in a Causal
Object

Capacity as a distinctive feature of a causal object may be understood in
three ways. In the case of a seed as the cause of a sprout, this capacity may be:
first, seedhood, whose positive and negative concomitance with its effect, the
sprout, is known; second, a particular species within the universal property
called seedhood; or third, the condition of remaining without the effect because
the auxiliary causes are absent.

The First Form of Capacity Is Unacceptable

The first form is untenable. Seeds possessing seedhood yet failing to
produce sprouts are directly established. Even you Buddhists have no doubt
about the reality of such things.

Detailed Refutation of the Second Form of Capacity

The second form is also untenable. We do not accept, even in a productive
cause, the presence of the special property that is supposed to produce the
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effect immediately; therefore, the example given in the inference lacks the
reason. What discerning person would accept the reality of something not
established by reasoning at all? This property is not known through non
conceptual cognition, because no selfare recollection of it is available after
such cognition. Nor is it known by inference, because there is no reason from
which such an inference could be made.

It may be asked: if there is no distinctive feature, how are some causes
productive and others negroductive? But who said there is no distinctive
feature? The question is only whether it is a particular universal property or the
presence or absence of auxiliary causes in conjunction with the principal cause.
Even after extensive inquiry, no decisive proof is found that determines
between these alternatives.

W PD\ IXUWKHU EH VDLG LI DQ REMHFWTTV QL
that nature already exists in it, then even hundreds of curses by the gods could
not forcibly prevent it from producing its effect at the very first moment. This
ZRXOG EH UHDVRQDEOH RQO\ LI LPPHGLDWH SU
first been proved. But how that itself is established is unknown. Can it be
established by negative inference? No, for that would involve mutual
dependence. The inference can operate only after the object has been
established as possessing a nature of immediate production, while that nature
would be established only after the inference had operated.

A New Proof Proposed for the Stated Property and Its
Refutation

Very well, let us examine the matter in this way. The very production of
the effect proves that the cause is immediately productive. If the object had a
nature of producing only after delay, its effect would never arise. No, this
conclusion is improper. If a delayed cause never produced its effect, it would
QRW EH SURGXFWLYH DIWHU GHOD\ HLWKHU 33
mean norproductive until the auxiliary causes become available.
Consequently, the production of the effect proves only that the causal complex
had previously come together; it does not prove the existence of any new
special property. Whether, according to ordinary experience, the auxiliary
causes are not by nature immediately productive but produce the effect when
assembled, or whether, as Buddhists imagine, they are by nature immediately
productive? the occurrence of the effect settles nothing in this dispute.
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Refutation of the Third Form of Capacity

The third form also creates a contradiction and is therefore untenable. To
remain without an effect because the auxiliary causes are absent, and yet to be
related to or followed by the effect while those auxiliaries remain absent, are
mutually contradictory. What genuinely follows from this consideration, and
should be accepted, is the rule that an objectpnoductive only in the absence
of a particular thing must become productive when that thing is present. But
this very rule establishes the persistence of the object.

A New Reason Proposed for the Inference and Its
Refutation

The preceding refutation also disposes of the possible claim that the proper
UHDVRQ LQ WKH LQIHUHQFH LV EHLQJ WKH VXEMH
seed called capable is sometimes seen not to produce its effect, the sprout. It
PD\ EH REMHFWHG WKDW WKH XV kpretilciVkddeZiRU G 3 F
not primary; its primary use is based on production. Otherwise linguistic usage
would become irregular. But then the question is: on what kind of production is
WKH SULPDU\ XVH RI 3 FDSDEOH”™ EDVHG" 1RW LPPI
establishes it. If the rule is stated tAusauses become productive only when
auxiliaries are present and then necessarily produce their 2ftdstentirely
SURSHU 7KH XVH RI WKH ZRUG 3FDSDEOH” LV WKH
Consequently, the invariable concomitance between reality and momentariness
still remains unproved.

A Question Concerning the Nature of an Object

The question then is this: after so much discussion, what is the conclusion
FRQFHUQLQJ DQ REMHFWIV QDWXUH" 3URGXFWLR
immediately; there is no third alternative. The answer is: no. When exposing a
GHIHFW LQ WKH RSSRQHQWITVY YLHZ WKH ILUVW VW
WKDW EHFDXVH WKH REMHFWYV QDWXUH LV QRW
reason in the subject is doubtful. When the occasion arises to present our own
position, its exposition will not be difficult.

Clarification of the Meanings of Delay and NorDelay

:KDW GRHV 3QR GHOD\ LQ SURGXFWLRQ™ PHDQ"
effect immediately after it itself arises, or immediately after it is joined by its
DX[LOLDU\ FDXVHV" 6LPLODUO\ ZKDW GRHV 3GHO
remain norproductive until the auxiliary causes become available, or does it
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remain altogether neproductive? Of these four alternatives, there is no proof
for the first or the fourth, and they cannot therefore be accepted as true. The
second and third, however, are established by perception itself. It is directly
known that an object possessing seedhood produces its effect immediately upon
being joined by the auxiliary causes. It is likewise established by perception
that an object lacking auxiliary causes remainsmauauctive.

Agreement on This Point and Its Justification

Even you Buddhists have no doubt about this, because it is established by
proof and the contrary view is contradictory. To understand this: if an object
that is norproductive in the absence of auxiliary causes failed to produce its
effect even when the auxiliaries were present, an object of that nature would be
altogether nowproductive; whether auxiliaries were present or absent, it would
remain norproductive. Conversely, if an object were productive even in the
absence of auxiliary causes, those auxiliaries would not be causes at all, for the
principal cause would continue to produce the effect without them. Thus, if
things whose positive and negative concomitance with the effect is
exceptionless were still not accepted as causes, the effect would become
accidental and the rule governing its occasional occurrence would be destroyed.

Conclusion

If the second alternative stated above is intended, immediate production is
WKH REMHFWIV QDWXUH ,I WKH WKLUG LV LQW
Thus neither alternative is excluded.

Proposal of the View that Only a Productive Cause
Becomes Joined with Auxiliary Causes

It may be asked: how is it determined that an object presently non
productive alone remains without auxiliaries, while an object presently
productive alone becomes joined with auxiliaries after arising; or might the
situation be the reverse? In reply we ask: is there or is there not some special
feature in a seed kept in a storehouse that assists in producing a sprout and
distinguishes it from a stone? If there were no such feature, there could be no
rule that a person desiring a sprout always turns toward a seed and away from a
stone. It may be said that the ppductive seed is sought because, through an
intervening series of seeds, it ultimately produces a seed capable of generating
a sprout. Very well, but when does this seed produce the productive seed? If the
answer is that this is doubtful, we ask further: what form does the doubt take?
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Three Possible Forms of Doubt and the Conclusions Drawn
from Them

The doubt may have three forms. First: whether the cause will produce the
effect even after being joined with auxiliary causssecond: whether it will
produce the effect even in the absence of auxiliary causes. Third: it is certain
that the effect will arise when the causal complex is available, but there is doubt
about when that complex will become available.

The first doubt cannot arise. If the general causal character of the causal
object has already been ascertained, there is no room for doubt; if doubt
remains, its general causality has not been ascertained at all. The second kind of
GRXEW OLNHZLVH FDQQRW DULVH 2QFH WKH DXJI
there is no room for doubt; if doubt remains, their nature as auxiliaries has not
been determined. If the third doubt is accepted, all the momentaresties
included in the series of seeds appear naturally alike, because any one of them
may produce the effect and any one may become joined with the auxiliary
causes.

Reply to the Question That Not All Causal Objects Are
Alike

Are auxiliary causes available only to a capable cause? If so, does this
mean that they never combine with an incapable cause, or that even after such
combination an incapable cause does not produce the effect? The first is not
true. Earth, water, heat, and air are seen to combine even with an incapable
piece of stone. The second is also untrue, for on that assumption a seed joined
with every auxiliary cause might still fail to produce a sprout, just as a stone
does.

The Satirical Consequence of the Stated Possibility

Very well, let it be so; what defect is there? The answer is that such an
event has never been observed. It may be said that, although it has not been
observed, it can still be doubted. But just as one doubts that a cause may remain
nonproductive despite the presence of auxiliaries, one may equally doubt that
an effect may arise from a cause despite their absence. If even this is admitted,
one may also doubt that a sprout can arise without the cause called a seed. In
that event, the claim that the positive and negative concomitance between cause
and effect can be carefully examined and established is plainly satirical.
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Introduction to a Detailed Examination of the Proof
Opposing the Assumption of Immediate Productivity

Let the following consideration be offered in support of the imagined
property of immediate productivity. We do not doubt that auxiliaries combine
with the principal cause, because we have already accepted that seed, soil, anc
the rest become productive only when assembled. There is no rule restricting
this conjunction to one particular seeaqtity; every seed can combine with the
auxiliaries, and therefore all seeds appear alike. Nor do we doubt that the effect
may arise whether cause or auxiliaries are present or absent, for if production
were possible even in the absence of auxiliaries, the positive and negative
concomitance between cause and effect would be destroyed.

Objections to the Property Called Immediate Productivity

The real doubt is whether, once the principal cause and auxiliary causes
have assembled, production of the effect should be regarded as determined by &
VSHFLDO SURSHUW\ FDOOHG 3LPPHGLDWH SURC
cause. But there is no ground for such doubt. If the effect is produced by the
known group of causes alone, there is no proof for imagining an unknown
property. Such an assumption also suffers from needless multiplication of
entities. If this property were accepted, imperceptible things such as the senses
ZRXOG DOVR EHFRPH XQDFFHSWDEOH 1R SRVVL
proves reasonable. Moreover, every particular quality residing in a cause
determines a corresponding particular quality in the effect.

Explanation of the First and Second Objections

From the moment a pot is produced until it is destroyed by the blow of a
heavy staff, it is seen to possess no property other than pothood relevant to the
point at issue. Yet, by successively combining with different auxiliary causes, it
produces innumerable similar and dissimilar effects. If this fully explains the
manifold productivity of a single thing, what ground or purpose is there for
imagining hundreds of thousands of invisible universals? Is that not needless
multiplication? You Buddhists yourselves say that when the entity imagined for
a particular purpose is unnecessary for that very purpose, this amounts in reality
to its absence.

Explanation of the Fourth Objection

Regarding the property called immediate productivity, one may ask: does it
pervade all rice grains, or does it exclude rice? If it pervades all rice, why is

343



rice kept in a granary not immediately productive? If it excludes rice, how can
productive rice be immediately productive? Similarly, one may ask: does
ricehood pervade all immediately productive things, or exclude them? If it
pervades them, nothing other than rice can be immediately productive. If it
excludes them, rice itself becomes foductive.

Counter-Reply to the Preceding Objection and the Answer

May it not be said that neither inclusion nor exclusion described above
obtains? No; there is no third alternative apart from inclusion and exclusion.
Could partial inclusion and exclusion not coherently apply to different
individuals? No. On that assumption, the mutual opposition between belonging
and not belonging to the same universal would disappear. Horseness and
birdhood each exclude some individuals of the other; yet horse and bird would
become nordifferent.

Detailed Explanation of the Preceding Objection

If the specific universal of an object deviated from that object, then for the
VDPH UHDVWRRGB RRRKROG GHYLDWH IURP WUHHQHVV
to be a tree. If this were accepted, inferences using essential nature as the
reason would become meaningless. It may be objected that the contrary
conclusion of an inference based on essential nature can be refuted by
contradiction, and that this alone distinguishes the two cases. No; a
contradiction opposing the contrary conclusion is available in the present case
as well. If a negative inference had no cowaigposition, a universal could not
constitute the nature of its substrate. And if it could constitute that nature even
without such counteopposition, there would be no point in seeking one for a
negative inference.

Explanation of the Fifth Objection

A particular property of a cause determines a particular property of the
effect. If seedhood did not determine sprouthood residing in the effect called a
sprout, the sprout could arise from things other than a seed. It may be asked:
how could a property distinctive of a seed reside in something different from a
seed? But it may likewise be asked: how could a property distinctive of rice
reside in something different from rice? If it does not occur elsewhere, a sprout
cannot arise from anything other than rice.

It may then be said that the special property occurs in something other than
rice and can likewise occur in something other than a seed, but that it
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determines the production of a sprout only when it shares a substrate with
seedhood. This too is improper. If the special property deviates from ricehood,
LW FDQQRW EH UHVWULFWHG E\ WKH TXDOLILFD
/LNHZLVH LI LW HYHU GHYLDWHV IURP VHHGK
VXEVWUDWH ZLWK VHHGKRRG™ FDQQRW GHWHUPI

Conclusion of the Preceding Discussion

If an object of a certain nature determines the positive and negative
concomitance of another object of a certain nature with itself, then the first
REMHFW E\ LWV RZQ QDWXUH SURGXFHV WKH
nature. Particular instances of the determining entity determine the production
of particular instances of the determined entity.

Inferential Proof of the Preceding Conclusion

What proves this group of conclusions? The answer is the positive and
negative concomitance that determines causal relation. Yet, if you Buddhists
DUH QRW VDWLVILHG ZLWKRXW D IRUPDOO\ VWD
is unnecessary for a sprout does not possess the nature of a seed, as in the ca
of a piece of stone. The Buddhist opponent regards the seed kept in a
storehouse as unnecessary for the sprout. Theammrehension of the
pervading property of causality toward the sprout is therefore the reason here,
from which it follows that the nature of the stated cause differs from the nature
RI D VHHG °

Inferential Proof against the Contrary Inference

What proof opposes the contrary proposition that an object may possess
seedhood while being unnecessary for a sprout? The answer has already beer
given. If this were accepted, the rule that only an object belonging to the seed
kind causes a sprout would become accidental. It may be objected that the
seedhood of a seed is established by perception and therefore cannot be deniec
9HU\ ZHOO WKHQ DFFHSW WKLY QHJDWLYH LQIH
for a sprout, as in the case of the seed placed within the final aggregate of
DX[LOLDULHV 7KH REMHFW XQGHU GLVSXWH LV
is the reason.

Analysis of the Preceding Proof

That the effecthood of a sprout is necessarily determined by a definite
universal cannot be causeless; otherwise the rule would apply to all things. Nor
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is this determination produced by something other than the seed, because no
other thing is found that determines only the production of the sprout.

Conclusion

This causally determined nature of the sprout is excluded from every
substrate devoid of the probandum. Thus, by establishing a term pervaded by
the pervading property, only this is established: the form of the sprout is
determined by the seed. In this way the invariable concomitance between
sproutnature and determination by the seed is proved.

An Alternative Proof of the Conclusion That Seedhood
Determines Sprouthood

6HW WKH VSURXW DVLGH IRU WKH PRPHQW 7Kl
object of seedQDWXUH" GHWHUPLQHY DQ\ HIIHFW I QRW
nature, because as a seed it would be incapable of any meaningful activity.
Then seedhature, or seedhood, which is established by perception, would be
called unreal, while a property known by no means of valid cognition would be
accepted as reélsurely a sign of astonishingly acute intelligence!

If one seed, as a seed, is capable of performing some activity, every seed
will be capable in the same way because all have the same nature. Why, then,
should only one particular seed produce the effect and another not? Not all
things can be effects of a seed, for otherwise they would not arise from
anything else. Nor can only a seed be the effect of a seed, for then a seed that
produces a sprout would produce only another seed. If seed, sprout, or
cognition of them is not accepted as an effect of a seed, all these would arise
even in the absence of auxiliary causes.

Reply to the Objection That a Seed Joined with Auxiliary
Causes Produces Its Effect

It may be objected that, after the causal object has arisen, when the
auxiliaries necessary for producing a particular thing assemble around it, it
determines only the production of that thing. Very well, but then we ask: does
this production occur because of the imagined special property or because of
seedhood? If because of the special property, that property alone will determine
production of the sprout and seedhood will be entirely purposeless. If because
of seedhood, it follows that seeds of the same nature remaiproduactive
when they do not obtain auxiliary causes, for the segdre that determines
production of a sprout when auxiliaries are present is the same in all seeds.
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The Inferential Form of the Preceding Reply

7KLV PD\ EH SURYHG DV IROORZV 3:KDWHYHU
of any meaningful activity does not possess that form; for example, a seed is
incapable of activity in the form of an elephant and therefore does not possess
elephartQDWXUH = $X[LOLDU\ WKLQJV VXFK DV ULFH
activity in the form of a seed; hence in the negative inference there 4s non
apprehension of the pervading property as the reason. Being of a certain nature
is pervaded by the capacity to produce some meaningful activity in that nature;
but rice performs no meaningful activity as a seed.

Objection That the SeedNature of All Seeds Cannot Be
Denied, and the Reply

Is not the seedature of all seeds, including ineffective ones, established
by perception, so that its denial is impossible? Yes. Then, to establish the
SUHFHGLQJ SRLQW DFFHSW WKLY QHIJDWLYH LQ
form is capable of some meaningful activity in that form, as is the immediately
productive thing included among the auxiliary causes. Seeds kept in a
VWRUHKRXVH DQG WKH OLNH JHQXLQHO\ SRVVH\
WKLV LQIHUHQFH WKH REMHFWV HVVHQWLDO QI
depends only on that definite nature of the object which determines its
productivity.

A Brief Question and Its Answer

It is therefore certain that there is some effect for which the seed, precisely
as a seed, is necessary. Could the cognition of a seed produced by every see
itself be such a distinctive effect? What is improper in this assumption? The
DQVZHU LV WKDW D \RJLQYY FRJQLWLRQ RI D VH
is ordinary cognition of a seed necessarily produced by every seed, because the
required contact between sense and object is not available at every place and
time.

A Second Brief Question and Its Answer

This discussion itself proves that even a capable cause remains non
productive in the absence of auxiliaries. Can some other unseen effect be
supposed to be related to every seed? If so, it cannot be an effect inhering in the
seed, because a subtle entity cannot be the inherent cause of a gross effect. No
can the effect be gross, because the seed is already related to a gross effect suc
as the visible sprout, and a second gross effect cannot occupy the same
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substrate. Nor can that effect be produced by the seed as an efficient cause,
because separate efficient causes need not invariably occur together.

A Satirical Statement of the Conclusion

If the preceding view were true, the-$0DOOHG S3LPPHGLDWH SU
alleged to determine production would have no known positive and negative
concomitance with the effect, while what does possess such known
concomitance would not be accepted as determining it. Every visible effect
ZRXOG EH KHOG WR DULVH IURP DQ REMHFWTV
SURGXFWLYLW\ ZKLOH WKH REMHFWY{V YLVLEOH Q
All this exemplifies the proverb: one who abandons the certain and runs after
the uncertain loses even the certain, while the uncertain had already slipped
from his grasp.

The Negative Form of the Preceding Argument

7KH SUHFHGLQJ DUJXPHQW PD\ DOVR EH VWDWH
because it is not joined with auxiliary causes, is deprivedsoéffect, the
sprout and the like; for it possesses the universal nature of seedhood, which is
the object of a determinate cognition of causality toward its effect, the sprout.
What is not deprived of its effect because auxiliaries are absent does not
possess suchsedd DWXUH DV LQ WKH FDVH RI D SLHFH RI

A Brief Doubt and Its Resolution

Can it not be doubted here whether the absence of the reason in the
HIDPSOH LV GXH WR WKH DEVHQFH RI WKH SUREDC
anindirect capacity for production? Would this doubt not also render doubtful
the negative concomitance between absence of the probandum and absence of
the reason? No. This doubt has already been cut off at the root.

Proposal of the Argument That One and the Same
Individual Thing Cannot Be Both Productive and Non
Productive

Then let the argument be stated thus. It does not matter if mutually
contradictory qualities do not coexist. Let seedhood itself determine causality;
let the object become productive by nature when joined with auxiliaries; and let
its nonproductivity in their absence likewise be explained by that absence. But
all this can apply only to many objects belonging to one universal, not to a
single individual thing. For it is perceptually evident that production and non
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production cannot coexist in one individual; therefore this cannot be denied in
the case of an individual. Answer: no. The objector has not properly understood
the true nature of opposition.

Different Kinds of Opposition and Their Examples

Opposition may be of three kinds. First, two properties mutually exclude
one another, as eternality and reternality do. Second, in certain substrates
each property indicates the absence of the other, as coldness and heat do. Third
two properties are merely different from one another, as the properties of
SEHDULQJ D VWDII" DQG 3ZHDULQJ DQ HDUULQJ ~

Refutation of the First Form of Opposition

The first form is not applicable. Absolute rproductivity of an object is
not established, because as long as an object exists it continues to produce
something or other. Productivity and nproductivity qualified by a definite
object or time are indeed known to be mutually opposed, but they are not seen
to coexist in the same respect. Nmoduction at a particular time is the
absence of production at that time; it is not the same as absence of production at
another time. We do not accept the coexistence of these two states.

Refutation of the Second Form of Opposition

The second form is also inapplicable. No production orproduction is
known apart from the affirmation and denial of production. In reality,
production and noproduction are simply the presence and absence of
DX[LOLDU\ FDXVHV WKHVH DUH RWKHUZLVH FD
Alternatively, they are the presence and absence of the effect. Even if
production and noproduction were taken to be different from the presence
and absence of auxiliaries or effect, production would indicate the absence of
nonproduction only at its own time, just as an object excludes its own absence
only when it is present. Production would never indicate the absence -of non
production at a time when production was not occurring. An object does not
remove its absence while it is itself absent, nor does it establish the absence of
its opposite. If it did, there could never be a time when the object was absent or
its opposite present. Then the unreal could never become real and the real could
never become unreal; consequently, even the opposition between real and
unreal would disappear.
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Can Different Magnitudes Reside in One Substance at
Different Times?

If the preceding claim is accepted, may different magnitudes likewise be
regarded as neopposed, so that they may inhere in one substance at different
times? Here too it might be said that one magnitude excludes another only
while it is present, not at another time. Answer: no. Because contrary proof is
available, difference of time must be regarded as irrelevant to the opposition
between magnitudes; different magnitudes remain mutually opposed even when
they occur at different times.

Parts that have already produced one whole substance cannot produce
another whole substance. Grossness is incompatible with the coexistence of two
or more substances in the same place. If a new object is produced from those
same parts, the previously produced whole must first be destroyed. If it is not
destroyed, no new object can arise. Once it is destroyed, however, the old parts
do not remain as before; the new object possesses a new magnitude because its
parts too have acquired a new magnitude. If the old parts are not destroyed and
no external composite matter is added to the existing group of parts, how can
cognition of a different magnitude arise in the original parts and generate the
contradiction of cognizing two magnitudes in one object? Even if external
matter is added, if no new substrate for the new magnitude has arisen, where
would the new magnitude arise? For this reason even the cognition that the size
has greatly increased would have to be regarded as erroneous. Thus one and the
same object cannot be accepted as possessing different magnitudes even at
GLITHUHQW WLPHVHODILKIR¥INDI\SKDORVRSKHUV ZK
investigating the nature of reality should consider this and related matters in
detail.

Objection Concerning the Opposition Involved in the
Coexistence of Capacity and Incapacity

In the present context as well, let contrary proof be accepted to establish
the opposition involved in the coexistence of productivity andproductivity.
The negative inferences have already been given. Answer: no. Those inferences
concerned capacity and incapacity and have already been refuted. Other
inferences concerning productivity and Aamoductivity may be possible, but
they will not establish absolute opposition unqualified by time, because the
absolute attribution of both properties to one object is itself impossible. Can
ROQOH QRW GLVUHJDUG WKH TXDOLILFDWLRQ RI WLF
QHFHVVDULO\ SURGXFWLYH™™ 1R ,I QR TXDOLILF
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LQIHUHQFH PHDQV 3:KDWHYHU LV FDSDEOH QHTF
RWKHU ~ 7KH HPSKDVLVY KHUH IDOOV RQ WKH RF
excludes only complete neggroduction, not nomproduction at a particular time

LQ JHQHUDO MXVW DV LQ WKH VWDWHPHQW 3%
falls on existence.

Refutation of the Suggestion That a Momentary Object
Can Be Productive at All Times

Can a momentary object, which remains for only one moment and is
destroyed as soon as it arises, not produce its effect at all times? Just as a sens
organ, though located in one place, produces cognition in the self, or the stroke
of a bow on an instrument occurs in one place while sound arises in space, so
the nature of a cause might be to produce an effect at another time. We ask: is
WKH FDXVHYV EHLQJ 3DW RQH DQG WKH VDPH WL
aggregate of auxiliary causes? If it is relative to itself, there is no defect. An
eternal object too is present at the time of its own presence. The only difference
is that the existence of some things is limited while that of others is not. Even
among causes of limited duration, there are differences according as the process
and productive extension issuing from the initial cause are short or long.

The second alternative would be possible only if all the auxiliaries were
present at the same time. But it has already been stated that the auxiliaries
arrive successively. Therefore, when we said that a cause joined with its
auxiliaries is productive by nature, the Buddhist reply that a momentary cause
itself must be productive at all times is nothing but unrestrained childish
obstinacy. Enough of this.

Conclusion and a CounterArgument against
Momentariness

The time of an effect is its own time, but the time of a cause includes both
its own time and the time of its effect. Some causes do not persist until the
effect is produced, while others remain even after the causal complex has
FHDVHG 7KXV WKH XVDJH FRQFHUQLQJ WKH FDX
which the effect is produced.

Let us leave this question aside. If the conditional inference is
UHFRQVWUXFWHG E\ YWE6 RQF LALIWKZ REKIHHUHHYUHWUR
mutually contradictory properties are proved to coexist in a momentary object
itself, what defect is there in the argument? If there is none, the inevitable
conclusion will be either that all places where a cause performs its function are

351



one and the same, or that every ca&useluding a momentary caudds

divided into many forms. Very well, by accepting this conclusion we may enter
WKH FDPS RI <RJ—F—UD 1R (QWU\ LQWR WKH <I
without destroying the enemy called the causal relation. Yet if causality is
abandoned, you Buddhists, who have also surrendered the weapon of reality,
need fear nothing on the battlefield concerning the reality of external objects.

Refutation of the Alternative That a Separate Cause Must
Be Posited for Every Production in a Different Place

Suppose a separate causal object is posited for every productive operation
occurring in a different place; what inconsistency follows? Answer: if so, each
of these alleged different causes must again be regarded as different in turn. For
example, the seed placed in soil does not produce in the granary, the seed in the
granary does not produce elsewhere, and so on. The spatial conditional
inference still remains unbroken, and the division will therefore continue
without end. If no unitary object remains anywhere in the world,
momentariness will indeed have been excellently establistigd is plainly
sarcastic.

SRVVLEOH "HIHFWV LQ WKH 2SSRQHQWTV

Then some defect must be admitted in these inferences concerning
production and noproduction at different places. But if there is a defect, what
is the probandum of these inferences? Is it capacity, incapacity, difference
arising from the coexistence of two opposed properties, or the opposition
between productivity and neggroductivity?

Refutation of the First Alternative

The first alternative is untenable. If a causal object is capable of production
in every place, it should produce everywhere; if it is incapable, it should
produce nowhere. It may be objected that although causes have the same nature
everywhere, they have acquired from their own causes the distinctive feature of
producing the effect only at the place of the effect, and no question of subject
or countetinstance can arise regarding this fact. Yes, this is possible. But why,
then, do you Buddhists not understand precisely the same point: although
causes have the same nature at all times, they produce the effect only when the
aggregate of auxiliary causes is present, and they have acquired this distinctive
feature from their own causes?
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Refutation of the Second Alternative

The second alternative is also untenable. If an object were regarded as
unitary even though opposed properties were directly seen to coexist in it, the
practice of distinguishing objects would become causeless. Moreover, the
UHDVRQ FDOOHG 2RSSRVLWLRQ ~ KDYLQJ WKXV
not infer difference even after being qualified by time.

Refutation of the Third Alternative

The third alternative is likewise untenable. If the defining mark of
opposition is present in a substrate or object, even a thousand contrary proofs
cannot remove that opposition. If no such mark exists, the nature of opposition
must be examined. Opposition consists in two things within one substrate
excluding one another in such a way that affirming or denying one necessarily
denies or affirms the other. No such opposition exists in the present case.
Production at one place opposes +pooduction at that same place, because
affirmation of the former denies the latter. But production at one place does not
oppose noiproduction at another, because affirmation of the former does not
negate the latter. Neproduction of a particular object elsewhere, or production
RI DORWKHU REMHFW WKHUH LV QRW WKH DEVH
place. Its real noproduction is the absence of production at its own place. If
this is so, then in the case of production and-m@aluction by one object at
different times, the absence of this defining mark of opposition has almost
already been established. You Buddhists should remember this point.

Proposal of a Second Pair of Inferences to Establish the
Coexistence of Opposed Properties

Thus, even if the conditional inferences are admitted, they do not establish
the coexistence of opposed properties. But may the following affirmative
LQIHUHQFH EH DFFHSWHG ¢33 KDWHYHU SURGXFt
necessarily produces it throughout its entire period of existence, just as a sound
wave that is not immediately destroyed produces other seamds throughout
LWV H[LVWHQFH " $QG PD\ WKH IROORZLQJ QHJD
3:KDWHYHU GRHVY QRW SURGXFH D SDUWLFXODU
just as a stone never produces a sprout and a seed in a granary never produces
VSURXW™" | WKHVH LQIHUHQFHY DUH YDOLG ZH
of objects, or individual objects?
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Objection That the Inferences Are Defective

Under the first alternativethat these inferences concern a class of
objects? both are vitiated by a deviating reason, because there is no invariable
concomitance between reason and probandum. Under the Seit@icthey
concern one particular individualboth are vitiated by an inconclusive reason.

JRU D FDXVHTIV FRPSOHWH IDLOXUH WR SURGXFL!
LQFDSDFLW\ ZKLOH D FDSDEOH FDXVHIV QHFHVVEL
joined with its auxiliary causes.

Refutation of Another Pair of Inferences

The preceding refutation also defeats another pair of inferences of this
NLQG 3:KDWHYHU LV SURGXFWLYH LV VRPHWKLQJ
produces separation as soon as it arises. And whatever is not productive
immediately upon arising is never productive, like a piece of stone with respect
WR D VSURXW °~ /JLNH WKH HDUOLHU SDLU WKHVH L
inconclusive reasons.

Refutation of the Third Explanation of Incompatibility

The third alternative is also incorrect. On that assumption, artificiality and
impermanence and the like would have to be regarded as mutually opposed
merely because they are different from each other.

Objection That the Aggregation of Auxiliary Causes Is
Incompatible

/HW LW WKHQ EH DGPLWWHG W kdMunbtioh i VHIV F
the same auxiliary cause are mutually incompatible. No, this too cannot be
accepted; no rational alternative account of such incompatibility is possible. To
clarify, the possible alternatives are these: the auxiliary cause and its absence,
as mutually related terms, are opposed because each is the very negation of the
other; or an existing auxiliary object is opposed to its absence and therefore is
not the countepositive of that absence; or wherever an auxiliary cause is
present at a given time, its absence exists nowhere at that time; or the auxiliary
cause and its absence do not coexist in the same place; or the two do not occur
in the same place and time; or, finally, both are not present at the same time in
relation to one and the same region of space.
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Refutation of the Various Forms of Incompatibility

The first form is untenable, because we do not accept that one positive
entity is the negation of another positive entity. The second is also untenable,
because we reject the doctrine that an effect exists eternally. The third is
LQFRUUHFW EHFDXVH RQO\ DQ REMHFW({V SULR
regarded as contemporaneous with it; its absolute absence or mutual absence
can coexist with it. The fourth is also untenable. It would be possible only if the
necessary coexistence of conjoined or related objects were established, but it is
not. If this necessary coexistence were proved on the basis of incompatibility
between an object and its absence, mutual dependence would result:
coexistence would be established after incompatibility was established, while
incompatibility would be established after necessary coexistence was proved
through the argument for momentariness based on the difference of each
auxiliary. No other proof of this necessity exists.

Moreover, conjunction and naronjunction of auxiliary causes arise from

the presence or absence of their respective efficient causes, and these efficient
causes are available only on particular occasions. Incompatibility is not
established even indirectly by saying that an object is destroyed by its own
nature or requires no other cause to destroy it, because this assertion is itself
unproved. Whether destruction of objects is necessary will be discussed later.
The fifth alternative is also untenable, because we never maintain that the same
auxiliary cause is both present and absent in the same place and at the same
time.

Objection Based on the NofPervasive Occurrence of
Aggregation and Its Refutation

Itmay beVDLG WKBWLIH&LIND SKLORVRSKHUV UHJ
a property caused by the conjunction of auxiliary causes, different from them,
and occurring nompervasively; then one object, though existing at one place
and time, may fail to occur in some of its parts. On the other hand, if
aggregation is nedifferent from the things constituting it, then for one who
accepts persistence, separately existing causes such as seed, water, earth, ar
heat would, in their combined state, remain -ddferent from those same
things; consequently, each cause should produce the combined effect, the
sprout. Further, if aggregation were pervasive, a cloth red only in one part
should appear wholly red, and a sound produced at one place should spread
throughout all space. It is therefore proper to regard conjoined things as
different from those same things in their unconjoined state. A pot, for example,
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is a group of conjoined atoms and is wholly different from those atoms in their
separate state.

But the facts are not so. Even in the case of momentary atoms, the
inconsistency stated above cannot be avoided. Suppose, according to the
Buddhist view, that an atom arising on the east is covered by another atom
situated on the west. The question is: is it also covered on the east, not covered,
or both covered and uncovered? Under the first alternative, the atom would be
invisible on both east and west. Under the second, it would be visible in both
directions. Under the third, the same difficulty of inconsistency reappears,
because one and the same atom would have to be regarded as both covered and
uncovered by the same object.

Reply to the View That a Conjoined Object Differs from
the Separate Objects

Can the inconsistency concerning atoms just stated not be removed by
some other means, such as accepting different determinants of conjunction and
nonconjunction? It can; but what is that means? It is the acceptance of
different determinants. Inconsistency would arise if an atom conjoined with
another atom in a certain direction were also disjoined from it in that very
direction, but that is not the case here. Very well, if the same principle is
accepted regarding conjunction and conjoined objects, where does any defect
remain? In this way the negative invariable concomitance dependent upon
positive invariable concomitance is also refuted.

A Special Defect in Negative Invariable Concomitance
Based on Unreal Terms

An additional defect in establishing negative invariable concomitance is
that there is no valid proof for accepting the reality of subject, reason, and
example. No means of valid cognition can have an unreal object; if it could, its
object would no longer be unreal. But if an unreal object cannot become the
subject of any statement or practice, does not the opponent who states this
generate a setfontradiction in his own utterance? He does. Yet one may reply
by asking: does exposing sSdfFRQWUDGLFWLRQ LQ WKH RSSRQH
any valid proof of an unreal object? Or is the denial that meaningful discourse
about an unreal object is possible itself being denied? Or, finally, must it be
admitted that meaningless discourse about unreal objects is necessarily to be
accepted?
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A Negative Answer to the First Question and an
Affirmative Answer to the Second

The answer to the first question is no. Even if the Buddhist position
contains a thousand s&bntradictions, no valid perception or inference can
establish the reality of an enduring object, its failure to produce successively or
VLPXOWDQHRXVO\ RU WKH UHDOLW\ RI WKH KD
inference. If such proof could be offered, there would be no occasion for
fruitless debate on the matter. Regarding the second question, trustworthy
persons hold that even the statement denying discourse about unreal objects is
improper. This view naturally leads to silence. What else can be done in such
circumstances? Where a statement is wholly irrational, silence is best.
Buddhists too should consider whether, during discussion of an unintelligible
matter, it is better to remain mute or to continue speaking.

Reply to the Objection That the Opponent Did Not Remain
Silent on This Matter

But although you, the opponent, knew that discourse about unreal objects is
impossible, you did not remain silent; you expressly denied that discourse
about unreal objects is possible. What is the answer? Yes, this is true. But just
as you Buddhists discuss unreal objects in order to prevent acceptance of a
view contrary to your own statement, so we 4Baddhists, while searching for
a proof of momentariness, engage in discussion that is@®ifadictory and
therefore invalid. Its sole purpose is to prevent irrational assertions concerning
unreal objects. If you view both kinds of statement impartially, we too shall say
nothing against you.

Refutation of the Third Alternative

Regarding the third alternative, the Buddhist should be asked: who
established the rule that irrational conduct or assertion must necessarily be
accepted? Is it because such usage is firmly established? No; irrationality and
firm establishment cannot coexist. Can such usage somehow become
established through ignorance or error? No. If it is irrational, it cannot be
established in any way. If it is rational, then clearly state the grounds that
confer validity upon it. Inquiry intended to determine the truth of the matter
under discussion must proceed in precisely this manner.
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The Refutation Continued

,Q WKH RWKHU WZR IRUPV RI GHEDWH FDOOHG
RSSRQHQW QHHG RQO\ HI[DPLQH WKH SURRI IRU WK
of debate the opponent is not concerned to present a position of his own. He
therefore cannot be charged with sadhtradiction in his statements. The
%XGGKLVW FDQQRW DQVZHU KLV RSSRQHQWYV GH
such an attempt would go against him. If he relies only on irrational statements
in order to answer, he proves himself guilty by his own mouth, because he
thereby admits that the view he advances is irrational or unsupported. If he
gives no answer and remains silent, he incurs the fault of ignorance.

Discourse about Unreal Objects Is Sel€ontradictory

If merely accepting such discourse could remove-amifradiction, it
PLIJKW EH DFFHSWHG EXW LW FDQQRW 7KH VWDV
VXEMHFW RI DQ\ NLQG RI GLVFRXUVH™ DQG 3, W LV
are not mutually consistent.

Objection to the Preceding View and Its Answer

But where would the setfontradiction remain if unreal objects were held
to be beyond the reach only of affirmative statement or practice? No, this
VROXWLRQ LV LPSRVVLEOH 2QH ZRXOG WKHQ DVN
VDLG WR OLH ZKROO\ EH\RQG ERWK DIILUPDWLYF
possible answer to this question generatescseifradiction within itself. In
either case, the subject of discourse would necessarily be unreal, because a real
object cannot lie beyond the reach of all discourse.

Reply to the Objection That Negative Discourse about an
Unreal Object Is Proper

If an unreal object can be the subject of negative discourse, why can it not
be the subject of affirmative discourse? A rational basis for discourse is equally
absent in both cases. But is the absence of the power of speech in the son of a
barren woman not established by his insentience, even though his power of
speech cannot be established by any reason? No. Sonhood too is present in the
son of a barren woman, and on that basis his power of speech may be
established. After all, it is not that the son of a barren woman is no son. If it
were, your own statement about him would becomecselfradictory.

Can it not be said that the statement is simply meaningless and that the son
of a barren woman is not really a son? No; then insentience too would not be a
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SURSHUW\ RI WKH VRQ RI D EDUUHQ ZRPDQ 3,QV
property distinct from consciousness, and such a property cannot reside in an
unreal object. Could the word be understood merely as the denial of
consciousness, and must this denial be accepted as present in the son of &
EDUUHQ ZRPDQ" 1R ,Q DQRWKHU FRQWH[W W]
understood merely as denial of Reonhood, and that denial could be accepted

as present in the son of a barren woman in precisely the same way.

Reply to the Objection That Properties May Be Imputed to
an Unreal Object

The mere denial of nesonhood has no capacity to produce an action or
cognition. If it contains within itself no effective and recognizable property,
how can it serve as the reason in an inference? Very well; precisely the same
FULWLFLVP DSSOLHYV ZKHQ 3LQVHQWLHQFH" LV P

Can it be said that among negative entities only that can function as a
reason whose negation is effected by objects different frénfoit example,
D RMMHHQHVV LV QHIJDWHG E\ HYHuheias the® sSorH [ F H
of a barren woman is negated both by-sons such as pots and by sons such
as Devadatta, and therefore cannot function as a reason? Very well; the
LOQVHQWLHQFH RI D EDUUHQ ZRPDQYV VRQ LV RI
barren woman is excluded just as much by conscious persons such as Devadatt:
as by insentient stumps, stones, and the like.

Refutation of the View That a False Cognition of the
Absence of SpeeciPower Is Possible in an Unreal Object

Is it not possible to have merely an illusory cognition of the absence of
speechSRZHU VHSDUDWHG IURP DQ\ UHDO REMHFW
D EDUUHQ ZRPDQ LV D VSHDNHU" PD\ DULVH" <H
deny an equally illusory cognition of an unreal object endowed with speech
power? That too must be regarded as possible.

But speeckpower is agency in the act of speaking; how can this reside in
an unreal object wholly devoid of capacity? Very well, but then how can
absence of speegiower reside in an unreal object, when it is treated in the
same manner as agency in acts other than speaking? Is the absence of the
capacity to speak not compatible with the absence of all capacity, and can it
therefore reside in an unreal object? We then ask: by what valid proof is it
established that the son of a barren woman lacks all capacity? If the answer is
3JURP KLV XQUHDOLW\ ~ ZH DVN DJDLQ KRZ LV
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answer will be: from his lack of all capacity. Clearly, this Buddhist disputant

behaves like an insolvent debtor who repeatedly evades repaying his
honourable creditors. The Buddhist likewise continues to argue in circles,
failing to understand that the fault of mutual dependence contaminates his
entire reasoning.

Another Subsidiary Objection and Its Refutation

Is the absence of all capacity in an unreal object not established by its
inability to produce either successively or simultaneously? No. Even if this
incapacity of the unreal object were established, the reasoning would not stop
there; through intervening inferences it would advance and then circle back to
WKH VDPH LQFDSDFLW\ ORUHRYHU E\ WKH SRVLYV
FRXOG HVWDEOLVK DW RQFH WKH XQUHDO REMHF
simultaneous productivity, reality, and so forth. There would then be no
occasion to establish that it lacks successive or simultaneous productivity. And
if this absence is not established, how could its unreality be proved? Without
such proof, the possibility of establishing the absence of sgmmeér in an
unreal object is exceedingly slight. It must therefore be admitted that all
discourse is regulated by valid grounds. When those grounds are violated, only
disorder results.

An Example of the Disorder Produced by Irrational
Statements

If Devadatta has not been seen, no one can ask without shamelessness
whether he is fair or dark. Even if someone asks such a question, and a listener
DQVZHUV 3+H LV QRW IDLU” ZLWKRXW GHWHUPLQL
SKH” LV DQRWKHU SHUVRQ PD\ HTXDOO\ VD\ 3+H
known from such statements, because lack of proof and mutual contradiction
are equally present in both answers.

Examination and Refutation of the Objection That
Discourse Is Determined Merely by Cognition

Is it only that which is unknowable that cannot become the subject of a
VWDWHPHQW RU GLVFRXUVH" &RJIQLWE&toUgRRI WKL
false2 FHUWDLQO\ RFFXU $ FRIQLWLRQ LQ WKH IRUP
without apprehending some particular object. Nor is there a rule that only what
is validly knowable can be spoken of. No, this is improper. We ask: is the
FRIQLWLRQ 37KLV LV D KDUHYfV KRUQ" DQ HUURQH
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absent object? The first alternative does not favour you. If it were true, there
would be one object in which the error occurs and another object as which it is
mistakenly taken. The substrate of the error would then exist at the place where
the cognition arose, while that as which it was taken would exist elsewhere. In
WKLV ZzD\ WKH 1\—\D SRVLWLRQ EHFRPHV SUHGR

The second alternative cannot be maintained either. There would be no
cause capable of producing cognition of an unreal object. A sense organ
produces cognition of its object only with the necessary cooperation of that
object. A defective inference or fallacious reason, and a false sentence, produce
only erroneous cognition of their respective objects. If these means produced
FRIQLWLRQ RI VRPHWKLQJ WKDW ZDV QRW WKH
KRUQ™ ZRXOG DOVR SURGXFH FRJQLWLRQ RI D \
there would then be nothing to regulate the meaning of a word.

Account and Examination of What Regulates Word
Meaning

The principle regulating or determining the meaning of a word is either
OLQJIJXLVWLF FRQYHQWLRQ RU WKH ZRUGTV RZQ
XQDFFHSWDEOH LQ WKH FDVH RI WKH H[SUHVVL
object with which the convention is supposed to be established is utterly
unknowable. If knowledge of the convention must precede knowledge of the
object through the word, while knowledge of the convention itself depends
upon knowing the designated object, circularity results: knowledge of the
object follows knowledge of the convention, and knowledge of the convention
follows knowledge of the designated object.

,| WKH PHDQLQJ RI WKH ZKROH H[SUHVVLRQ 3
NQRZOHGJH RI WKH PHDQLQJV RI LWV FRPSRQ
separate meanings cannot be ignored. It must be admitted that the distinct
meanings of both words appear jointly in the meaning of the whole expression.
Then its meaning reduces merely to an error in which one thing is taken as
another. If the component words do not contribute their respective meanings to
the whole expression, there will be no rule of meaning; a word will also convey
REMHFWYV ZLWK ZKLFK LW KDV QR FRQYHQWLRQI
held to regulate its meaning, an untrained person, just like one trained in
linguistic usage, should understand the correct meaning immediately upon
hearing the word.

361



Examination and Refutation of the View That Latent
Impressions Regulate WordMeaning

Do certain extraordinary latent impressions regulate the meaning of words?
If so, one must ask: is the latent impression alone the cause of cognition of an
unreal object, or does something else cooperate with it? The first alternative is
impossible; otherwise, because the impression remains continuously present,
FRIQLWLRQV RI D KDUHTV KRUQ DQG WKH OLNH ZR
cause would be required.

Can it be said that cognition arises only occasionally because revival of the
latent impression occurs only occasionally? No. We then ask: is this revival
assisted by some external factor, or is it merely the maturation of a series of
VLPLODU LPSUHVVLRQV" 8QGHU WKH ILUVW DOWH
ODWHQW LPSUHVVLRQ DORQH SURGXFHV FRJQLWL
Under the second, if maturation also depends upon the cooperation of
something other than the impression, the first alternative remains impossible as
before. If maturation depends only upon causes within its own series, the
doctrine of the reality of external objects falls into danger, because the
differences among distinct cognitions could be explained solely by different
maturations of internal impressions. Cognitions of yellow, blue, and so forth
could likewise be regarded as arising from the maturation of different
impressions.

If the second alternative to the initial question is acceptaimely, that
the latent impression is only one cause among sévénal other causes
besides the impression must be named. Those causes will suffer from the same
defect already shown in the case of false perception and other erroneous
cognitions.

Refutation of the View That a Conventional Relation
EHWZHHQ WKH ([SUHVVLRQ 3+DUHTTV +RUQ”
Can Be Known

W FDQQRW EH NQRZQ WKDW H[SUHVVLRQV
conventionally connected with unreal objects. To make this clear: the hearer
does not know the cognition of the person who establishes the conventional
PHDQLQJ RI WKH H[SUHVVLRQ 3KDUHTV KRUQ"~ WKt
is also unknown to the hearer. Consequently, the hearer cannot enter another
SHUVRQTV FRIQLWLRQ NQRZ WKH XQUHDO REMHF
the convention. Nor is there any distinctive activity connected with an unreal
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object from which the unreal object could first be inferred and its conventional
relation with the word then known.

Nor can this convention be known from the statement of the person who
HYWDEOLVKHV LW DV ZKHQ D WUXVWZRUWK\ SH
FRQFK LV FDOOHG D puSRW " DQG WKH FRQYHQW
known. For the meanings of all the words used by a person explaining the
FRQYHQWLRQ RI 3KDUHTV KRUQ™ DUH WKHPVHO)
cannot assist in understanding the conventional meaning of expressions such as
SKDUHTV KRUQ ~

Refutation of the View That Convention Can Be Known by
Some Other Means

1RU FDQ LW EH VDLG WKDW ZKHQ D VSHDNHU
the convention becomes known as the meaning intended by the speaker, since
the speaker could not have used the expression without some intention.
Knowledge of convention in this form is of no use for comprehending a
VHQWHQFH ,I LW ZHUH XVHIXO WKHQ RQ KHDU
could understand the intended meaning of the whole sentence and thereby learn
the designated meanings of the individual words even without previously
knowing them.

&DQ LW EH VDLG WKDW WKH REMHFW GHVLJQD
merely imagined, and therefore its conventional relation with the word is not
GLIILFXOW WR NQRZ" ,1 VR WKH H[SUHVVLRQ
conventionally connected with a tortoise, a hare, a pot, or any other object.

Refutation of the View That Word-Meaning Is Known
through Individual Latent Impressions

Would it not be proper to suppose that every person who knows the
PHDQLQJ RI 3KDUHTV KRUQ™ UHFHLYHV D SUHVHC
distinct latent impression of his own and thereby understands the relation
between the expression and the unreal object? No. The speaker and hearel
would then be unable to communicate with one another, and the meaning of an
expression for one person would not be the same as its meaning for another. No
one can communicate with another through a convention created for personal
use without first making that convention known; and without actual usage or
RVWHQVLYH LQGLFDWLRQ RQH FDQQRW PDNH
another.

363



1R SUDFWLFDO XVH LQYROYLQJ WKH PHDQLQJ RI
LQ WKH VWDWHPHQW 37LH WKH FRZ ~ 1RU LV GLU
37KLV DQLPDO LV D KRUVH "~ ,Q WKH VWDWHPHQW 3
of one thing is attributed to another; no such indeterminate attribution of
similarity is possible here either. Nor can semantic coordination with words of
NQRZQ PHDQLQJ RFFXU DV WKH PHDQLQJ RI BEHH’
3$ EHH GUDZV PXFK KRQH\ IURP ZLWKLQ D IXOO0O\ EC

Conclusion of the Preceding Arguments

JRU WKHVH UHDVRQV FRJQLWLRQ RI VXFK WKL
cognition of an unreal object. If it were, nothing would exist to produce that
FRIQLWLRQ )XUWKHU LI HDFK SHUVRQ DSSUHKHC
KRUQ™ WKURXJK KLV RZQ ODWHQW LPSUHVVLRQ KI
the dream of a mute person, could not be communicated to another. Therefore,
all such cognitions are merely erroneous cognitions. Even on their basis it
cannot be accepted that unreal objects are subjects of negative discourse. Or
suppose cognition of an unreal object does occur; even then, the absence of
successive and simultaneous productivity in an enduring object cannot validly
be established.

Examination of the Nature of Negation or Absence

Let us clarify: what is this absence? Is it the poesence of an object in
something different from itseffas a pot is different from the floor and
WKHUHIRUH LV QRW RQ WKH IORRU ZKLOH LW H[LV
non-different from its substrate? According to the first of these two accounts,
WKH DEVHQFH LQ D KDUHTV KRUQ RI VXFFHVVLYH L
be validly known in the same way that absence of a tree on a mountain peak is
NQRZQ $ KDUHTV KRUQ GHYRLG RI VXFFHVVLYH C
not known by any valid cognition.

Refutation of the Second Account of Absence

Nor is the alleged netGLIITHUHQFH EHWZHHQ D KDUHYV KR
successive and simultaneous productivity a real thing, because it is not known
through any valid cognition. But is the absence of a pot not also validly known?

It is. The absence of a pot is validly known as an entity whose nature differs
from all things other than the pot. If it were not known in this way, we would
accept no valid discourse concerning it.
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Refutation of the Objection That Absence Can Be a Subject
of Discourse without Valid Cognition

A Buddhist may say that absences of familiar things can become subjects
of discourse even without being validly known. In his view, a pot is validly
established as an object whose nature is the negation of its own absence or
exclusion; a pot is never known as identical with its absence. For this very
reason, the absence of a pot can also be established as the exclusion of the po
and there is no need to accept absence as independently real. No, this view is
unacceptable. The nature of a pot cannot be identified with exclusion of its
absence. Moreover, when the nature of one object is established by valid proof,
the nature of another object is not thereby established through the same proof.
If it were, any object could be established by any proof.

Refutation of the Objection That Positive and Negative
Entities Are Mutual Exclusions

Can it be said that a pot and the absence of a pot are such that the
affirmation of one is the negation of the other? No. If the absence of a pot, like
the pot itself, is not regarded as an entity validly established, the doctrine that
objects possess determinate natures cannot be applied to anything. Only after
an object has been validly established does one attempt to establish its nature.
Merely imagining a nature does not establish an object endowed with that
nature. Buddhists themselves have proudly proclaimed the truth of this
principle many times.

Proof That Both an Object and Its Negation Must Be
Validly Established

Is it not validly known that a pot has the form of excluding its own
absence? On your own view this cannot be so, because Buddhists do not accep
the reality of absence; therefore a positive object cannot have the form of
negating its own absence. In fact, valid cognition establishes a pot as composite
or atomic. If the absence of a pot were real, the pot would be known as the
absence of its own absence and would be validly established in that form. But
you do not accept this. Thus a pot and its absence can be established as havin
natures that mutually exclude one another only when both are validly
established. If both are not established, mutual exclusion is not established
HLWKHU 7KH VDPH UXOH DSSOLHV WR XQUHDO R
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Refutation of the Objection That Imagined Qualifications
of a Reason Are Sufficient for Inference

Suppose merely imagined presence of the required qualifications in a
reason were sufficient for inference. Then imagined absence of reality and
momentariness in the unreal object discussed above would equally fulfil the
purpose of inference. No, this is impossible, for imagined qualifications of this
kind are available everywhere.

It may be objected that subject, similar instance, and dissimilar instance are
of two kinds. Those constructed merely by imagination possess an imagined
presence or absence of the reason, whereas those presented by valid proof
possess a validly established reason or its absence. This is the only difference
EHWZHHQ WKH WZR NLQGV 7KXV LQ WKH LQIHUHC
LW LV NQRZDEOH ~ WKH UHDVRQ 3NQRZDELOLW\’
absent in an imagined substrate lacking fire; but in this inference the real
absence of the reason is required in a real substrate lacking fire, such as a lake,
and it is not found there. How, then, can knowability be a valid reason?

6LPLODUON LQ WKH LQIHUHQFH 26RXQG LV LPSH
real sound is the subject, the real presence of the reason is required in the
subject. But the reason called visibility is not present in the subject, sound; how
FDQ LW WKHUHIRUH EH YDOLG" /LNHZLVH LQ WKH
LV DQ DUWLILFLDO SURGXFW "~ WKH UHDO SUHVI
SDUWLILFLDOLW\ =~ ZKLFK FRQFHUQVY UHDO HQWLWL
entities outside the subject must also be real.

Negative Invariable Concomitance Is Not Established
through Imagined Qualifications

In both preceding inferences, the real presence of the respective reason in
the subject and its real absence in the cotintgance are unavailable. How,
then, could the reason be valid? The opponent replies that these are
meaningless statements. It cannot be maintained that, without any regulator,
imagination supplies the required qualifications of a reason in an inference
concerning an unreal subject, yet prevents the lack of required qualifications in
a valid reason within a valid inference. Because imagination cannot be
distinguished from reality, even real smoke used as a reason to infer fire on a
mountain could not establish fire, since the imagined presence of smoke could
EH DFFHSWHG LQ D ILUHOHVY WRUWRLVHY{V KDLU

Can it be said that when the necessary qualification is actually present in
the reason, what harm is caused by the imagined presence of a defect? Yes; but
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then, in an inference concerning an unreal subject, when the necessary
qualification is actually absent from the reason, what benefit arises from
imagining its presence? It may be replied that the two cases are not alike. In the
first, smoke as a reason is real, while the substrate in which its absence is
alleged® D W R UW RLisvunrga; tkdir Inbktures are therefore incompatible.

,Q WKH VHFRQG ERWK WKH KDUHYV KRUQ DQ
simultaneous productivity are unreal, so there is no incompatibility between
their natures.

But is imagined smoke also real, so that its nature is opposed to the unreal
WRUWRLVHYV KDLU" 7KH DQVZHU ZLOO EH WKDW
certainly real. Then the absence of smoke present in water is also real and
ZRXOG EH LQFRPSDWLEOH ZLWK WKH QDWXUH RI
just as an imagined absence of a necessary qualification does not create a
fallacious reason, so an imagined presence of a necessary qualification in a
reason does not make an inference valid. Thus the stated negative invariable
concomitance is not established.

Examination of a New Proof of Momentariness Based on
the Necessity of Destruction

Then let the necessary occurrence of destruction establish that destruction
is causeless, and let its causelessness establish momentariness. No, this i
impossible. None of the various accounts of the necessity of destruction can be
rationally defended. This necessity may be understood in the following forms:
destruction is nodwlifferent from the destroyed object; destruction is unreal;
destruction is produced by its counpssitive; destruction pervades its
counterpositive; or the very nature of destruction is +@xistence. The first
alternative is untenable. The destroyed object and its destruction cannot be
treated as ncdifferent. If they were, the multiplicity of the world would
disappear.

Justification Offered for the Non-Difference of Destruction
and the Destroyed Object, and Its Refutation

.,V DQ REMHFWTTV LQFDSDFLW\ WR SURGX+H DC
existence, and is this nothing other than its nature as incapable with reference to
that other time? No. Incapacity at another time or moment is itself
momentariness. Thus the Buddhist attempts to prove one unestablished
doctrine? the nondifference of an object and its destructfoby another
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unestablished doctrine, momentariness. Who could refute reasoning of such a
kind!

The Refutation Continued

, I DQ REMmKMENE a@Q &Qther place and time is its own very
nature, this would amount to saying that the object is present at that place and
WLPH $OWHUQDWLYHO\ LI WKH REMHFWYV DEVHQ
time in the same way that the object itself is not present there, the result would
again be that the object itself is present at that other place and time.

But can an object incapable of producing at a place and time different from
its own productive time exist at that place and time? Is existence not the same
as productive capacity? Yes; but what is this productive capacity? Is it, at its
own time, incapacity to produce an effect belonging to another time, or is it
incapacity at another time to produce its own effect?

Refutation of the First of the Two Latter Alternatives

Under the first alternative, the object would be +eaistent even at its own
time, because even then it is admitted to be incapable of producing an effect
belonging to another time. Is it not that, because it is incapable of producing an
effect of another time, the object is unreal with respect to that effect? But what
magic formula allows a real object at its own time to be considered unreal with
respect to an effect of a time at which it cannot produce? Smoke, for example,
does not become neexistent with respect to a donkey merely because it does
not produce a donkey. Why not? Because mere incapacity to produce some
effect does not deprive an object of its nature.

Refutation of the Second Alternative

Under the second alternative, if incapacity resides at a time different from
WKH REMHFWYV W L PHiffetefk Zrofi Eh® ohjst?HfHt resRI€3 at
the time when the object occurs, the object would beexistent at its own
time and existent at another, because the incapacity does not reside at that other
time. It is therefore established that an object possesses only a positive nature
or existence; noexistence is wholly different from this nature. Why would a
discerning person not feel ashamed upon hearing that existence and non
existence are nedifferent and together constitute the nature of an object?
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Refutation of the Second Explanation of the Necessity of
Non-Existence

7R 'KDUPDN UWLYTV VWDW H-Bxis®@rte of deskiudtidn L V
GLITHUHQW IURP DQ H[LVWHQW REMHFW ~ RQH PI
VXSSOLHG E\ 3UDMx—NDUD DQG IRUPXODWH
determinate nature has no rexistence distinct from itself. But this is merely
another expression of the doctrine of momentariness, which has already been
adequately criticized. It is like syrup that has run from the palm to the elbow
and can no longer be licked. Just as syrup on the elbow cannot be licked, it is
improper to raise again the repeatedly discussed subject of momentariness.

Or suppose neexistence is incapable and therefore indeterminate; what
relation has this to its being causeless? One may answer: how can an entity in
the form of absence be produced? The reply is: in the same way that it exists
within the limits of place and time. But how is that possible? The answer will
be: otherwise the absence of a pot would exist nowhere and never, or
everywhere and always.

Refutation of the First Alternative Concerning Non
Existence

Let the first alternative be accepted, then. One must ask: is this the negation
RI WKH YHU\ QDWXUH RI WKH REMHFWI{V DEVH
H[SODLQHG WKURXJK QHJDWLRQ RI WKH REMHF
whose absence is negated becomes eternal. If the second, the negation ol
absence of the object itself becomes eternal.

Refutation of the Third Explanation of the Necessity of
Destruction

Then let the necessary occurrence of destruction be identified with its being
an effect of its counteSRVLWLYH 1R ,1 SEHLQJ DQ HIIHFW
Rl WKLV DV ZHOO ~ LW FRQWUDGLFWY QHFHVVL!
DORQH "~ LW LV XQHVWDEOLVKHG

Can the statement mean that whatever an object produces immediately
upon arising is its destruction? Then it would mean only that an effect depends
RQ QRWKLQJ DSDUW IURP LWV DJJUHJDWH RI F
would mean only this. Who denies such a statement? But what is the basis for
calling the effect itself the destruction of its cause? Is it because the effect
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differs from the cause, or because the effect isdiffarent from the absence
of the cause?

Refutation of the Two Latter Alternatives

The first alternative is certainly untenable. Auxiliary causes also differ
from the principal cause; then they too would have to be regarded as the
destruction of the principal cause. Further, if absence of the cause is merely an
unreal absence, how could a real effect possess it as a quality? And if absence
of the cause is nadifferent from the effect, how can the effect be said to
possess that absence? The nature of absence cannot even be defined here.

The second alternative is also untenable. It could stand only if, when the
effect arose, the cause were not seen although it wouldbesreseen had it
UHPDLQHG SUHVHQW RU LI WKHUH ZHUH D FXVWR
cause isnonGLIITHUHQW IURP LWV HIIHFW™ RU LI WKHUF
WKH GLITHUHQFH EHWZHHQ WKH HIIHFW DQG WKH F

Refutation of the First and Second Alternatives

Of the three alternatives stated above, the first is untenable. When the
effect, such as cloth, is produced, auxiliary causes such as the loom are still
seen to be present. Can it be said that this loom and the rest differ from the
loom that existed before the cloth was produced? No; what proves such a
difference? The opponent may ask: what proves theidifeerence? Suppose
there is no proof; even then, the mere arising of doubt destroys the basis of the
argument that the cause is not seen at the time of the effect.

7KH VHFRQG DOWHUQDWLYH LV DOVR XQWHQDE
EHHQ SURGXFHG ~ QR RQH XQGHUVWDQGV WKLV
GHVWUR\HG °~ |,V LW EHFD X Vvdiffeeit, s@Vthex ghiead &n@ OH D |
cloth are not distinct and cloth is merely thread in a particular arrangement, that
SHRSOH GR QRW VD\ 3WKH WKUHDGY KDYH EHHQ G|
S0, usage too does not support the proposed view.

Can it be that when cloth is torn and threads or pieces of yarn are again
SURGXFHG SHRSOH GR QRW VD\ 3WKH FDXVH KDV
effects wholly different from the causal series has arisen? No, that is not so.

Objection to the Preceding View and Its Answer

If the unravelled threads are themselves the destruction of the cloth, how
FDQ WKH\ LQKHUH LQ WKHFDR W LN PFdRaE JQOWRR
from the cloth according to Buddhism? The cloth was regarded as the
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destruction of the threads because it was their effect, and the threads produced
when the cloth is destroyed were regarded as the destruction of the cloth. Then
the cloth and its destruction would both be one and the same2thimg
inconsistency.

Can it be replied that the later threads differ from the earlier ones? No. No
generic difference is known between them, and individual difference remains to
be proved, because it depends on the unestablished doctrine of momentariness
If the later threads are regarded as different only from the earlier threads and
are called nodlifferent from the destruction of the cloth, that difference itself
would be explained through the ndifference of the later threads and the
destruction of the cloth; circularity would result.

Nevertheless, why not regard the later threads as the destruction of the
earlier threads? The only defects in this view are that it has no valid basis and
does not accord with ordinary usage. Further, if cloth were destroyed as a result
of the destruction of the threads that are its material cause, no threads could
UHPDLQ DIWHU WKH FORWK ,Q WKLV FRQWH[W
determined by other destructive causes. Therefore, the threads cannot be
regarded as nedifferent from the destruction of the cloth.

The Reply Continued

Destruction regarded as ndifferent from thread either generically
excludes or opposes other threads, or it does not. If it does, how can it remain a
thread while opposing other members of its own kind? The generic nature of a
blue object opposes what is Rblue, but it is not itself an instance of another
non-blue object. If thread does not generically oppose other threads, how can it
be the destruction or opponent of the earlier thread? One blue object is not
generically opposed to another blue object.

Can opposition be accepted only at the level of individual threads and not
in their capacity as representatives of a kind? Then we ask: is thread,
generically, neither opposed nor unopposed to anything, so that by virtue of
being thread it is neither opposed nor unopposed to thread or to anything else?
If so, generic opposition among threads has been denied, although it was one of
the views advanced above. The doctrine that an effect is the destruction of its
cause therefore cannot be rationally maintained.

It may be objected: if universals are imaginary, what work could generic
opposition perform? The answer is that if there is no opposition, the hope of
establishing difference through the coexistence of mutually incompatible
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generic properties disappears, because that difference is based precisely on such
coexistence.

Another Objection and Reply Concerning the Relation
between Destruction and Its CountetPositive

Could it not be as follows? According to the opponent, destruction or
absence is regarded as different from its coupdeitive; nevertheless, one
cloth, though devoid of another cloth, retains the nature of cloth, or an absence
opposed to one pot may coexist with another pot, and the members of these
pairs are not mutually opposed. In the same way, destructiedifierent from
an effect might retain the same nature as the cause and yet be its destruction.
No. We do not accept natifference, coexistence, or identity of generic nature
between absence or destruction and its coypusttive. If these were accepted,
the counteipositive would become nedifferent from its destruction and cease
to be a countepositive, destruction would not be roantemporaneous with
it, and there would be no general incompatibility between their natures.

But what defect is there in relating destruction to an object that is not its
counterpositive? Difference of individuals, difference of universals, and
contemporaneity are not opposed to relation; what opposes relation is identity
and incompatibility, and we accept neither here. Nor is there any proof opposed
to accepting that an object and its destruction are different.

Another Objection and Its Answer

If absence is different from its counteositive, it may be asked whether a
pot is present together with its prior and posterior absences in its two halves.
These absences are accepted as present in the halves; therefore, if absence is
different from its countepositive, the pot too may coexist with them. If the pot
is present there, it will exist in the very halves in which its absence occurs. If
the pot is not present in the substrate of absence, an infinite regress follows: the
SRW LV DEVHQW IURP WKH DEVHQFH LQ ZKLFK WK
second absence must exist within the first, a third within the second, and so on
without end.

If the usage concerning absence of the pot within the absence of the pot can
be explained without positing a second absence, then usage concerning absence
of a pot in any other thing can likewise be explained without positing an
independent absence distinct from the pot. No, this reasoning is improper. The
positive substrate of a negation has a positive nature and therefore is not
opposed to the nature of a positive object. If it were opposed to a positive
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object, it would itself cease to be positive. But if a substrate is treated as an
absence merely because it differs from the coypusitive, then even while a

pot is present in its substrate, the absence of the pot would also have to be
regarded as present there.

To explain the cognition that one absence occurs within another, there is no
need to imagine a second absence. The natural incompatibility between
existence and absence is sufficient to explain this cognition. There is neither
experience nor negative reasoning in favour of accepting an infinite series of
absences situated within one another.

Objection to the Preceding Answer and the Reply

If absence is regarded as different from its coupteitive, should a pot

not continue to exist even while its destruction is present, since the two are
different and the existence of one should not prevent the existence of the other?
,V WKLV QRW WKH GHIHFW LQ WKH YLHZ" ,I 3WKH
its potnature continues, we accept this. We do not hold that when the absence
or destruction of a pot arises, the pot ceases to be a pot. That the pot exists
means that its destruction has not yet arisen, for the destruction or absence of a
pot is by nature nenontemporaneous with the pot.

Then because destruction has no material cause, let it be regarded as
causeless and therefore necessary, since every productive cause is a materig
FDXVH 1R 7KH YDOLG FRJQLWLRQ 37KH SRW K
proves the reality of destruction, also proves that it is produced. In the inference
S'"HVWUXFWLRQ LV QRW SURGXFHG EHFDXVH LW
concomitance between reason and probandum is vitiated by a condition; the
FRQGLWLRQ KHUH LV 3KDYLQJ D SRVLWLYH QDWV
positive nature, whereas an absence without a material cause does not have
positive nature.

This refutation also defeats the inference of the necessity of destruction
EDVHG RQ WKH UHDVRQ 3EHLQJ LWVHOI QR RE
distinction between a quality and the substance that is its substrate is
HVWDEOLVKHG WKH UHDVRQ *EHLQJ QR REMHFW
deviate, because although no quality is the material cause of anything, qualities
are produced.

Refutation of the Final Explanation of Necessity

The preceding refutation also defeats the possible objection that if
destruction requires causes other than its coymasitive, the production or
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assemblage of those causes may be obstructed, so that destruction might never
arise and an object might never be destroyed. If such a possibility exists, then
when a pot is destroyed its potsherds too might fail to arise. The causality of
destruction must be understood in the same manner as the causality of the
potsherds.

Then let the last of the preceding alternatives be accepted. The inference
HVWDEOLVKLQJ WKH QHFHVVLW\ RI GHVWUXFWLRQ
EHFDXVH LW LV DQ DEVHQFH OLNH WKH SULRU DE
LV SURGXFHG LW WRR LV GHVWUR\HG EHFDXVH L
LQIHUHQFHY DUH QRW YDOLG &RQWUDU\N LQIHUHQ!
is produced because it is an absence, or because it is capable of being
GHVWUR\HG OLNH GHVWUXFWLRQ DQG D SRW ~ ¢
XQSURGXFHG LW LV QRW GHVWUR\HG EHFDXVH LW
KRUQ =~ -XVW DYV -infétehtysHard m¥afdy sbUare the original
inferences.

Statement and Rational Confirmation of the Defects in the
Buddhist Inferences

What is defective in the inferences advanced above by both Buddhist and
nonBuddhist? In the first inference the reason is inconclusive with respect to
the probandum, because its invariable concomitance with the probandum is
GHWHUPLQHG E\ WKH FRQGLWLRQ 3SRVLWLYLW\
SUREDQGXP 3XQSURGXFHG” LV D SRVLWLYH REMHI
SODFHG LQ WKH FODVV RI WKH XQSURGXFHG WK}
HILVWHQFH" LV D FRQGLWLRQ RI WKLV SUREDQG>
universal of existence.

Moreover, the perceptual cognitions that attest the reality of prior and
posterior absence oppose this inference. There is also contrary reasoning
through negative concomitance: if prior absence itself were produced, an effect
could arise before the production of its prior absence; if posterior absence were
capable of destruction, a destroyed object could arise again after its posterior
absence was destroyed.

What defect is there if an object arises again under such circumstances? If
VR WKH WHPSRUDO LQWHUUXSWLRQ H[SHULHQFH
production and after its destruction would be neither true nor false. If it were
false, then just as the displacement of the moon is false in the illusion of two
PRRQV WKH WHPSRUDO EUHDN LQ WKH REMHFW!
consequently, the object could coexist with its prior and posterior absences and
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the mutual opposition among them would disappear. If the experience were
true, the two absences would have to be regarded as mutually different, and the
view that the object might arise again before or after the production of these
absences could not be maintained.

7KH VDPH UHDVRQLQJ UHIXWHV WKH SRVVLEOt
while prior absence exists, then posterior absence, which opposes the pot, must
exist at that time; and if the pot does not exist while posterior absence exists,
WKHQ SULRU DEVHQFH ZKLFK RSSRVHV WKH SR\
prior and posterior absence both oppose the pot, so the pot and posterior
absence both oppose prior absence, while the pot and prior absence both oppos
posterior absence.

Positive Proof of the Persistence of Objects

How is the persistence of objects established? On the basis of recognition
and the impossibility that universals are momentary. It may be objected that the
definition of recognition also applies to recognition of cognitions that change at
every moment; such recognition of cognition is false, and therefore recognition
concerning the persistence of other objects is also invalid. No. The definition of
D YDOLG VSHFLDO NLQG RI UHFRJQLWLRQ GRF
FRIQLWLRQ ZKRVH REMHFW LV GHYRLG RI PXW)>
mark has already been established in recognition of enduring objects.

Can recognition possessing this mark also be false? No. If recognition of
the identity of an object devoid of incompatible qualities were false, no identity
would remain in any object. Consequently, there would be no difference among
objects either, because difference is merely exclusion of identity; and nothing
but emptiness would remain in Buddhist hands. Thus if objects are known as
different, mutually incompatible qualities must coexist in them. If no such
coexistence occurs, there is no difference. This is the rule governing practices
of identity and difference.

Objection to the Preceding Proof and the Answer

In a steady yet spreading larfiame carefully observed, no coexistence of
incompatible qualities appears; yet is not mere difference, opposed to
recognition, a property of the flame? Yes; but on what valid basis is it
concluded that the flame is not one object? The basis is knowledge of the rule
that exhaustion of fuel causes a flame to be extinguished. Oil is seen to burn at
every moment, and wick and oil are seen to diminish at every moment. The
proper conclusion is therefore that the earlier wick and oil are continuously
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being replaced by later wick and oil. But this is precisely the coexistence of
incompatible qualities. Destruction of the earlier part and production of the
later, or changing efficient causality, cannot be properties of one and the same
flame.

Objection to the Answer and Its Resolution

What can be said of the person who refuses to pay a hundred coins for fear
that his head will be cut off, yet readily pays five groups of twenty each! Could
there not also be in smalled valid recognition a coexistence of incompatible
properties that is not readily visible? If this is admitted as possible, we ask: in
WKH UHFRJQLWLRQ 37KLV LV WKDW VDPH FU\WWDO
properties whose mutual relation has already been validly established? Or do
we doubt the coexistence of properties whose incompatibility has already been
validly established? Or do we doubt the incompatibility or coexistence of
properties whose nature, incompatibility, and relation have none of them been
established?

Refutation of the Possible Forms of Doubt

Of the alternatives stated above, the first is untenable; it has already been
refuted in the refutation of the view that capacity and incapacity and the like
cannot coexist. The second alternative is also untenable, because directly
perceived properties known together are not known to be mutually
incompatible. The possibility of such imperceptible properties is also denied by
the fact that wherever absence of an effect is observed, absence of the
corresponding cause is also observed; coexistence of a cause and the absence of
its effect is never seen.

The third alternative is also untenable. Doubt concerning the coexistence or
non-coexistence of properties whose nature, incompatibility, and relation are
wholly unknown would be possible in every recognition; consequently, identity
would everywhere be deprived of being the object of recognition.

It has thus been established that in valid recognition there is no coexistence
of incompatible properties within the recognized object. Now, if the
determining property is abstracted from the definition of recognition and
established in real objects, their persistence is proved by inference. The
LQIHUHQFH LV 37KH REMHFW XQGHU GLVSXWH GR
time of its occurrence changes, because despite difference of time it is not
endowed with incompatible properties. Whatever is not endowed with
incompatible properties when something related to it changes does not itself
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change, as an atom does not itself change even when it becomes conjoined with
different atoms. The object under dispute is like the atom; therefore it does not
EHFRPH GLIITHUHQW HYHQ ZKHQ LWV WLPH FKDQJ

Justification of the Preceding Inference

No one can doubt the validity of the invariable concomitance between
reason and probandum in this inference. The reason in the Subpmutely,
absence of the coexistence of incompatible properties in real ocbjeass
already been established. That real objects cannot be momentary is establishec
by the fact that knowledge of similarity and the practices based on it cannot be
explained through momentary objects. Word or verbal cognition, reason or
inferential cognition, and conceptual cognition cannot produce even an effect as
slight as bending a blade of grass without taking some common form of objects
as their subject. This is undisputed. Cognition itself cannot be treated as the
common form in place of accepting generic properties; but discussion of
momentariness or persistence is meaningful only when the reality of external
objects is admitted.

Examination of the Nature of the Common Form of
Objects

There are three views concerning the common form of objects: it is an
imagined entity; it is a common generic form; or it is an eternal entity. The first
view is unacceptable. It cannot be maintained on kthsis of experience,
EHFDXVH QR H[SHULHQFH DSSUHKHQGY DQ REMF
action prompted by that experience would be contradicted; action is directed
toward a real object, not an imagined one. No person desiring an important
result pursues an object once it is understood to be unreal.

Can it be said that in conceptual cognition of an object only the exclusion
of things different from it appears as the object, while the imagined character of
the exclusion does not appear in cognition, thereby removing the difficulty?
No. In conceptual cognition only the positive form of the object appears. A
word and the reason in an inference do not produce the negative cognition
37KHUH LV-IQWRH QR WKLV PRXQWDLQ SHDN" Wt
FRIQLWLRQ 37KHUH LV ILUH RQ WKLV PRXQWDLQ
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Objection in Favour of Cognition of Exclusion and Its
Refutation

, W PD\ EH REMHFWHG WKDW DOWKRXJK WKHUH
HIFOXVLRQ ~ FRIJQLWLRQ RI WKH H[FOXGLQJ REMH
Cognition of a qualified object is impossible without cognition of the qualifier.
-XVW DV LQOWKHAALNDDYLHZ DOWKRXJK WKHUH L\
3, NQRZ WKH JHQHULF SURSHUW\" ZKHQ DQ REMH
appears in cognition and conceptual cognition is therefore called cognition of a
generic property, so cognition of the excluding thing necessarily entails
cognition of exclusion.

This reasoning is improper. In ordinary cognition of an object, only the
JHQHULF SURSHUW\ EHFRPHVY DQ REMHFW LWV 3EF
FRIQLWLRQ RI D FRZ D Q REAWVH FAR HN[ RORXNG EQ F RFRH
in such a way that exclusion itself becomes an object of cognition.

The Reply Continued

&RQFHSWXDO FRJQLWLRQ RI D FRZ LV QRW LQ W
ofnonFRZV ~ EXW 37KLV LV D FRZ ~ ,1 HYHQ ZLWKRX
DSSUHKHQG WKH H[FOXVLRQ RI WKLQJV GLIIHUHQV
nevertheless apprehends exclusion, no one can deny that it is cognition of
exclusion. Otherwise, a cognition that does not apprehend an object could still
be called cognition of that object; then cognition having the form of a cow
could be about a horse.

Mere cognition of exclusion also does not produce action toward an object.
$ SHUVRQ GHVLULQJ D SRW GRHV QRW PRYH WRZD
nononSRW KHUH” KH DFWV RQO\ DIWHU NQRZLQJ 37K

Another Objection and Its Reply

If only exclusion of norcows is regarded as the object in common
cognition of a cow, the preceding defect will be removed; otherwise, because
RQH FRZ GLIIHUV IURP DQRWKHU HRZ DM G R2ZRNKD ¢
also be negated by exclusion. No. If exclusion or negation of a pot is not
QHIJDWHG E\ WKH VWDWHG H[FOXVLRQ WKH QHFH)
SRW’™ ZLOO QR Wpdiid repdtegl, nol pd3ikv@ generic nature remains
beyond this negation; exclusion of the exclusion of a pot itself would become
the positive generic nature.
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If exclusion of another thing is not the object in common cognition, will a
SHUVRQ RUGHUHG WR 37LH WKH FRZ" DOVR WLH
not convey exclusion of the horse? Yes, that would happen if the horse were
itself a cow; but a horse is a horse and a cow is a cow. Otherwise, how could
correct cognition depend even upon exclusion? If one exclusion requires
another exclusion to distinguish it from other exclusions, those other exclusions
must be distinguished by still further exclusions, and an infinite regress results.

If exclusion is not distinguished from its substrate and coysitive, any
word may prompt action toward any object, because exclusion cepaion
would not differ from exclusion of necloth. If every exclusion is regarded as
unique in its own kind and cognition of one exclusion is prevented from
extending to another, the natures of positive objects may equally be regarded as
unique in their respective kinds, and the rule by which cognition determines
action will remain intact.

Refutation of the View That a Universal Is Exclusion of
Others

Is exclusion itself the universal, distinct from other exclusions, while the
positive object is the countpositive of the exclusion that constitutes its
nature? No. If a universal is imaginary, how can it constitute the nature of a real
positive object? If it is the nature of a real object, it cannot be imaginary.
Further, if the universal as exclusion is rdifferent from a positive real
object, it will itself be real; how, then, could it become the object of false
conceptual cognition?

$ SHUVRQ RUGHUHG WR 37LH WKH FRZ™ GRHV
cognition produced by those words is not about a horse. Even after seeing the
horse and being inclined to approach it, the commanded person turns away on
NQRZLQJ 37KLV LV QRW D FRZ ~ :KDW LV LQFRQVL

([DPLQDWLRQ DQG 5HIXWDWLRQ RI -x—
Exclusion Is a Secondary Object of Cognition

Then let this argument be presented: no doctrine can disregard the evidence
of experience. Who would dare deny that a positive real object appears in
cognition? But while the positive object appears, negative exclusion also
appears in cognition as its secondary component. If this were not so, a positive
property could not determine or qualify. What does not distinguish the
qualificand from things different from it is no qualifier; distinguishing a thing
from others is precisely what determines or qualifies it.
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-XVW DV WKH ZRUGV 3EOXH ORWXV" DQG 3ZKLV
verbal cognitions of a lotus endowed with blueness and whiteness, the place of
those qualities is secondary relative to the lawisstance, yet exclusion of
non-blue and noswhite lotuses remains embedded within that cognition like an
embryo within an embryo. The same may be accepted in all other cases. Very
well, let it be so; but now no disagreement remains between us concerning the
appearance of a positive object in cognition. If the appearance of the positive
object is denied that is, if qualifier and qualificand do not appédhe
gualified character of the qualificand will also not be known. For example, if
blueness and lotusness do not appear in cognition of a blue lotus, its difference
from what is norblue and nodotus can never be known.

Objection to the Preceding View and Its Answer

Can cognition apprehend exclusion without apprehending the excluded
object? Cognition of exclusion depends upon cognition of what is excluded. It
may be replied: let exclusion of buffaloes and the like by cowness be the
gualificand, and let the exclusion residing in the cow be the qualifier; then no
positive object will enter conceptual cognition. No, this cannot be accepted,
because circularity results: cognition of the cow depends upon cognition of
exclusion of norcows, while cognition of exclusion of namows again
depends upon cognition of the cow. Cognition of a purely positive object is not
tainted by such circularity; in order to know a cow as a cow, it is not always
necessary to know it in the form of negation of a-now.

In this way the opponent exposed circularity in the Buddhist theory of
FRQFHSWXDO FRJQLWLRQ -x—QD U KRZHYHU F
concerning the conventional meaning of a word and attempted to answer that
WKH ZRUG 3FRZ" FRQYH\V D FRZ QRW D EXIIDOR R
are other words for those. This is like the cheap magic displayed by an ordinary
conjurer. Only an uncultivated person can be deceived by such sleight of hand.

Another Objection and Its Answer

Then let an unreal positive object be regarded as the object of conceptual
cognition. No, this view isseFRQWUDGLFWRU\ $ SRVLWLYH RE
ZKLOH DQ XQUHDO REMHFW LV 3QRWKLQJ" KRZ FI
attributed to a positive object because it excludes other objects, then a real
momentary particular would also become unreal, because it too excludes things
different from itself. Universals exclude all other things and may therefore be
regarded as unreal; but then how can they remain positive?
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Another Objection to the Preceding Answer and Its
Resolution

Is positive or real discourse applied to unreal universals because their
difference from real particulars is not known? No. This would be possible only
if a particular sometimes appeared stripped of its positive real nature, or if an
unreal object appeared freed from its negative nature. Neither occurs. If both
real and unreal were wholly devoid of their distinctive marks, they could appear
in some form or nature different from themselves; and no form of theirs would
remain that did not appear in cognition. The view that an imagined form is
inferred in a real object has already been cut off at the root, for superimposition
depends upon ignorance of the difference between the superimposed property
and its substrate, whereas the possibility of such ignorance is excluded here.

Justification for the Appearance of a Real Common Form
in Conceptual Cognition

The object of conceptual cognition is a form common to many things. An
unreal object cannot be such. Being mere absence, an unreal object cannot by
nature be present in one and the same form at different times and places. The
stated commonality cannot be imaginary either, because imagination is
momentary and cannot last beyond a moment or exist in different places. Nor
can commonality be superimposed, because the similarity required for
superimposition is not actually present elsewhere in a real form that could be
superimposed upon real objects.

The View That Cognition of Similarity Is Explained by
Ignorance of Difference

Could it be that the different unreal objects of conceptual cognition are not
apprehended as mutually different, so that there is not spatiotemporal similarity
among them but merely cognition of ndifference, and that this accounts for
cognition of similarity? No. Unreal objects possess no real difference. If they
possessed real difference, they would cease to be unreal, because real
difference is a property only of real objects.

Is their difference actually absent? If so, the real-diffierence of the
objects of conceptual cognition would be established. Does cognition of
similarity arise from ignorance of a difference superimposed upon the objects?
No; a superimposed object cannot remain unknown. Further, if difference is
superimposed upon the objects, there is no occasion to superimpese non
difference.
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Is there ignorance of that difference whose absence is superimposed upon
these objects? No. If only the absence of difference is superimposed, difference
itself is established as real. If difference is none of these four kinds but
indescribable, ignorance of it as the cause of false superimposition of non
difference would be available everywhere; consequently all objects would
appear noifferent.

Can it be said that elsewhere the real difference of objects is definitely
known and therefore nedifference is not superimposed there? If so, the rule
established is that a particular superimposition is possible only when
knowledge of the specific difference that prevents it is absent, not when there is
merely ignorance of some difference in name alone, for such ignorance may
exist everywhere. For this reason, ignorance of a real or unreal difference
existing elsewhere cannot be regarded as useful for superimposing non
difference.

Examination of the Inferential Proof of the Theory of
Apoha

The theory of apoha is not established by any syllogism or inference either;
no valid inference of the required kind exists. Could the following inference not
EH IRUPXODWHG 3:KDWHYHU LV WKH REMHFW RI |
negation, or is not destroyed whether or not its material cause is destroyed, has
WKH IRUP RI H[FOXVLRQ RI RWKHUY OLNH WKH DI
VHFRQG LQIHUHQFH PLJKW EH 3:KDWHYHU FDXVH)
FROQFHUQLQJ PXWXDOO\ GLVVLPLODU REMHFWYV KL
No. Both inferences suffer from an example devoid of the probandum.
Something established by perception as possessing a positive nature cannot be
established by inference as possessing the opposite nature. The nature of
perceptual proof has already been discussed; therefore the attempt to establish
that a universal has the contrary form is futile.

If an inference establishing a supposedly real object is contradicted by
perception of its opposite, nothing need be said about the contradiction
involved in establishing an object that one oneself regards as unreal. There is
no unreal object beyond the reach of perception that can be held knowable by
inference alone.

Further Examination of the Inference Establishing Apoha

7DNLQJ WKH GLUHFW PHDQLQJ RI WKH SKUDVH
existence and neH [LVWHQFH =~ ZKDW LV WKLV SURSHUW\"
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QDWXUH RI ERWK °~ EHFD X eiistehceL \ak HhqQufadlly D Q
LQFRPSDWLEOH 1RU LV LW 2EHLQJ D SURSHUW\
for we do not regard a universal such as cowness as a negative property. Nor is
LW 3SRVVHVVLQJ ERWK SRVLWLYH DQG QHJDWLY
object endowed with positive and negative properties is not regarded as wholly
negative; hence this reason deviates in an inference intended to establish the
negative nature of universals.

Nor can the property be similarity to both positive and negative. Such
similarity is impossible in a universal. If a universal, a positive object, and a
negative absence are all said to be similar because each excludes things
GLITHUHQW IURP LWVHOI B3H[FOXVLRQ LV QRW
inference until the universal has first been established as exclusion;
consequently, the similarity cannot be accepted.

Nor can this property be being the object of both positive and negative
cognition; this involves both contradiction and an inconclusive reason. What is
WKH REMHFW RI DIILUPDWLYH FRIJQLWLRQ LQ W
QHIJDWLYH FRJQLWLRQ LQ WKH IRUP 3LV QRW °
object of affirmation in one respect and of negation in anétetbe present in
one place and absent in another? Yes. But then a universal too may be regardec
as an object of affirmation or as positive in precisely this way, without being
treated as exclusion. If the positive and negative natures of objects are not
established as mutually incompatible, the invariable concomitance between
reason and probandum in the preceding inference will not be established.

The question may now be raised: if a universal is positive and an object of
affirmation, what further does an affirmative verb convey about it? The
counterquestion is: if a universal has a negative nature, what further does
negation remove or deny from it? Should a universal for this reason be regarded
as having a nature common to both positive and negative? No. Such an
imagined common nature cannot be both positive and negative at once, nor can
it be the exclusion of both, because positive and negative are mutually
incompatible.

Review of the Entire Discussion

Affirmative and negative verbs used with a subject in a sentence
respectively state the presence and absence in that subject of some property
other than the universal; or, if that presence or absence has already been state
by another means, they indicate its necessity. Both kinds of verb are therefore
meaningful. Even when a universal is accepted as a purely positive object,

these two functions of the verb remain. But if the universal is imaginary, no
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property can be attributed to it. How can a new property be attributed to an
imaginary thing, or the necessity of an already attributed property be stated?
This special defect vitiates the view that universals are imaginary.

7KH ZRUG 3FRZ" FRQYH\V RQO\ DQ LQGLYLGXDO |
But such an individual may exist in a distant place or at another time, and
WKHUHIRUH WKH ZRUG 3FRZ" DORQH GRHV QRW VD)
an important result or action. The person wishes to know a definite fact
FRQFHUQLQJ WKH FRZ 7KDW GHVLUH LV VDWLVILH
there is a beautiful cow with black eyes, an udder like a pitcher, and a large bell
DURXQG KHU QHFN ~ 7KHVH TXDOLILHUY DUH JHQI
already affirmed, their necessity is indicated. Thus the view that a word
conveys a positive universal is free from defect.

'RHV WKH ZRUG 3FRZ" LWVHOI SURGXFH FRJQLW
HQGRZHG ZLWK FRZQHVVY VR WKDW XVH RI WKH Y
HILVWV™ LV XQQHFHVVDU\ IRU FRQYH\LQJ WKH
HILVWHQFH ZKLFK WKH ZRUG 3FRZ" GRHV QRW
communicate this additional meaning.

2EMHFWLRQ WR -x—QD UV ,QIHUHQFH D

-x—QD U~ ZKR FDOOV KLPVHOI DQ H[SHUW SuU
FRIQLWLRQ RI D XQLYHUVDO LV WKH VXEMHFW 3,1
the existence and nexistence of an object, it is not a cognition of that object,
MXVW DV FRIQLWLRQ RI D FRZ LV QRW FRJIJQLWLRQ
E\ FRQIXVLRQ RI UHDVRQ DQG SUREDQGXP )RU I
related to both the existence and ntdfLVWHQFH RI VRPHWKLQJ OLN
VDPH DV 3QRW WDNLQJ WKH KRUVH DV LWV REMH
existence and netH[LVWHQFH RI D FRZ ZLOO OLNHZLVH EF
WKH FRZ DV LWV REMHFW ~ 7KXV UHDVRQ DQG SUR

Refutation of the Third Definition of the Reason

, I WKH UHDVRQ LV 3SURGXFLQJ D GHVLUH FRQ
HILVWHQFH RI WKH REMHFW ~ LW EHFRPHV H[FHV)
subject alone. Theognition of a cow used as the example produces no desire
concerning the existence or neristence of a horse; therefore, if for this
reason it is not cognition of a horse, it would not be cognition of a cow either.

If the desire produced is treated as a particular kind and restricted to the
existence or noexistence of the object at a definite place or time, the reason
becomes contrary to the probandum. A cognition that does not take an object as
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LWV VXEMHFW GRHVY QRW SURGXFH D GHVLUH
existence or noexistence. If it did, cognition of a cow would produce a desire
to determine the existence of a horse.

Refutation of the Fourth Definition of the Reason

Isthe reasonne® SSUHKHQVLRQ RI WKH R EksteRca?PTV H
1R ,I WKH REMHFW 1 \Leitfdnveare Qnbdifferer® GomtReQ
REMHFW LWVHOI FRJQLWLRQ FDQQRW IDEO WI
9DL HALND SRVLWLRQ GRHV QRW DFFHSW WKDW
the cow, and in the Buddhist position this has not yet been established. If
existence and neexistence differ from the object, the reason deviates. There is
no rule that a cognition failing to apprehend a property inhering in but different
from an object also fails to apprehend the object.

Objection to the Preceding Refutation and the Answer

7KH REMHFWLRQ LV WKDW VXFK D UXOH GRH
apprehend the qualities inhering in an object does not apprehend the object
HLWKHU ~ )RU H[DPSOH FRJQLWLRQ RI D FRZ DQ
nor denote the qualities of a horse, and therefore neither apprehend nor denote
WKH KRUVH &RJIJQLWLRQ RI D FRZ DQG WKH ZRU(
gualities such as blueness in a cow; they neither apprehend nor denote the
FRZTV EOXHQHVV 7KXV ZKHQ WKH SHUYDGL(
concomitance is absent, the pervaded mefbegnition of the object is also
absent.

The Buddhist says that when an object itself is known, knowledge of some
of its qualities and ignorance of others are possible only if cognitions receive
different impressions, and if difference of impressions results from differences
in the capacities of their causes. But this explanation leads to infinite regress,
because to explain difference of capacity one must posit a further difference of
capacity within capacity. If capacities are not different, their effects or products
will not be different either; consequently, an object will be known together with
all its qualities or not known at all. These are the only two possibilities;
therefore the stated invariable concomitance is established.

All this is mistaken. If a quality and the object that is its substrate are
mutually different, cognition of one and ignorance of the other can be explained
by the nomsimultaneous presence of the respective causal complexes that
produce their cognitions. Cognition of qualities and cognition of the qualified
object arise from their own causal complexes because the two cognitions differ
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by nature, and this natural difference results from difference of their causes.
Difference of causes is established by the positive and negative concomitance
between causes and their respective effects, while that concomitance is
established through the occurrence of the effects consisting in cognition and
non-cognition of the object and its qualities.

The Answer Continued

The earlier objection that if capacity and its result were respectively
uniform, the object would either be known with all its qualities or not known at
alz2 ZRXOG EH DSSURSULDWH RQO\ LI FRIJQLWLRQ
depended solely on the object itself, solely on cognition of the object, or solely
on the causal complex producing cognition of the object. In fact, this is not so.

Implicit Refutation of a Possible Buddhist Argument

The preceding criticism refutes another possible argument, a crooked
PHWKRG OLNH WZLVWLQJ RQHTV ZDLVW WR WRXFEK
because the object and its qualities are distinct, inferential or verbal cognition
of an object does not necessarily entail inferential or verbal cognition of its
gualities, the same should hold in sense cognition; when the object is known by
a sense, its qualities should not necessarily be known through the sense.

Non-Buddhists accept this possibility in all cases where the causal complex
SURGXFLQJ FRIQLWLRQ RI WKH NQRZQ REMHFWYV
different means of valid cognition possess their own specific powers. An
inferential reason has the capacity to produce valid cognition of its invariable
concomitance with the probandum; the power of a word is limited by
convention; and for a sense organ to operate, presence of the object is also
required. It is not the case that merely because an object is related to a means of
valid cognition, it must become validly known; otherwise any cognition of any
object could arise.

The correct rule is this: if an object is known by a means of valid cognition
only through cognition of some of its qualities, then when those qualities are
not known the object too is not known, or no quality is known. Thus the
preceding possibility that when there is no inferential or verbal cognition of
DQ REMHFW{fV TXDOLWLHYV WKHU H? éstab{isResFoRly Q L W L F
what is already accepted. This is the essence of the entire argument.

386



Objection to the Preceding Answer

The objection is this: if inferential reasons, words, and objects of the senses
were of the same nature like the objects of the right and left eyes, the forms of
cognition produced by these means would not differ. But they do differ. In
verbal and inferential cognition, an object does not appear in the same form as
in perceptual cognition, where the object appears-dedifed, clear, and
definitely determined in such conditions as place and time. In indirect
cognition, the object appears distinguished from dissimilar things but as-if non
different from similar things, indistinct, and without direct acquaintance.

This difference among cognitions cannot be explained merely by difference
among the means of cognition; a means or cause of cognition does not produce
a difference in the form of cognition. Nor can one cognition be regarded as
endowed with two different forms. Therefore the previously stated invariable
concomitancé 3: KDWHYHU LV D FRPPRQ REMHFW RI E
HILVWHQFH LV UHODWHG 2WResthhlisHeX tL Ray Hel R
IRUPXODWHG DV DQ LQIHUHQFH WKXV 3% VSHFL
cognition of an object does not have that same object as its object, just as
cognition of cloth does not take the object of cognition of a pot as its own.
Conceptual perception concerning a cow is opposed tocowceptual
perception of it; therefore its object must be wholly different from the object of
NtFRQFHSWXDO SHUFHSWLRQ ~

Answer to the Objection

This reply too is defective. The stated invariable concomitance deviates in
mutually opposed cognitions of the same blue cloth: one side of the cloth is
painted and the other unpainted, and the two sides are apprehended by different
FRIQLWLRQV $ EOXH FORWK DV LW DSSHDUV LC
not for that reason fail to appear as blue in a later cognition of the same person
RU LQ DQRWKHU SHUVRQTV FRJIJQLWLRQ

It may be objected that the cognitions are not mutually opposed in the
respect that determines the identity of their object; the respect that determines
their opposition also determines difference of their objects. Here the cognitions
are opposed in the forms of painted and unpainted, but as cognitions of a blue
object they may still have one and the same object.

The same reply can be given in the case of inferential and verbal cognition:
so far as the individual cow endowed with cowness is concerned, they share the
VDPH REMHFW DV SHUFHSWLRQ EXW WKH\ GR Q
the spatiotemporal determination of the individual cow. Therefore the reason
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alleged above to prove that inference and verbal cognition have an object
different from perception is absent from the subject; in reality, the object of all
these cognitions is the same cow. We already accept that indirect cognition
GRHV QRW VKDUH SHUFHSWLRQYVY REMHFW VR IDU
individual is concerned; proof of this establishes only what was already
established. We do not hold that everything appearing in perception also
appears in indirect cognition.

A Question and Its Answer

How, then, does the distinction between clear and unclear cognition arise
concerning an individual that is the substrate of a universal and the like?
$QVZHU QR VXFK LQWULQVLF GLVWLQFWLRQ UHD
gualities are apprehended, the clearer its cognition is considered; the fewer are
apprehended, the less clear it is considered. Such clarity and lack of clarity are
experienced respectively in cognition of near and distant objects, not when no
object at all is known.

A New Form of the Preceding Question and Its Answer

It may be objected that cognition of increasingly distant objects has not
been established as related to real objects; therefore those cognitions too fall
within the subject of the earlier inference intended to prove that indirect
cognition does not apprehend real objects. But this view is contradicted by the
UHIOH[LYH SHUFHSWXDO FRJQLWLRQ 3, QRZ GLUHF
SUHYLRXVO\ LQIHUUHG -

If an object and its qualities were ndifferent, ignorance of any quality
could cause ignorance of the qualified object. But because quality and object
are known to be different, the preceding inference is contradicted by the
evidence of that reflexive cognition. Even if there is doubt concerning the
distinction between object and quality, the defect of suspected deviation in the
reason cannot be avoided. Differences among separate cognitions of the same
object can also be explained by failure to apprehend some of its qualities.

Justification of the Answer

If objects known as distant and increasingly distant are not identical, which
among them is the real and determinate object of the different cognitions? Is the
thing actually apprehended itself the real object? Yes; but this apprehension
never occurs by suppressing the qualities under which the object appeared in
earlier cognitions. An object such as a teak tree appears in cognitions of an
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increasingly near object under the qualities of reality, substancehood,
earthhood, treehood, and so forth; in later cognition it is not apprehended as
devoid of those qualities.

Objection Based on the Criterion of Successful Activity and
the Answer

Among many cognitions, should only that cognition be regarded as valid
which prompts successful activity concerning the object? No. If the objects of
the earlier cognitions are not rejected, how is it to be determined toward which
particular object among the different objects known successively the successful
activity was directed? It may be answered that there is no such determinant; but
at that place there are not many complex activities, only one activity related to
one object, and therefore the known object is one and only one of the many
cognitions accords with that object and is valid.

If so, how is it determined which cognition accords with the object? If this
cannot be decided, uncertainty reappears. Even ordinary, uncomplicated
successful activity is not produced by one object alone; it arises from an
aggregate of causes, because only a causal aggregate produces an effect. Fc
this reason, successful activity cannot be regarded as produced by a single
series of momentary entities; no successful activity is necessarily connected
with only one momentary series.

.,V WKH SULQFLSDO FDXVDOLW\ RI D VHHG DV
negative concomitance for a particular successful activity, so that the observed
object is determined to be a seed and nothing else? If so, the substancehood
earthhood, treehood, and other properties of an object seen from afar are also
effective in different successful activities; therefore they too must be accepted
as apprehended. The observed object functions as a cause in producing many
different successful activities.

Examination of the Answer That Directness and
Indirectness Are Not Properties of the Object of Cognition

No. Indirectness and directness are not properties including the object of
cognition. Properties of cognition are of two kinds: first, properties determined
E\ WKH REMHFW VHFRQG GLVWLQFW JHQHULF
SEHLQJ LQIHUHQWLDO "~ DQG *EHLQJ UHFROOHFYV
objectdetermination produce differences among cognitions; this difference
arises from difference among the objects of cognition, that is, from denial of
their identity. But differences among cognitions arising from generic properties
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such as perceptuality and inferentiality are not of this kind; they result from
differences among the respective causes of cognition. Such is the condition of
verbal, inferential, and recollective cognition.

Who can prevent a sense organ from producing the same kind of perceptual
cognition concerning different objects such as pot and cloth, while sense organ
and inferential reason successively produce distinct perceptual and inferential
cognitions concerning one and the same object? Whether the objects are
identical or different, different causes of cognition determine the production of
its different forms. If causal determination of cognition is denied, difference of
causes will no longer determine difference of effects and differences among
effects will become accidental.

What decisive proof shows that directness or perceptuality and indirectness
are generic properties rather than accidental marks dependent on the relation of
cognition to its object? Experience itself is the proof. In perceptual, inferential,
recollective, and other cognitions, directness, indirectness, recollectiveness, and
the like do not appear together with their respective objects. In cognition of fire,
IRUPV VXFK DV 37KLV KDV ILUH®™ RU 37KDW KDG IL
cognition is not an object there. But in reflexive cognition of these cognitions
WKH GLIITHUHQW SURSHUWLHY DSSHDU DQG WKHUI
DQG 3, UHPHPEHU WKLV ~ :K\ WKHQ LV WKH REMH
direct? This usage is of the same kind as calling an object the subject of
inference, perception, or memory.

Refutation of the Second Proof of the Theory of Apoha

7KH VHFRQG UHDVRQ DGYDQFHG IRU DSRKD ZD\
discourse concerning objects wholly different by nature has the form of
HI[FOXVLRQ RI RWKHUV "~ 7KLV UHDVRQ VXIIHU)
concomitance. A positive property too can explain and ground uniform
discourse. The facts are these: uniform discourse is not causeless; it does not
arise from the activity of many different objects or qualities; nor does it arise
merely from absence of relation to many objects, for such assumptions would
produce oveextension or incorrect uniform discourse. By elimination,
therefore, it follows that such discourse occurs because many objects are
related to one generic property.

What defect is there in accepting that the basis of uniform discourse is that
SRQH" SRVLWLYH HQWLW\" 7KHQ WKH LQYDULDEO
entity in the form of exclusion previously proposed by the Buddhist would not
remain. The inconsistencies that arise from treating negative exclusion as the
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basis of discourse have already been shown. Let this imaginative restlessness
therefore end here.

Examination of Another Defence of the Theory of Apoha

The concept of apoha or exclusion does not generate motivation toward
action either. If it did, a person would know one object yet act toward a wholly
different object, producing inconsistency between cognition and action. Can
this inconsistency be removed by complex conceptual cognition? Then what is
this complex conceptual cognition? Is it cognition of an unreal exclusion as a
qualifier of a real object? Is it cognition of the identity of unreal exclusion and a
real object? Or is it cognition produced by a natural disposition toward a real
object?

Refutation of the First and Second Alternatives

The first alternative is untenable. According to Buddhism, the real
particular does not appear in conceptual cognition. The second is also
untenable. A real object is a particular individual; verbal and other conceptual
cognitions have no relation to it. A particular individual is not the object of
linguistic convention. Thus conceptual cognition and a real object are mutually
unrelated like the eye and cognition of taste. If the object of the complex
cognition is common, reality cannot appear in it, because reality has the nature
of a particular individual.

Refutation of the Third Alternative

The third alternative is untenable. There would then be no necessary
correspondence between motivation toward action and verbal cognition
concerning the object of action, because failure to apprehend the difference
between unreal exclusion and a real object is everywhere available as a cause.

In complex conceptual cognition of a cow, is the difference between cow
and norcow not unknown, and does cognition of the cow therefore not
motivate toward a neoow? Very well; but are these noows known or
unknown? If known, reatonrcows cannot be known as different from the cow,
because all real particulars lie beyond conceptual cognition; consequently,
failure to apprehend difference is not available. If the-cmms are unknown,
their difference too is unknown, and consideration of difference becomes
impossible. Difference cannot be known when its codtieten is unknown.

If knowledge of the countderm is not necessary for cognition of
difference, the coweoncept may be known as different from the real particular

391



cow in exactly the same way as from mmws, because both differences are
equally differences. It may be replied that the @mmcept is not known as
different from the real cow because its conceptual cognition follows non
conceptual cognition of the cow; this is not so with+4gomws, since conceptual
cognition of the cow does not follow n@onceptual cognition of necows.

The difficulty in this answer is this: if the stated difference is a real
property, unreal exclusion cannot be known as possessing difference from a
real object, because difference is real while exclusion is unreal. If difference is
nondifferent from the different object, then because the nature of a different
object is not determined by any countemm, exclusion can be known as
different from every object. Only cognition of the identity of exclusion with
some object could prevent it from being known as different from that object;
but exclusion is not identical with anything, nor is it known to be so.

Does exclusion, because it has the form of negation, possess no nature of
its own and therefore no difference as part of its nature? No. Then one
exclusion, such as the cesoncept, would not differ from necows either,
because difference from naows and difference from cows are alike in not
FRQVWLWXWLQJ WKH FRQFHSWTV QDWXUH

Can the concept of exclusion, though possessing no nature of its own,
appear as having a distinctive nature and as different from certain real objects?
If so, we ask: with respect to the real object with which it is regarded as
identical, does exclusion appear without nature, or as identical with that real
object? Under the first alternative, exclusion either remains wholly unknown
because it has no mark distinguishing it from anything, or it is known only as
natureless. In either case neither statement nor motivation toward action
concerning it is possible. The second alternative has already been refuted.

Refutation of the Fourth Alternative

The fourth alternative is also untenable. If conceptual cognition produced
by a natural disposition motivates toward a real object, therconceptual
coghnition of a yellow object produced by a disposition similar to that producing
nonconceptual cognition of a blue object should motivate toward the blue
object. It may be objected that roanceptual cognition does not motivate
action; conceptual cognition does, and it motivates only toward the object
whose norconceptual cognition produces it. Very well, but is this production
of conceptual cognition direct or indirect? If direct, verbal and inferential
cognitions not directly produced by noonceptual cognition will not generate
the stated motivation. If indirect, the defect already shown reappears.
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A Defence of the Fourth Alternative and Its Refutation

Does the necessary correspondence between conceptual cognition and
subsequent action arise because conceptual cognition possesses the
instrumentality of NnonFRQFHSWXDO FRJQLWLRQ" 7KHQ Z
LOQVWUXPHQWDOLW\" PHDQ" W FDQQRW P-HDQ
FRQFHSWXDO FRJQLWLRQ ~ EHFDXVH FRQFHSWXI
of non FRQFHSWXDO FRJQLWLRQ DV LWV REMHFW
upon conceptual cognition of the generic property of -camceptual
FRIQLWLRQ FRQFHSWXDO FRJQLWLRQ LV WUX
therefore neither erroneous nor conceptually afflicted. Its object appears in a
form expressible by words because it is conceptual; hence it cannot become the
ground of superimposition. If the object did not appear in vexqtessible
form, its cognition would not be conceptual. Once the object appears and is
known in this way, false superimposition upon it is impossible.

Another Defence and Its Refutation

Nor can the truth of nenonceptual cognition be superimposed upon
conceptual cognition. If this truth does not necessarily include the object of
cognition, the necessary identity of object between conceptual cognition and
motivation toward action cannot be explained. If truth includes the ultimately
real object, conceptual cognition too will take it as an object, because cognition
of its own truth is impossible without apprehending the real object. If truth
includes an unreal object, no motivation from cognition toward the unreal
object will arise. That an unreal object should appear as real is wholly
impossible, because the unreal nature of a real object is directly inconsistent.

A Third Defence and Its Refutation

This instrumentality cannot be failure to apprehend the difference of
conceptual cognition either from itself or from mroonceptual cognition.
Conceptual cognition is sedfware as cognition; therefore its distinctive nature
cannot be confused with the nature of {mmmceptual cognition. The object of
conceptual cognition is unreal; therefore no real difference can exist as the
counterterm of that unreal object. This alternative has already been refuted.

Nor does the directness of noanceptual cognition qualify conceptual
cognition. Because every cognition is smifare regarding its own object, it is
direct to itself. The object of conceptual cognition is not direct. Even if all
objects were treated as direct, because the objects of cognitions differ,
cognition of one object could not motivate action toward another.
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([DPLQDWLRQ RI -x—QD U YV $FFRXQW RI
Conceptual Cognition in Relation to Action

Do some conceptual cognitions by their very nature motivate action toward
a real object that is not even their object? Who is responsible for the strange
nature they have received from their causes? If so, we ask: does cognition
produce motivation toward the real object without any connection to it? Or is
cognition by nature connected to the real object without any other connection?
Or is the production of discourse concerning the real object itself the
connection between cognition and the real object?

The first alternative overextends: any cognition could motivate toward any
real object. Under the second, nature explains a relation between cognition and
the real object; but this natural relation is precisely the cogritject
relation. Ordinary usage does not regard the relation between cognition and its
object as different from a natural relation. Even philosophers who admit
cognition of an object whose real or unreal character is inexplicable cannot
proceed without this natural relation; the matter will be discussed later. The
third alternative plainly involves seffependence, because a rational ground is
being sought for the practice of acting toward a real object, while that very
practice is then called the ground.

Defence and Refutation of the View That a Concept Can
Lead to Action

Can a concept motivate action toward a real object unrelated to itself in the
same way that the capacity of a cause produces an effect not yet arisen? Yes;
EXW WKH FDXVDOLW\ RI D FDXVHYV FDSDFLW\ PXV
possessing a particular generic nature. Otherwise cognition of a flame would
motivate action toward water as well.

Objection to the Answer and Its Refutation

Does conceptual cognition whose form determines burning capacity cause
action toward real fire, while a generic or accidental property such as
FRIQLWLRQKRRG GHWHUPLQHV WKH FRJQLWLRQT
directed toward the shine of a cluster of diamonds resembling fire would not
motivate action toward it, because such cognition possesses only the capacity to
motivate action toward fire.

Does the shine of the diamond not itself appear as fire? It does; but its
capacity to generate action does not depend only on appearance. If it did,

conceptual cognition of unreal fire would not motivate action toward real fire,
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because real fire does not appear in the cognition. Therefore either accept that
real fire appears in conceptual cognition, or deny that the causality of fire
cognition can motivate toward anything apart from fire.

S5HIXWDWLRQ RI -x—QD U YV 9LHZ 7KDW
between the Object of Cognition and the Object of Action Is
the Regulator

The preceding refutation also defeats the view that identity between the
form of the object of cognition and the form of the object toward which action
is directed regulates the relation between cognition and the real object. For
action is also directed toward an object that does not possess the same desire
form as the object of cognition. If identity of an undesired form is also regarded
as sufficient to regulate the cognitioglation, irregularity results.

Denial of Identity of Form between Cognition and Its
Object

In a doctrine accepting the reality of the external world, the required
identity of form between cognition and its object is impossible, because the
respective causal complexes of cognition and object are wholly different. If
their causal complexes were the same, only one of two thiimgentience or
consciousnesswould exist in the world.

Could one specific difference among causes produce a difference in their
natures even when the causal complex is otherwise the same? No. In reality, the
two arise from different causal complexes. Identity of causal complexes cannot
be inferred from similarity of effects. External fire, for example, is directly seen
to cause external smoke, but internal cognition of smoke is not seen to arise
from fire, because it does not invariably accompany fire. It cannot be said that
cognition of smoke, like smoke itself, arises from fire, though from an invisible
fire; for the same cause cannot be visible in one context and invisible in
another.

Another Objection to the Preceding View

If blueness or some other quality is the generic mark of cognition of blue,
how can it attach to the object of cognition rather than to cognition? If it is a
quality of the object, how can it qualify cognition? Nearly the entire discussion
of this issue has already occurred in connection with the defect of intermixture
of universals. The Buddhist must therefore accept that cognition motivates
action toward its own object and that this object may be real. This conclusion
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must be forced upon him even by pressing a sandal against his throat, for there
is no other way.

Examination of the Alternative That Cognition Apprehends
Its Own Form

Then cognition should motivate action toward its own form, which is
known as qualifying cognition together with itself, because cognition is self
aware. A person turns toward that form and ultimately reaches the real object,
just as one who turns toward the glitter of a stone ultimately reaches the stone.
No. This is not a correct account of how action arises from cognition, because
no one acts toward what yields no desired and important result; the conceptual
form is just such a fruitless thing.

Nor can the conceptual form be superimposed upon an external real object,
because the real object is unrelated to the concept. Externality or objecthood
cannot be superimposed upon the form either. The form is itself illuminated by
the selfluminosity of cognition; therefore there is no occasion for false
superimposition upon it. In the example of acting toward the glitter of a
diamond, the person acts because of the false cognition that the glitter is the
diamond. Without this error, the action would not arise. Thus the Buddhist
example too contains a fallacious reason.

$QRWKHU 2EMHFWLRQ WR WKH 6DXWU—Q

On the doctrine that the form alone is the object, there is no valid proof
establishing the reality of an external object not apprehended by cognition. If
the appearance of different forms at different times in separate cognitions is
treated as a reason proving external reality, that reason deviates; an epileptic
sees forms that do not exist in the external world.

Examination of the Proof from Successful Activity

Even successful activity offered as proof of an external real object, if
known, is itself constituted by a particular form; external reality is not
established by it. Just as the unreal-iké form appearing to an epileptic has
no external object, so a form of successful activity produced by some
extraordinary latent impression may lack any objective ground. Thus no
invariable concomitance is established between externality and the production
of successful activity, because the contrary case cannot be excluded. To accept
both that external objects are real and that cognition possesses their form is
merely childish.
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([IDPLQDWLRQ RI WKH 9DLEK—ALND 9LH.
the Object of Conceptual Cognition

Then let the external particular real object itself be regarded as the object of
conceptual cognition. Although the object in its own form is not the subject of
any linguistic convention and is therefore ineffable, it may acquire a common
form through an indirect relation of excluding others and thereby become
definitely expressible. Just as one individual cow excludescows, so do
other cows. Very well; then we ask: what is thisEB®@ OOHG R RQV LW
whatever differs from one cow, or whatever lacks the property that qualifies a
cow?

&ULWLFLVP RI WKH )LUVW 3URKRVHG Ot

If the first meaning is accepted, another cow different from one particular
cow cannot be known or spoken of as a cow, because by being different from
the first cow it does not exclude noows. Moreover, on this meaning a non
cow too would be known as a cow; a horse, which is acoan excludes
buffaloes, elephants, and all other things different from a particular cow.

Does not a horse also exclude the cow, just as it excludes otheowsf
W GRHV EXW WKH FRZ LQWHQGHG E\ WKH ZRU
Nevertheless it is a cow. No; the fact is that if exclusion ofcuws itself is
the cowness of a cow, that cowness is also present in a horse. If cowness is
something more than this, explain it clearly.

&ULWLFLVP RI WKH 6HFRQRBRZOHDQLQJ RI

.| WKH VHFRQG PHR@LQN ROFFHSWHG -chfjF O XV
will mean exclusion of what lacks the property qualifying a cow. But such
exclusion is identical with an object endowed with cowness.

$Q 2EMHFWLRQ E\ '"KDUPDN UWL DQG ,W

Then let individual objects that appear similar be regarded as the common
form of all individuals of that class, without troubling to establish exclusion of
others as the common form. But this is impossible, because there is no identity
of form. Their identity is not real, because different individuals possess
mutually incompatible properties. Nor is their identity merely conceptual; grey,
yellow, and other individual cows are directly perceived as having different
forms.
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Can the properties of objects in one class be imagined as mutually
identical? No. There is no property distinct from the qualified object. If a
distinct property is admitted, the dispute ends immediately.

Examinationof ' KDUPDN UWLTV 9LHZ RI 8QLYHL

Then let the argument be this: different particular real objects are endowed
with the capacity to produce cognition of their similarity. Objects possessing
this capacity if the similarity concerns cos DUH FDOOHG 3FRZV ~
REMHFWY ODFNLQJFRZVDUHQEDYOGIDGDOQRQPHFHLYH V
their respective causes; therefore its reality cannot be questioned.

If a universal is accepted to explain cognition of similarity, another
universal applying to all universals must be accepted to explain cognition of
similarity among the universals themselves. Likewise, another universal must
be accepted to determine the inherence of the universal in individuals. Thus
accepting a universal to explain cognition of similarity leads to two infinite
regresses: one upward and one downward.

Refutation of the Preceding View

If uniform discourse can be explained from individuals wholly different
from one another without any auxiliary cause, discourse of difference can
equally be explained from a single identical object. In both views the
imagination of a natural capacity in individuals is alike. But if so, cognition of
identity will either never arise anywhere or, if it arises, will be causeless; both
consequences are improper. The same difficulty applies to the other view:
discourse of difference will either not arise or will be causeless. Therefore, just
as one object produces discourse of identity, different objects produce only
discourse of difference. The capacity of objects to produce discourse is
regulated in this way.

Resolution of the Infinite Regress

If only one object produces discourse of identity, how is discourse of
difference concerning different universals to be explained? The answer is: in
the same way as discourse of difference concerning the one moon. Is that
discourse not false? Yes; let discourse of difference among universals also be
false. In both cases, contrary proof is equally available.

Then let discourse of identity concerning all cases, including individuals of
one class, be regarded as false. If so, discourse of difference may also be
regarded as false. But successful activities are mutually different; how, then,
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can this be? Very well; but just as the identity and difference of successful
activities establish the identity and difference of the individuals producing
them, why not understand that the similarity and dissimilarity of the activities
establish the identity and difference of universals residing in those individuals?

Are the similarity and dissimilarity of successful activities themselves not
real? Then difference among the activities may equally be called false. If one
vD\V 3/HW LW EH VR DWWDFKPHQW WR WKH
DEDQGRQHG ,I RQH WKHQ VD\V 37KDW LV SUHFL
given later.

Another Proof of Universals

Suppose we do not infer the identity and difference of the objects
producing cognitions of similarity and dissimilarity. Even so, the knowledge
that one cognition is true and another erroneous is possible only if one kind of
cause produces true cognition and another kind produces false cognition. A
specific kind of effect depends upon a specific kind of cause; otherwise the
distinctiveness of an effect produced by a causal complex would be accidental.

Without accepting this generic determination of the effect by its cause,
explaining uniform discourse concerning different individuals through a series
of errors is merely ridiculous: individuals appear one because there is an
illusion of their similarity, and this illusion arises from an illusion of unity
among previous cognitions of the individuals. If, as stated earlier, different
individuals themselves can produce cognition of their similarity or identity and
thereby produce the required collective cognition, the explanation through a
chain of errors is futile. Therefore, even for discourse involving erroneous
superimposition, there must be some universal as the object of the
superimpositio for example, erroneousness. This is impossible without
accepting the reality of universals.

The View That Apoha Is Established on the Basis of Proof
against Universals

Then let apoha be regarded as established because there is proof against thi
reality of universals. No. If uniform discourse cannot be explained otherwise,
how can there be proof against universals and the like? Otherwise a reason such
as identity or essential nature, necessarily established by decisive proof
opposing the contrary position, could be removed merely by a doubtful
opposing proof. Buddhists should therefore abandon the game of seeking
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contrary proofs and explain uniform discourse. Since there is no other means,
they cannot do so.

Presentation of Possible Proofs against Universals

There is no powerful proof against the reality of universals. If there were, it
would oppose either the universal itself or cognition of the universal. A proof
opposing the universal would consist either in ignorance of its nature or in
knowing the universal as endowed with mutually incompatible properties.

Refutation of the First Alternative

The first alternative is untenable because it cannot be established. We have
begun an inquiry into the form of similarity among known objects, not into a
form unknown or unapprehended; therefore the universal cannot be regarded as
unknown.

Can it be said that we deny cognition of the universal only in perception,
not in conceptual cognition, and that only those whose vision is covered by the
dense darkness of false cognition of similarity generated by linguistic
convention accept the reality of universals, while we do not? Is it not also true
that flights of imagination have no limit and therefore prove the reality of
nothing? No. Cognition of a universal occurs even without recollection or
cognition of a word.

Objection to the Preceding Reply

Even without cognition of a linguistic convention, does the latent
impression of knowing that convention produce cognition of the universal? If
so, one must ask whether the latent impression of knowing a general
convention produces cognition of the universal in the absence of one and the
same designated object, or in its presence. The first alternative is wholly
LPSRVVLEOH -XVW DV WKH ZRUG 3JR" LV DSSOLI
dewlaps, through separate conventions the same word is also applied to heaven,
the eye, an arrow, water, a thunderbolt, and other things. Then the latent
impression of knowing the conventions of this word should produce a
collective cognition in which all these different things possess one common
property. Is this acceptable?

Accepting it would mean that the person sees no common form among
individual cows possessing dewlaps, but sees a common form among the ten
wholly different kinds of things stated above. What can be said about such a
person? His eyes must surely be exceedingly beautiful!
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Answer to the Preceding Objection

&DQ WKH RWKHU VLGH QRW UDLVH WKH VDPH
no common nature among the wholly different things stated above, yet sees one
among individuals possessing dewlaps? Yes, he can; but the usage based or
knowledge of a general linguistic convention cannot be denied.

Objection to the Answer and Its Resolution

Even so, at most this will establish that conceptual cognition takes a
universal as its object; how is it established that-camceptual cognition
apprehends a universal? Answer: conceptual cognition takes a real object as its
object, and the object of namonceptual cognition is identical with that of
conceptual cognition.

How does conceptual cognition take a universal as its object? Because
words, latent impressions, and all other possible factors have already been
rejected as determinants of the objecthood of a real object for conceptual
cognition. This is the final answer; now please be silent.

A Question and Its Answer

If a universal exists, why is it not seen as present in the empty space
EHWZHHQ WZR LQGLYLGXDOV" %YHFDXVH WitKeH FD)>
individual2 is absent between the two individuals.

Another Question and Its Answer

Just as jujube fruits placed in a vessel are seen as different from the vessel,
why is a universal not seen as different from the individuals that are its
VXEVWUDWHV" || 3EHLQJ VHHQ DV GLIIHUHQW” P
the universal is not seen in this way because its place is the same as that of the
individuals. If it means being seen in a distinct form, the universal certainly is
so seen. If individual and universal were one, an individual seen as unconjoined
with another individual would not be seen as endowed with the universal,
because the two individuals are mutually unconjoined.

Consideration of the Second Alternative Stated Earlier

The second alternative stated above is also not opposed to the universal. All
objections connected with it can be removed in the same manner as objections
against the reality of a whole object. But how can a universal be related to an
individual not yet born? It neither leaves its present substrate and travels to the

later individual, nor is it born together with that later individual.
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Very well; how do you know that the universal is not already present in the
place where the new individual is born? If the universal is present there, would
space at that place not also become endowed with universals such as cowness?
No. Even after the individual is produced, the universal does not enter into an
inherence relation with space and the like. The individual related to the
universal is never unrelated to it. What inconsistency, then, is there in the view
that before the new individual arises the universal is not in that place, but as
soon as the individual arises the universal inheres in it?

The Discussion of the Relation between Universal and
Individual Continued

It may be objected that the individual merely reveals the universal; the
universal does not inhere in the individual. Therefore discourse of the
XQLYHUVDOTY LQKHUHQFH LQ DQ LQGLYLGXDO LV
place before the individual is produced, space would be endowed with the
universal. Very well; if so, the movement, production, destruction, and so forth
of the individual as revealer would be sufficient to explain such discourse
FRQFHUQLQJ WKH XQLYHUVD Mat theDubiveBN ngithet TV RE
approaches nor leaves any individual and yet is regarded as inhering in past,
present, and future individugdsvould then have no occasion. Like an archer
ZKR PLVVHV WKH WDUJHW DQG VKRXWV WR FRQF
pointless noise through this objection.

([DPLQDWLRQ DQG &ULWLFLVP RI '"KDUPD

/HW XV FODULI\ '"KDUPDN UWLYV LUUHOHYDQW
universal neither goes toward individuals nor withdraws from them; then the
possibility is raised whether the universal inheres in the place that will be
occupied by a future individual. What relation is there between these two
statements? If the reasoning is that although universals exist at all places and
times, they cannot be related to an individual that does not exist, the answer is
WKDW DQ REMHFWIV QBRMiEnt® Qepehfls o @FdtheR U Q
object; only its relation or nerelation depends upon another.

The Criticism Continued

When the future individual does not yet exist, what does it mean to say
37KH XQLYHUVDO LV QRW WKHUH"" /W PHDQV RQO\
the nonexistent individual. Yes, this is precisely the meaning. But how does
the universal become related to the individual after the latter is produced?
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Answer: the individual has come into existence, and the previous absence of
UHODWLRQ ZDV GXH WeRisthiked The(fubdavhie@aX questont i) R C
the objection is therefore: how does an individual that did not exist before come
into existence later? This plainly favours the doctrine that an effeests in

its cause. Raising such an objection is like vomiting something one has not
eaten.

Objection Based on the QualifiersQualified Relation
between Universal and Individual

Even after this explanation, if universal and the individual possessing it are
ZKROO\ GLIIHUHQW KRZ FDQ WKH\ FRH[LVW" $Q\
means relation to the same substrate. How this opposes different objects, | do
not understand.

But if so, would cow and horse also be called coexistent? No; this is a
restrictive counteexample, not a contradiction. For example, if one says of a
FHUWDLQ VRQ RI ODLWUD 30DLWUDYTV VRQ LV GD
sons of Maitra are dark. Such restrictive examples are not rare.

Another Objection and Answer

Even so, there must be some distinction among different objects: some
coexist and others do not; this distinction requires a clear account. Yes, there is
a distinction, and it is determined by the natures of the objects. Therefore only
some objects are related to certain others, not all objects to all.

If so, may the similar appearance of individuals also be regarded as
regulated simply by the natures of the objects? No. There is no inconsistency in
one object being related to many, or many objects to one. But it is inconsistent
for one object to generate plural usage or for many objects to generate singular
usage.

Refutation of Proofs Opposing Cognition of Universals

There is no epistemological obstacle to cognition of a universal. Denial of
the form ofuniversalcognition is contradicted by experience. Denial that this
cognition has any cause is refuted by its very occurrence. Denial that its object
is one thing is refuted by the fact that no coexistence of incompatible properties
appears in its object. Denial that the cognition possesses directness rests on
error, because the object of cognition is itself neither direct nor indirect;
coghnition is direct if produced by a sense and indirect otherwise. Denial that
universalcognition is true is refuted by the fact that a cognition cannot be
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called false without first establishing that its object is false. Denial that the
cognition is sensproduced is opposed by its positive and negative
concomitance with the sense. Denial that it is perceptual is refuted by the
invariable concomitance between being sgrreeluced and being perceptual.

Defence of the SensProduced and Perceptual Character
of Conceptual Cognition of Universals

If cognition of a universal, though perceptual, were not sprsguced,
nonconceptual cognition too would cease to be s@nsduced. If the
perceptual character of cognition depended on its following acanoeptual
cognition of its object, the imagination of a beloved by a-stvieken person
would count as perception. Since there is no contrary proof, there is no need to
regard the perceptuality of conceptual univecsgnition as resulting from its
being an effect or instrument of an earlier fwmmceptual perception. If such an
assumption is allowed, the contrary assumption may equally be made regarding
non-conceptual cognition.

If conceptual cognition, though not produced by a sense, were perceptual
merely because it is produced from rmonceptual cognition, no other kind of
cognition could ever arise after nononceptual cognition. It may be asked: if a
sense organ produces perceptual cognition, why does it not produce conceptual
cognition immediately upon contacting the object? Answer: auxiliary causes
such as recollection of a previously seen object are not available at the moment
of contact between sense and object; therefore conceptual perception does not
arise immediately. Although produced by the sense, this perception is
expressible in words.

Refutation of the Purpose Alleged for Accepting the Theory
of Apoha

Then let the theory of apoha be accepted to achieve some particular
purpose. Its highest purpose is surely to establish the indescribability of all
objects. When the entire net of conceptual constructions is removed, the mind
reaches a profound and pure state of complete tranquillity. Very well; but who
will believe this groundless story? Neither perception nor inference supports it.
As for scriptural proof, you yourselves have taught your disciples that scripture
concerns no real object.
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The Refutation Continued

No conscious person can be instructed that scripture teaches nothing. The
very sentence denying the validity of verbal statements is itself a verbal
statement; the setfontradiction in the Buddhist utterance is therefore clear.

If words are used to affirm and deny things, the real particular, not being
the object of general convention or verbal cognition, is ineffable; consequently,
the possibility of verbal discourse about it ends. If for this reason words cannot
be used to make affirmations or denials, your own negative sentence is caught
in selfcontradiction. By denying that objects are expressible, you have
indirectly referred to them.

In a verse summarizing objections raised by an opponent against the
Buddhist denial that unreal objects can be subjects of discourse, the Buddhist
XVHV WKH ZRUG 3FRQFHUQLQJ DQ XQUHDO WK
UHSODFLQJ LW ZLWK 3FRQFHUQLQJ D UHDO WKLC
selfcontradiction of the Buddhist position. What the Buddhist refers to is
unreal; what his opponent refers to is real.

Objection to the Refutation and Its Answer

If the verse expressing this dilemma is recited before you with the word
changed, you cannot even take refuge in silence as we can. If we opposed
discourse concerning the unreal subject, probandum, or reason in your
inference, we would fall into setfontradiction; but because we have no
interest in this game, we can remain silent. Your situation is different: you must
establish a positive position free from contradiction. You are a partisan seeking
to prove a purpose not established by perception or inference; therefore you
must use words to refer to ineffable objects. Let this game of dispelling deep
darkness with a tiny torch now end.

The Purpose of Debate in the NoiBuddhist Position

If scripture opposed truth, the practices of persons seeking heavenly
happiness and liberation would be groundless. Therefore only our doctrine
leads to the supreme goal.

&ULWLFLVP RI -x—QD U TV 9LHZ DQG &F

From the preceding criticism, the following conclusion emerges regarding
-x—QD U qV TXHVWLRQV DQG DQVZHUV -x—QD U
PHDQLQJ RI D ZRUG"" LQ WKUHH IRUPV 3:KDW
FRIQLWLRQ GRHVY D ZRUG SURGXFH"" DQG 37R :
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7KH DQVZHU WR WKH ILUVW LV 3H[FOXVLRQ RI RWK
WKDW H[FOXGHV RWKHUV" DQG WR WKH WKLUG
cannot stand.

The first answer gives a false account of linguistic convention, because
exclusion of other objects is never the object of verbal cognition. The second
gives a false account of the nature of motivation toward action; one cannot
reach a real particular through exclusion. The third is-cmifradictory,
because it actually refers to its own meaning; otherwise it would not answer the
guestion at all. The debate concerning momentariness and apoha ends here. It is
therefore now established that the doctrine of momentariness cannot uproot the
reality of the self.
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Part Il

Examination of the Doctrine Denying External Reality

Introduction to the Subject of Debate

KHQ WKH 9LMx—QDY—GLQ PDLQWDLQV Wi
consciousness, what room remains for the existence of the self? Very well; let
WKH 9LMx—QDY—GLQ EH DVNHG ZKHWKHU KLV PF}
cognitive staté@ the knowable object and the knowing conscioushese
ultimately real but mutually nedifferent; or that both belong to one generic
kind; or that the knowable component is imaginary.

6WDWHPHQW RI WKH '"HIHFWV LQ WKH 9

Whatever reason is advanced to prove the probandum of the first of the
three inferences necessary cGappearance, cognitionhood, luminosity, or
anything elsé is plainly defective.

Explanation of the Defect

The admission in the preceding inference that cognitions having mutually
incompatible forms such as blue and white arise gives birth to a monster that
destroys those very cognitions.

Further Explanation of the Defect

If the stated cognitions apprehend mutually incompatible objects, how can
one cognition, while remaining one, be rdifferent from many objects? If it
does not apprehend them, how does it possess their formsawaedf
coghnition cannot remain unconscious of the form of its own object.

5DWQDN UWLYV $QVZHU DQG ,WV 5HIXW

It may be objected that difficulty arises only when mutually incompatible
properties appear together in external objects; if, despite such appearance,
external objects were regarded as-ddferent, the successful activities arising
from them and the movements toward them would intermingle, and no
distinction among external objects would remain. Consciousness, however,
faces no such difficulty. The existence of consciousness does not depend upon
producing any successful activity but only upon luminosity. A person desiring
an object does not go in search of consciousness. The activity of consciousness
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is nothing beyond the natural flow of sklminous moments of consciousness.
The person desiring these activities is likewise neither different from nor
outside this flow. Noxdifference is the ultimate and final nature of
consciousness, because all consciousness-avsaie.

A Satirical Reply to the Preceding Answer

Dear brother! Does this mean that just as creatures that are natural enemies,
such as snake and mongoose, abandon their innate hostility when they approach
the hermitage of a peaceful sage, so mutually opposed objects such as blue and
white abandon their natural opposition when apprehended by cognition? Or do
they retain their opposition but abandon its consequence, mutual difference?

Refutation of the Two Alternatives

The first alternative is untenable. If objects whose presence and absence are
respectively pervaded by the absence and presence of the other are not regarded
as mutually opposed, all opposition would disappear from the world. The
DQVZHU 31RWKLQJ LV ZURQJ OHW LW EH VR™ LV |
objects cannot be abolished in this way, because mutual exclusion is the very
nature of opposition. Establishing this exclusion is establishing difference
itself; therefore the second alternative cannot stand either.

Objection to the Refutation and the Answer

It may be said that the distinct successful activities of external objects were
presented as the basis of their opposition; this rule applies only to external
objects, not to cognition or consciousness. Therefore cognition need not be
different even when its objects differ. But this reasoning is not rational. If
apparent coexistence of incompatible properties is taken as the ground for
difference among objects, what benefit is gained by mentioning the individual
limitation of successful activities? If none, why mention it? The individual
limits of successful activities themselves remain only if the activities differ
because incompatible properties visibly coexist in them.

Objection to the Refutation and Its Refutation

Where is the rule that different objects cannot appear in one cognition?
Different objects certainly can appear in one cognition. No; our meaning in
VD\LQJ WKDW 3WKH DSSHDUDQFHV RI GLITHUHQW R
mean only that blue itself does not appear as yellow, and yellow itself does not
appear as blue. This is the basis of all opposition.
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Justification of the Refutation

If this were not so, knowledge and ignorance too would not remain
PXWXDOO\ RSSRVHG )RU H[DPSOH WKDW ZKLFK
VLQFH ZH FDQ VD\ 37KLV NQRZQ KRUVH DQG VF
would thereby become manifest. Do knowledge and ignorance not appear
respectively in the forms of ignorance and knowledge? Yes; but when distinct
objects such as blue and yellow are cognized together, is blue cognized as
yellow in that cognition, so that opposition among the objects would disappear?

Therefore, opposition at the level of objects and opposition at the level of
cognition should be regarded as alike, and each should be understood as
possessing an equal capacity to remove identity with its own object. To regard
one as superior to the other is mere partiality, like the-kvedivn proverb
about the beggar and the housewife.

Refutation of an Earlier View

7KH IRUHJRLQJ UHIXWDWLRQ DOVR GLVSRVHV
that there is no differentiation within cognition. The cognition of distinct forms
as distinct forms is precisely the differentiation of cognition.

Another Refutation of the Objection

If all externally real things are momentary, then by the time a person who
cognizes two external objects such as blue and yellow together tries to know
their mutual difference, both will already have perished. How, then, can that
same person know the objects and their difference successively? There is no
certainty that another person cognizes this difference; and if there is doubt
about the cognition of difference, there will be doubt about the difference itself
as well.

But if neither an object nor its cognition can be known by anything
different from it, how can doubt arise? The Buddhist seeks to establish the
identity of the knowable and cognition on the ground that no distinction is
apprehended within cognition. If that very rdistinction is in turn established
on the ground of their identity, the fault of circularity follows. Therefore,
presenting identity as the reason is pointless.
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Refutation of the Objection that Pure Cognition Is
Undifferentiated

7TKHQ FRJQLWLRQYV XQLIRUP OXPLQRVLW\ PD\
differentiation, while the manifest coexistence within it of incompatible
properties may remove its unity. But what effect can these negations have upon
the purely luminous nature of the cognition of blue, yellow, and the like, which
is supposedly devoid of both unity and multiplicity? None. This reply
resembles the weeding of a field by barbarians: when told to remove the weeds,
they uprooted the crop as well. To be one means to possess a determinate form,
while to be many means to possess indeterminate or mutually distinct forms. If
cognition has neither unity nor multiplicity, it can assume neither the form of
blue nor the combined forms of blue and yellow; consequently, no form
whatever remains in it.

Refutation of the Objection that the Appearance of
Incompatible Properties in Cognition Is lllusory

The argument for the nedifferentiation of cognition would then be this:
only the real coexistence of incompatible properties appearing in something
determines its differentiation, whereas here their appearance is merely illusory.
Very well. If so, it has been established by your own admission that cognition
is pure and formless like crystal, and that the distinct forms appearing in it are
not its own. Therefore, whether those forms are real or unreal, the inference of
identity between cognition and its object from thekagppearance is vitiated by
the defect of an example lacking the probandum.

Objection that Difference Is Unreal, and Reply

Is not the mere unreal difference that appears in conceptual cognition but
not in nonrconceptual cognition sufficient for the practical usage of difference?
No. Such difference cannot remain immune from the objections concerning its
reality or unreality and its appearance or-ag@pearance in cognition.

Defence of the Objection and Its Refutation

Is it only a nonexistent or unreal and unknown difference that is
DSSUHKHQGHG" <HV EXW WKH PHDQLQJ RI WKH
FODULILHG 'RHV LW PHDQ *EHLQJ WKH FDXVH RI
DSSUHKHQGHG REMHFW ™™ 1R I SUDFWLFDO DFWI
cognition, then, being itself unreal because it is different from cognition, how
can it generate a distinction? If practical activity is cognition itself, why should
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its cognitive relation, without any regulator, be fixed upon one particular object
rather than another?

Is the relation of distinct practical activities to distinct differences
determined by the causal capacities of those activities? No. This is a Buddhist
oddity: they are prepared to maintain that practical activity is a kind of
cognition, that its object is an unreal difference, and that, even in the absence of
any other regulator, the capacities of the causes of practical activity determine
their relation; yet they are unwilling to admit a cognitive relation between non
conceptual cognition and its real object. This resembles a man afflicted with a
digestive disorder who abandons pure milk and longs fowater.

Objection to the Refutation

Are the differences among external objects not themselveslifferent
from the form of the cognition that apprehends them, just as the external
objects themselves are held to be cognitive in nature? If difference is definitely
unreal, how can it be the form of a real cognition? And if difference is non
different from the form of cognition, how can it be unreal? Let the Buddhist
attend to this dilemma.

Suppose difference is real. If cognition does not apprehend the substrate
and the counterpositive of the difference, how can the difference be known?
And if it apprehends both along with the difference, how can a single cognition
be nondifferent from all of them? Should cognition be regarded as having a
variegated form? No. The very consideration of the alternaivdsether the
variegated form is one or madAyeliminates this possibility. If the forms are
many, how can they be ndfifferent from one cognition? If cognition too
becomes many in accordance with the differences among the forms, each
cognition will have only its own form as its object, and there will be no
cognition of the composite variegated form. If cognition remains one, how can
it apprehend a difference that necessarily includes a substrate, a
counterpositive, and the rest?

Defence of the Foregoing Objection and Its Refutation

Is the object of variegated cognition only a single variegated form, which
falsely appears as many because it excludes many other forms? If exclusion is
different from cognition, cognition cannot apprehend it; if it is -ddferent,
the exclusions cannot be many. If there is only one exclusion, how can it
generate even the false cognition of difference? Perhaps there is no real
difference or multiplicity, but only a cognition of it. Very well; then explain
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whether difference is the form of its cognition or not. If it is, who except a
deranged person would say that one and many are identical? If it is not, that is
precisely our position; accept it yourselves as well.

Can cognition be illusory? If so, either its own form or the form of
something else must appear in it; there is no third alternative. Both alternatives
have already been proved incoherent.

(IDPLQDWLRQ DQG 5HIXWDWLRQ RI 5DWQ
Variegated Cognition

The argument would then be as follows: just as something different from
an object may falsely appear as that very object, an object does not abandon its
own nature even when it appears in a form different from itself. Therefore, a
cognition that is intrinsically one may assume the different forms of its objects
and appear in many forms, while the cognitive nature of the objects of
cognition may still be preserved.

7KLV YLHZ ZRXOG GHVHUYH GLVFXVVLRQ RQO\ L
EH FRIQLWLRQYV RZQ IRUP EXW LW FDQQRW 7K
GLITHUHQW IURP FRIJQLWLRQ DSSHDU ZLWKLQ FRJC(
3+RZ FDQ GLIIHUHQFH LWVHOI EH WKH IRUP Rl FRJ(
this discussion, and the Buddhist ought to attend to it especially.

Consideration of the Alleged Defect in an Object Different
from Cognition Being Its Object

What, after all, is the defect in an object different from cognition being
known by cognition? There is none. But on this view the knowkhtaver
relation between two different things, object and cognition, cannot be
determined by a process initiated by either one, because no such regular process
exists. Nor can the relation be determined by generic similarity; otherwise the
cognitive relation would not remain confined to a particular object, and any
object could become the object of any cognition. A known cow possessing
cowness does not become a+{tov in relation to some other thing.

If so, the same defect also applies to the view that cognition and its object
DUH LGHQWLFDO 7KH XVDJH 3FRJQLWLRQ NQR2ZV
process, since an action of a thing upon itself is impossible. Nor can it be
grounded in generic similarity; otherwise cognition would take all things as its
object. No rule has been observed according to which a cow is generically a
cow only in relation to itself and not in relation to other things. Nor does
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FRJQLWLRQ T VWreveatngQriake/ lit Crévealing of other cognitions;
otherwise every cognition would take every other cognition as its object.

Objection to the Reply and Rejoinder

6KRXOG ZH RQ WKH EDVLV RI WKH REMHFW{V
difference between cognition and its object without affirming their identity?
No. The negation of difference is itself the positive affirmation of identity.

Objection that Variegated Cognition Is Neither Different
nor Non-Different, and Reply

Then let variegated cognition be devoid of both difference o
difference. If its form is different from cognition, cognition cannot illuminate it.
If it is non-different, then, because cognition is one, its form too will be one;
there will then be no variegation in a cognition that apprehends blue, yellow,
and the like together. This position is untenable. Just as the simultaneous
affirmation of mutually opposed properties in a single substrate is incoherent,
VR WRR LV WKHLU VLPXOWDQHRXY QHJDWLRQ
QHIJDWLRQ ~ WKH %XGGKLVW ZLOO KDYH WR IRO
by accepting every undesirable possibiitgecoming shameless like a
Digambara adherent.

Refutation of the Objection that Variegatedness
Transcends All Determination

Then variegated cognition would be devoid of all four mutually opposed
propertieg difference, identity, absence of difference, and absence of identity.
37KH YDULHJDWHG” LV LQGHHG D ZRQGURXYV HQW
one nor many. Let us take this miracle to be the meaning of the word
3YDULHIJDWHG ~ 9HU\ ZHOO LI VR ZK\ QRW UHJD
properties? The ground for calling cognition miraculous is equal on both views.
Moreover, the impossibility of each one of the four predications necessarily
entails the opposite predication, because the negation of an impossible
predication is the affirmation of its contrary.

Another Refutation of the Objection

If cognition is truly devoid of all four properties, that is merely another way
of saying that these properties, though different from cognition, are either
known or unknown. It is incorrect to call them unknown, for they are being
known through these very words. If they are admitted to be known, they are
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known without possessing the defining property of knowaliligentity with
cognition. One must then regard a single cognition as many, and a curious kind
of nondualism will result.

But two strange assumptions are already present here: that an object
lacking the defining mark of knowability is nevertheless known, and that its
cognition is neither one nor many. It is therefore more rational to accept a
duality of strange entities. On this admission, both the cognition of many
distinct objects and the unity of that cognition are preserved.

Examination of the View that an Object Is NonDifferent
from Cognition Because It Is llluminated

The argument for identity would then be this: we admit that neither the
internal agent in the form of cognition nor the external object fulfils the
definition of knowability; nevertheless, the illumination of blue, yellow, and the
like cannot be denied, and this alone is what we assert. No. This view
resembles an attempt to save a cow that has already been sold. What, after all,
LV WKLV 3LOOXPLQDWLRQ™ WKDW UHPDLQV ZKROO\
the object does not satisfy the definition of knowability?

W LV QRW 3D UHODWLRQ WR LOOXPLQDWLQJ FR.
have explained that a mere relation, in the absence of any process initiated by
cognition or illumination, cannot determine which cognition knows which
REMHFW 1RU LV LW B3LGHQWLW\ ZLWK LOOXPLQD!
would become many by being identical with its several objects. Therefore, one
who wishes to preserve the illumination of objects must explain their
knowability or else deny their illumination.

Otherwise, the Buddhidt HV SHF LD O O3 whex pré€sérvés the
illumination of internal and external objects even though they utterly fail to
satisfy the definition of knowability resembles a man who, holding a piece of
gold in his hand, tries to tie a knot in the sky in order to keep it safe.

Refutation of the Second Alternative Stated at the
Beginning

The foregoing denial of the knowability of an external object also refutes
the second of the initial alternatives. Merely admitting generic similarity
between an object and cognition does not satisfy the definition of knowability,
because the undesirable consequence remains that, if cognition and object are
generically similar, any object may become the object of any cognition. The
cognition of a pot is generically similar to a tree as well.
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But if the external object is inert, how can it be illuminated or conscious? If
it is illuminated, it must be admitted to be generically similar to cognition. This
difficulty is the same for both the inert and the conscious. According to
philosophers who do not regard cognition as-aelare, cognition illuminates
another thing but not itself. According to those who accept-aseie
cognition, cognition illuminates itself but is inert with respect to another thing
and therefore cannot know it. If one cognition can somehow know another
cognition as well, it can also know an external object; the reason in the
inference would then extend to the counterexample and become inconclusive
through deviation.

Defence of Generic Similarity between the Object and
Cognition

If an external object is regarded as dissimilar to its cognition, does it never
satisfy the definition of knowability, whereas if generic similarity is admitted
their material cause will regularly be the same, so that cognitions having the
forms of blue, yellow, and so forth, though mutually distinct, may be
established as knowing one another as well as themselves? No. In order to
explain the mutual cognition of distinct forms, one must regard either the
common material cause as a specific regulator or the capacity of the causal
complex as a general regulator; otherwise the cognition of a pot would not
remain confined to the pot but could also take a tree as its object.

Once such a regulator must be admitted, that very regulator can just as
easily explain why cognition is confined to a particular object that is dissimilar
to and different from itself. Therefore, the defect previously pointed out
reappears in the reason.

Consideration of the Third Initial Alternative

Then let the third alternatiethat the known object is unreabe
accepted as correct. It is impossible to define the knowable as either different
from or nondifferent from cognition; and if the knowable cannot be defined,
one cannot even rely upon the capacity of the causal complex to determine the
cognitive relation. Inquiry into causes is meaningful only in the case of entities
rationally established, not in the case of irrational entities.

Very well; then we ask: does the impossibility of formulating a definition
of knowability abolish the knowability of the external object, or its reality
itself?
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Refutation of the First Alternative Above

The first alternative is unacceptable. The existence of an object manifestly
perceived cannot be denied merely because its definition has not been settled.
The uncertainty of a definition may also arise from the complexity or subtlety
of what is to be defined. If knowable external objects were not actually known,
it would be rational to deny knowledge of them; but they are clearly known.

Refutation of the Second Alternative

The second alternative is also unacceptable. The impossibility of defining
the knowable would establish its unreality only if thpossibility of definition
were invariably connected with unreality itself. But if definition is impossible
whether the knowable is real or unreal, why are you especially attached to
unreality? If it is said that unreality itself is the definition of the knowable, we
ask: why not reality? If reality is a defective definition, so is unreality.

Formulation and Refutation of Another Definition of
Knowability

/HW WKH GHILQLWLRQ RI NQRZDELOLW\ WKHQ E
DFWLYLW\ SURGXFHG E\ FRIJQLWLRQ =~ 9HU\ ZHOO
determined that one particular practical activity is produced by one particular
cognition and not by another? If it is held that a particular causal complex
produces only a particular cognition and no other cognition, this is possible in
the case of a real object, not an unreal one. This is the distinctive character of
practical activity. When a real object is known, desire arises; desire produces
effort, effort produces action, and action leads to the attainment of the real
object. An unreal object cannot be attained, and therefore no such sequence
occurs in relation to it. If it is attained, it is not unreal.

If practical activity itself is false, the definition of knowability collapses,
because the very practical activity upon which the definition is based is unreal.

The Extreme Proposal and Its Refutation

Let the world then be regarded as wholly inconceivable, because it is
knowable as neither different from nor identical with cognition. Very well;
does this mean the denial of all true knowledge concerning the world, or does it
lead to nihilism? The first alternative is impossible. The denial of all true
knowledge is itself a truth, and because it is included among the things denied,
it cannot be regarded as indestructible or incapable of denial. If this truth is
incapable of denial, then other truths concerning the reality of the self or
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Brahman will likewise be incapable of denial. Moreover, if all cognition or
thought is to be denied, there is no point whatever in undertaking any inquiry or
cognitive effort.

Defence and Refutation of the Extreme Proposal Above

Nor can it be said that this Buddhist exercise of thought merely produces an
unregulated activity, for no satisfaction is obtained by tastingtmgtiness of
space; an inquiry whose supposed result is absolute nothingness yields no
fulfilment. Nor does it free one from suffering: one feels no warmth by
embracing a nonexistent flame. The total eradication of all activity is not the
result of inquiry either. Even if a person becomes wholly inactive, the
sufferings that befall him are not removed merely because he does nothing.

It cannot be said that suffering and distress also fail to withstand rational
examination and therefore, being unreal, need not be removed. If a person has
no undesirable condition worthy of removal, he has no justification for
engaging in inquiry in the first place.

Does all inquiry yield only the conclusion that nothing beyond ordinary
experience is real? No. Even without inquiry every person readily accepts
conclusions of this kind; the uneducated too possess such a notion. Nor can
inquiry be expected merely to turn one away from actions such as sacrifice and
killing, which are held respectively to produce the imaginary fruits of heaven
and hell. If inquiry turns one away from heaven and hell, then, by generating
the conviction that everything is false or irrational, it can also turn one away
from the desired goals of this life. Otherworldly and worldly goals stand on the
same footing.

Are worldly goals observed, whereas otherworldly goals are not? If
SREVHUYHG” PHDQV NQRZQ ERWK DUH HTXDOO\
the senses, then no one in this world could act toward anything known by
inference or another negperceptual means. Are the imperceptible but known
things of this world perceived earlier or later? Yes; and so are otherworldly
things. Otherworldly and worldly pleasures and pains are alike in nature and are
therefore equally capable of being perceived.

.,V WKHUH D QDWXUDO LQGLIIHUHQFH LQ SH
pleasures? This does not establish the necessity of inquiry; even without inquiry
people may naturally be disinclined toward otherworldly things. Nor is it the
case that inquiry merely intensifies this disinclination, for it can also produce
aversion toward worldly activities.
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Conclusion of the Discussion

The Buddhist strategy of debate resembles the-kmelvn inference of a
\RXQJ PRQNH\ +HDULQJ RI WKH SURZHVV RI +DQX
fired by rivalry and made a mighty leap to cross the ocean. After jumping some
GLVWDQFH LW IHOO LQWR WKH VHD DQG GHFODUEF
RQH FDQ FURVV LW WKH WDOH LQ WKH 5—P—\D
assertion above is equally pointless. The conclusion that the world is
inconceivable because it cannot be known or defined is something an ordinary
person knows without inquiry; therefore an inquiry that yields such a
conclusion is futile.

Is it not proper to undertake inquiry even if it bears no fruit? No. It is
possible that the inquiry has reached such a conclusion only because of the
%XGGKLVWYV ODFN RI VNLOO $ SHUVRQ EOLQG 1IU
object, but ordinary people do not on that account regard blue objects as
unknowable or indefinable.

Examination and Refutation of the Second Alternative
Above

Let emptiness then be the state of supreme peace and bliss. No. If
emptiness has not been established, how can it be said that the world has
dissolved into emptiness? It is easy to make such an irresponsible assertion on
any occasion. If emptiness is established by a proof different from itself, that
proof too must be admitted as real, and the definition of knowability must
necessarily be satisfied in its case.

If this other proof is not different from intellect or cognition, there will be
no difference between the world and emptiness, since both are objects of
cognition. How, then, can there be emptiness while the world remains
unrefuted? Nor can the proof be different from cognition; if it requires a proof
different from itself in order to establish itself, an infinite regress follows. An
unestablished proof cannot establish emptiness. If you regard the emptiness of
the world as seléstablished or selfiminous, you have arrived upon the path
RI 9HG—QWD

([SRVLWLRQ RI WKH 9HG—QWLF 9LHZ

7KH 9HG—QWLQ QRZ SUHVHQWY KLV RZQ YLHZ
appears close. The ultimate reality, being-ssethblished, is of the nature of
experience. Because the world is unreal and empty, reality is not delimited by
any temporal boundary and is therefore eternal. For the same reason it is
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unrestricted by spatial boundaries and is thereforpeailasive. Again, for the

same reason it is devoid of every characteristic and hence cannot be
apprehended by thought; all thought operates through the relation of qualifier
and qualified, whereas ultimate reality transcends that relation. For the same
reason there is no difference within it, and it therefore transcends all difference
or duality. Because the world is wholly unreal, duality is impossible. Since
nothing different from it exists, it has no counterpositive and is therefore
positive in nature. Nevertheless, in contrast to the irrationally supposed reality
RI WKH ZRUOG LW LV VRPHWLPHY FDOOHG 3HPSV\

What relation, then, does pure experience, understood as the exclusion of
the world, bear to the world if the relation of knower and known is not
admitted? Surely the world is not unknowable. The reply is that in reality there
is no relation; but through error a knowdenown relation appears between
WKHP UHVHPEOLQJ WKH UHODWLRQ RI VXEVWUI
admit such a relation between space and the ground of the celestial world. The
RQO\ GLITHUHQFH LQ 9HG— QWD LV WKDW WKH UFL

Ignorance itself is illusorily transformed into the various objects that serve
as the objects of distinct practical dealings. Experience too appears manifold
because it is qualified by different limiting adjuncts superimposed by
ignorance. This manifold appearance resembles the division of one all
pervasive space into many parts by a pot, a hollow in a tree, a hut, and the
countless objects experienced in a dream. But let this web of words end here;
the seller of ginger has no need to worry about the boat.

Statement of the Logical Conclusion

For the reasons already stateW HWWLQJ DVLGH WKH 9HG-
emptines$ the reality of both conceptual and Roonceptual experience must
be admitted; consequently, the acceptance of an object distinct from experience
is unavoidable. Once the object is established, there must be some definition or
determinant of objecthood.

If the external object is not denied and its cognition is regarded as
impermanent, the determinant may be regarded as a property of cognition or as
a property common to cognition and the external object. If external reality is
denied, the determinant will be a property of cognition alone. If cognition is
UHJDUGHG DV HWHUQDOO\ UHDO DV LQ 9HG—QV
property of the knowable object alone.

What is to be defined here is the cognitive relation. This relation is an
intrinsic nature of a real cognitiegnWKH SURSHUW\ RI 3SEHLQJ I
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SDUWLFXODU REMHFW ~ %HFDXVH LW LV D QDWXU|
cause beyond the causes of cognition itself. And because its nature consists in
being related to one particular object, it does not establish a relation with any
other object.

'"HIHQFH Rl WWH®HLIHALIND $FFRXQW RI WKH
Relation

The question may be asked: what is the effect of this cognitive relation?
The answer is: outwardly, it initiates practical activity concerning the relation
between cognition and its object; inwardly, it manifests cognition. If it is
further asked why cognition is such as to induce practical activity, the answer is
that the causal complex producing cognition has the capacity to confer such
causal efficacy upon it. This answer is analogous to the answer given when one
asks about the causality of a cause with respect to its effect.

If this answer is wrong and a cause is held to produce some additional
assistance in the effect, that assistance, being itself an effect, would require a
second assistance within it, and that a third, yielding an infinite series of
assistances. If an assistance produced by the cause is not required for the effect,
why does any cause not produce any effect whatsoever? The answer is that a
particular cause produces only a particular effect. Admit in the same way that a
cognition knows only a particular object.

:KDW LV WKH PHDQLQJ RI 3NQRZLQJ" RU 3PDNLQJ
WKH PHDQLQJ RI 3SURGXFLQJ" PXVW OLNHZLVH EH
an effect into existence. Very well; in that case, the arising of cognition as a
cognition of a particular object is precisely its knowing that object. Likewise,
with respect to the assistance supposedly produced in anZeffedh the case
of cognition2 there is no assistance over and above the arising of the effect
itself.

Objection to the Defence and Its Refutation

If the causeeffect relation too is suspended because of the foregoing
objections, that would be extreme rashness. Things would then be either eternal
or wholly nonexistent. If the cognitive relation is also removed, either cognition
will exist continuously or there will be no cognition at all; one of these two will
become the ultimate reality.

Can the causal relation not be merely conceptual? Then the cognitive
relation may likewise be conceptual. If there is a powerful proof against the
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reality of the knowable object and the effect, let both relations be regarded as
conceptual; otherwise let both be real. These are the only two alternatives.

5SHIXWDWLRQ RI WKH 6—ANK\D DQG 5HO
the Substrate of the Cognitive Relation

The true situation is this. In the Buddhist view, the cognitive relation
cannot qualify both cognition and its object. Permanent, whether real or unreal,
objects also appear in cognition; if the relation were a property of both,
cognition too would have to be regarded as permanent. Therefore, it is proper to
regard cognition alone as the substrate of the relation.

But if cognition, as a modification of the intellect, is held to be eternal
ZKLOH LWV REMHFW LV PXWDEOH WKHQ DFFRU
FDQQRW EH WKH VXEVWUDWH Rl WKH UHODWLRC(
been rationally refuted. Discussion of this matter is impossible unless the
disappearance of the earlier object and the appearance of the later object are
DGPLWWHG DQG WKDW LV RSSRVHG WR WKH 6—/

Momentary cognition too cannot be the substrate of the relation if the
knowable object is unrealfor no relation can be established with the urteal
and if cognition has no form of its own for it to apprehend. Nor can blue,
yellow, and the like be held to be superimposed upon cognition, because, being
unreal, they are not available even for superimposition.

Objection to the Refutation and Reply

Do unreal, externally imagined objects such as blue and yellow themselves
DSSHDU DV TXDOLI\LQJ FRIQLWLRQ" 1R :KDW G
time and place of cognition; utterly devoid of every characteristic; or merely of
the nature of a particular exclusion?

Under the first alternative, although the object is unreal, space and time
would have to be admitted as real. Under the second, an unreal object, being
devoid of characteristics, cannot qualify cognition. Under the third, if unreal
blue is the exclusion of the ndiue, the notblue will be real. If the noblue
is unreal, its excluder, blue, will be real. If both blue and-lloe are unreal,
neither can qualify any cognition.

Objection to the Reply and Rejoinder

Do blue and the like not qualify cognition precisely in their unreal form?
Very well; then in what other form do they qualify it? In the forms of blue,
yellow, and the like? If so, these forms are different from unreal blue and
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yellow; being different, they will be real. If they are not different, they too
cannot qualify cognition.

Obijection to the Rejoinder and Reply

An objection may be raised: impelled by certain extraordinary latent
impressions, an unreal object appears in cognition and qualifies it. Let this
possibility be admitted. There is no doubt about the causal efficacy of an unreal
appearance; the doubt is how an unreal object devoid of form and
characteristics can itself become a qualification of something else. The
emphasis lies on the fact that blue, yellow, and the like may be devoid of
characteristics in their unmanifest aspect, but in their appearance as blue and
yellow they must possess some characteristic.

Are they called unreal merely because they do not withstand rational
examination? No; that merely restates in other words that blue and yellow are
unreal, because irrationality and possession of characteristics cannot coexist. If
the two are not opposed, it follows that blue and yellow possess some form or
characteristic even though they do not withstand your examination. In that case
your examination itself is defective, since it does not affect even the shadow of
blue and yellow. Only two paths lie before you: either take refuge in the
IHG—QWLF GRFWULQH RI DQ LQGHILQDEOH DSSHD
LOQWHOOHFWXDO TXDJPLUH RI XQUHDO DSSHSHDUDC
9DL HALNDVY DFFHSW WKH UHDOLW\ RI WKH H[WHUC

Brief Statement of the Conclusion

For this reason, no cognitiveelation is possible unless the mutual
differences among knowable objects and their difference from cognition are
DGPLWWHG ,I| WKHVH GLIIHUHQFHY DUH GHQLHG
be accepted. Otherwise, the world must be admitted as real and irrefutable. In
neither case is there any place for the Buddhist view.

Explanation of the SelfContradictory Character of the
Buddhist View

With regard to the inquiry that is held to ground the view that the world is
unreal, inexplicable by rational examination, or indeterminate by proof, one
may ask: what, after all, is this inquiry, and what is its nature? The answer may
be that a proof supported by a negative reductio is the proper object of rational
inquiry. But if the proof itself does not withstand rational examination, what
use is such proof, which resembles the conjecture of an uncultivated person?
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A fool saw an elephant at the gate of a royal palace and began to speculate:
3,V WKLV GDUNQHVY VZDOORZLQJ UDGLVKHV" 2
showers lightning? Or is it a kinsman, since the teacher has said that one who
accompanies us as far as the palace gate or the cremation ground is a kinsman
2U LV LW WKH VKDGRZ Rl VRPHWKLQJ VWDQGLQJ
RZQ IDQWDVLHYV 3 W LV QRW GDUNQHVV IRU (
winnowing-basketlike ears; it is not a cloud, for a cloud does not have four
pillars; it is not a kinsman, for a kinsman does not swing a great club; it is not a
shadow, for a shadow does not swallow hundreds of human heads; therefore it
LV QRWKLQJ DW DOO °

Would such conjecture and its cancellation abolish the reality of the
HOHSKDQW" 2U VKRXOG DQRWKHU IRRO ZKR VD
as more trustworthy? If the nature of the world can be determined through
rational examination, the doctrines of its unreality and the like stand refuted by
themselves; there is no need to await replies to them.

Defence and Refutation of Buddhist Inquiry

The Buddhist may say that a syllogism establishing irrationality may itself
accord with common reason; the irrationality thereby established would then
escape the defect stated above. Yes; but the soundness of the auxiliary causa
complex of the proof must likewise accord with the rules of common reason.
Once those rules are broken, the resulting inquiry becomes nothing more than
the arbitrary utterance of words.

In general, only a sentence whose component words are connected by
expectancy, semantic fitness, and proximity; which is unambiguous; whose
meaning is not contradicted by another means of knowledge; which is free from
FROQWUDGLFWLRQ ZLWK WKH VSHDNHUfYYV RZQ ZR
does not necessarily entail a view opposed to its own meaning, can be an
LQVWUXPHQW RI YHUEDO NQRZOHGJH $Q H[DPS
sentence lacking these conditions is not an instrument of true verbal cognition.
7KH IROORZLQJ VHQWHQFHYV IDLO WR VDWLVI\ !
IDLU” 37KH UHVHUYRLU ILOOHG ZLWK ZDWHU k
'HYDGDWWD KDV ILUH" 3$ ZKLWH ZRRGHQ HOH
KRUQV"™ 30\ PRWKHU LV EDUUHQ" 3, DP PXWH’
HOHSKDQW HQWHULQJ P\ HDU WUXPSHWY DQG VI
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The Purpose of a Syllogism

The purpose of a syllogism, or of any of its members, is establishment and
refutation. Establishment is accomplished by a reason possessing the five
characteristics that secure the invariable concomitance between reason and
SUREDQGXP DQG WKH SUHVHQFH RI WKH UHDVRQ
FRQWLQXRXY FROXPQ RI VPRNH LV ULVLQJ IURP
SUREDQGXP 37KHUH LV ILUH KHUH ’réaédd foRthatD UH V|
probandum.

The auxiliary of a valid reason is a negative reductio. Its nature consists in
showing an undesirable consequence based on the invariable concomitance
between the absence of the probandum and the absence of the reason. An
undesirable consequence is of two kinds: abandonment of something validly
HYWDEOLVKHG RU DFFHSWDQFH RI VRPHWKLQJ FI
did not relieve the pain of thirst, it would not be drunk; if it produced burning in
DQRWKHU ERG\ LW ZRXOG SURGXFH EXUQLQJ LQ P
Its opposite 3,1 ZDWHU GLG QRW UHOLHYH WKLUVW LW
LI LW FDXVHG EXUQLQJ LQ DQRWKHUYV ERB\ LW Z
a defective argument.

A defect capable of refutation is one that does not entail a conclusion
opposed to its own assertion, is invariably connected with the refutation of the
opposing reason, and is already established. In the inference of fire on a
PRXQWDLQ B3*H[LVWHQFH" LV QRW D YDOLG UHDV|
therefore deviation is an appropriate defect to charge against it. A defect that
does not satisfy these conditions does not refute anything. For example, the
VWDWHPHQW 37KLV VPRNH GRHV QRW HVWDEOL"
concerning an utterly unknowable condition that determines its invariable
concomitance; or because it possesses existence and is opposed to the presence
RI Il LUH LQ LWV VXEVWUDWH" GRHV QRW UHIXWH W

Perception, testimony, and the other means of knowledge also produce
inquiry only as auxiliaries to inference, because they operate with the aid of
reductio and necessary relation. Therefore, the same explanation applies to
them as well.

Conclusion of the Foregoing Discussion

Such are the established general rules and practices. If the Buddhists
proceeded by the proper method of proof, their doctrine could never arise at all.
,Q QHIDWLYH WKHVHV VXFK DV 31RWKLQJ H[LVWYV
DIJHQW ~ 31RWKLQJ LV UDWLRQDO "~ 31RWKLQJ LV W
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SKLORVRSK\ "~ DQG 37KHUtbntradiofioR i<IRfEWY 10 bviH. ~ V +
If a doctrine is maintained, that doctrine itself cannot occur; if it occurs, it is not
real, produces no result, is not rational, its cognition has no object, its result is
no doctrine, and its meaning is no tenet. Affirming these theses yields precisely
such undesirable consequences.

Objection to the Foregoing Conclusion and Its Refutation

7TKH % XGGKLVWY PD\ VD\ 3:H DFFHSW DOO WKt
mere acceptance does not removeaatitradiction. If nothing exists, how can
the meaning of the thesis be known, when the thesis itself is included among
the things it negates? If the thesis is not included among the things negated,
how is it rational? If the thesis is irrational, how can its meaning be rational? It
resembles a female serpent that bites itself with its own venom and falls
unconscious.

Defence of the Objection and Its Refutation

Can the foregoing defect not be removed by restricting the negation in the
WKHVLV ZLWK WKHDDADNLILIHURDEY EXW ZKDW
rational inquiry, or a transcendence of ordinary practice? The first alternative
has already been refuted. If inquiry itself, being in the form of the thesis, is real,
WKH WKHVLV 31RWKLQJ LV UHDO" LV UHIXWHG
mongoose killed by its own offspring, the inquiry will be destroyed by its own
result.

The same selfontradiction occurs under the second alternative, like an
object outrunning its own shadow. If ordinary practice is transcended, no
determinate inquiry is possible; if determinate inquiry exists, ordinary practice
has not been transcended.

Further Development of the Foregoing Refutation

In these theses, whether the counterpositive of the negation is real or
unreal, contradiction follows. If it is real, it cannot be wholly negated; if it is
unreal, its negation is impossible because the counterpositive does not exist.

Is mere general cognition of the thing denied sufficient for its negation,
without requiring its reality? Yes; but then the existence of the thing denied has
already been established. Nothing is established in any other way. Is general
cognition or practical usage never indefeaslieat is, can it be falsified? It
may be falsified in one context but not in another: cognition of silver in nacre is
sublated, whereas cognition of real silver is true.
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Is general cognition sublated everywhere because nothing is real? Then we
ask: is that cognition sublated by another valid cognition which depends upon
the first cognition for its own validity, by one that does not so depend, or by a
false cognition? The first is impossible: an inference that a thing is not cold
does not ordinarily sublate the perception of its heat, because without
knowledge of heat its contrary or absence cannot be known. The second
alternative is impossible, for without cognition of the counterpositive there can
be no valid opposing cognition of its negation. Under the third alternative,
because the sublating cognition is itself false, the original thesis may sublate the
supposed sublater instead of being sublated by it. The Buddhist began the
discussion by proving the falsity of everything through valid cognition, but
ended by accepting universal sublation through false cognition.

Completion of the Refutation

The foregoing sublation through invalid cognition has not been properly
GHIHQGHG HLWKHU :KDW LV 3IDOVH FRJIJQLWLRQ
perception, or merely some undesirable consequence? If the first, the Buddhist
must admit perception to be true; and since there is no perception that negates
the world, the doctrine remains unestablished. If the second, ordinary practice
is violated, because a merely undesirable possibility does not make anything
IDOVH ORUHRYHU DQ RSSRQHQW PD\ VLPSO\ UH
undesirable consequence and oppose it.

Refutation of the Reasons in Negatioi®Oriented Inferences

The foregoing refutation also disposes of the various reasons employed in
many negatioforiented inferences. Those inferences and their reasons are as
IROORZV 31RWKLQJ H[LVWYV EHFDXVH LW LV NQR.
URSH™ 31RWKLQJ LV WUXH EHFDXVH LW LV FRJQL'
VQDNH LQ D URSH" 31RWKLQJ LV DQ DJHQW RU D
KDUHYVY KRUQ"™ 31RWKLQJ LV UDWLRQDO EHFDXVH
UHIOHFWHG LQ D PLUURU® 31R REMHFW RI FRJQL
LPDJLQHG OLNH D GUHDP" 37KHUH LV QR DFW FD
object to be seen, the act of seeing also cannot exist, just as cutting is
LPSRVVLEOH ZKHQ WKHUH LV QRWKLQJ WR EH FXW
every secalled doctrine is opposed by another doctrine, just as drying heat and
ZHWWLQJ ZDWHU DUH PXWXDOO\ RSSRVHG °

The reasons in all these inferences necessarily entail a conclusion opposite
to the very conclusion they seek to prove; at the same time, they presuppose the
truth of the opponent whom their assertions deny. The reasons in the first and
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second inferences are deviant, because the inferences produced by them are
WKHPVHOYHYV 3VRPHWKLQJ" DQG DUH WKHPVHOY
nothing, the reason would be fruitless. The third and fourth reasons are
unestablished, because the reality and determinate nature of things have already
been established. The fifth reason is deviant like the first and second, because
the inference it produces has its own objetite inferred entity. The sixth
reason is unestablished, setntradictory, and deviant: the active character of
seeing has already been established; cognitivity is itself the act of cognition or
VHHLQJ DQG WKH YLHZ 37KHUH LV QR SKLORV
seventh reason too is unestablished and deviant. There is no contradiction in
accepting one doctrine, because the opposed doctrine may be regarded as
invalid; moreover, the denial of all doctrines is itself a doctrine. Finally, since
things are real, all these inferences also suffer from the absence of the
probandum in the subject.

Refutation of All the Examples Given in the Inferences

Because of the foregoing criticism, the examples given in these inferences
also become unacceptable. They are: a snake appearing in a rope, drearmn
FRIQLWLRQ D KDUHYV KRUQ D IDFH UHIOHFWEF
nothing to be cut, drying fire and wetting water, and so forth. The very grounds
by which we know the unreality of the snake in the rope, the falsity of the
FRIQLWLRQ RI WKH VQDNH WKH LQDFWLYLW\ R
face reflected in a mirror, the objectlessness of dream cognition, and the
impossibility of cutting when there is nothing to be cut also make known the
reality of the rope, the truth of the cognition that distinguishes the rope from the
shake, the causal efficacy of the cow with respect to horns and of the hare with
respect to ears, the true nature of the mirror, the possession of objects by
cognitions different from dreams, the reality of the cut object whenever cutting
occurs, and the reality of the object of cognition.

Were this not so, every example would be devoid of the probahdum
unreality, falsity, and so forthfor if reality exists nowhere, unreality too
cannot exist. In the final example above, the reason itself is absent. The mutual
opposition of doctrines has the form of mutual absence, whereas the opposition
of fire and water has the form of the relation between destroyer and destroyed.
7KH PHUHO\ VXSHUILFLDO VLPLODULW\ RI WKH Z
cannot establish the inference above.
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The Buddhist Argument Refuting the Reality of a Whole

Let there then be a debate in which the Buddhist and his opponent point out
GHIHFWV LQ HDFK RWKHUfV YLHZV 9HU\ ZHOO OH
7R UHIXWH WKH RSSRQHQWYV YLHZ WKH %XGGKL"
called real cannot be gross in size, because then incompatible properties would
not be absent from it. Nor can it be minute in size, because then it would appear
only as minute. It cannot be independent of another, because then it would be
eternal. Nor can it be dependent upon another, because then it would be neither
real nor unreal: if real and dependent, its cause could not produce it because it
would already exist; and if unreal, no cause could ever bring it into existence. It
cannot be one, because then it would not appear in many forms like the
collection of a substance and its many qualities. Nor can it be many, because
then its nature would appear fragmented and manifold. It cannot be all
pervasive, because then it would be motionless. Nor can it bperoasive,
because then it could not be known as #ahke same thing cannot be both
HILVWHQW DQG QRQH[LVWHQW DW WKH VDPH WLPH

These arguments contain such defects as mutual contradiction, absence of
the invariable concomitance required for a reductio in the form of reversal of
the consequence, treating an acceptable consequence as a defect, supporting the
RSSRQHQWIVY FRQWUDU\ YLHZ DQG DEVHQFH RI W
for inference. These defects will now be examined in detail.

Explanation of the Defects in the Foregoing Arguments

-XVW DV RI WKH WZR PXWXDOO\ FRQWUDGLFWR
IURP WKLV PRXQWDLQ EHFDXVH WKHQ ILUH ZRXOG
WKLY PRXQWDLQ EHFDXVH WKHQ LW ZRXOG DSSHI
true together and one must therefore be defective, so too the mutually
contradictory arguments here cannot all be valid together. The affirmation of
grossness is nothing other than the negation of minuteness, and the affirmation
of minuteness is nothing other than the negation of grossness. Moreover, the
invariable concomitance between the absence of the consequence and the
absence of the prima facie positbthe basis of an argument by reversal of the
consequence has not been established. If that concomitance were admitted as
established, the reality of the concomitant terms and their substrates would also
EH HVWDEOLVKHG WKH ILQDO FRQFOXVLRQ 31RWt
true, and the dispute would end.

The consequence shown by the first inference while denying grossness is
DFFHSWDEOH WR XWIRBAMWKMH MMGMD :H DGPLW Wi
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mutually incompatible properties in a whole known in both determinate and
indeterminate forms; this will be explained later. The second thesis also
supports our own position: the negation of minuteness produces cognition of
grossness, and the usage of a word for a thing in the form in which it appears is
invariably connected with its appearing in that form. The same holds of the
third thesis. The negation of independence in a thing produces cognition of its
dependence; at the same time, the affirmation of independence is invariably
connected with the affirmation of eternality.

The consequence stated in the fourth argument is unestablished. Since
reality and unreality are mutually opposed, their joint negation is just as
impossible as their joint affirmation. The fifth thesis is wholly acceptable to the
I\—¥®DL HALND SRVLWLRQ ,Q D WKLQJ UHJDUGH
produces cognition of plurality, and the practice of speaking of a thing in many
forms is invariably connected with its appearing in many forms. The sixth
thesis too is acceptable to us.

Objection to the Reality of Difference

The foregoing argument stated that if a whole is many, difference would be
established as the very nature of the thing. Against this, the Buddhists say that
the reality of difference cannot be established at all. What, after all, is this
GLITHUHQFH" ,V LW WKH WKLQJYV RZQ QDWXUH
property distinct from the thing?

The first alternative is impossible. If a thing and its own nature are one and
WKH VDPH WKH VHQWHQFH 37KH SRW LV GLIIHUF
The second alternative is also impossible, because cognition of difference
would then depend upon itself. Mutual absence cannot be known unless the
counterpositive object has already been determined or known; but knowing the
counterpositive as different from the difference is itself cognition of difference.
The third alternative likewise produces an infinite regress. If difference is a
property residing in a distinct thing and itself different from that thing, then,
because it is different from its own object, it cannot make that object different;
and if it is identical with the thing, a second property of difference must be
admitted in order to establish its own difference. Thus an infinite series begins.
How, then, can difference ever be established?

Objection to the Critique of Difference

Does this mean that cognition of difference never occurs? Or does
cognition of difference occur but is eternal? Or is it momentary but causeless?
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Or is it caused but objectless? Or does it have an object, but one that can be
sublated?

The first alternative is selfontradictory in every respect and deserves no
answer. The second conflicts with the state of dreamless sleep devoid of
cognition and should therefore be abandoned. The third contradicts experience
and is unacceptable. The fourth is to be rejected for the very reason that the
H[SUHVVLRQ 3FRJQLWLRQ RI GLIIHUHQFH ™ LWVHOI
whether difference actually exists or not. As for the fifth alternative, let us
consider whether its object is one of the three just mentibiige nature of the
object that is the substrate of difference, mutual absence, or a distinct property
residing in the substrateor something different from all three. If its object is
different from all three, how can the defects stated above affect the fifth
alternative? To suppose so would be an injustice like arresting a holy man for a
WKLHITV FULPH

Defence of the First Account of Difference

If the object of cognition of difference is one of the thedrnatives
above, and if a property distinct from the object that is the substrate of
difference is regarded as the nature of difference, we need not accept an infinite
series of another property of that property and yet another property of that one.
But there is no need to abandon the original property of difference. An infinite
regress does not refute the first admission of a property; it merely prevents the
admission of an endless chain of propefigsst as one fragrance does not
require the admission of a second fragrance within it.

Defence of the Second Account of Difference

If the object of cognition of difference is mutual absence, the defect of
depending upon itself may be raised here as well. But that defect would oppose
the arising of cognition of difference, whereas such cognition is actually
observed to arise. It must therefore be admitted that the cause producing it is
something different from it. The fact that cognition of difference is not its own
cause does not entail that it never arises.

It may be said here that this cognition is a product of ignorance and
therefore requires no other cause. But merely calling it a product of ignorance
does not remove the defect of sadfpendence. If it did, ordinary things such as
pots and cloths too, being products of ignorance, would be regarded as arising
by themselves and would require no causes such as a potter. It may further be
said: if cognition of difference is regarded as its own cause, the defect-of self
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dependence arises; therefore its cause must be something else, but because th
FDXVH FDQQRW EH FOHDUO\ GHILQHG LW LV
intended, our dispute is merely about a name: what we call the cause of
cognition, you call ignorance.

In fact, this cause can be clearly defined. When the substrate of a negation
is not cognized as its counterpositive, and the counterpositive is not
remembered as the nature of the substrate of the negation, cognition of the
mutual difference between the counterpositive and the substrate of negation
arises. In this way the cause of cognition of difference can be determined.

Defence of the Third Account of Difference

,/ D WKLQJTV RZQ QDWXUH LV UHJDUGHG DV W
the ccUHIHUHQWLDO XVH RI WKH ZRUG 3GLIITHUHQW
may be abandoned as grammatically unnatural. But this linguistic difficulty
provides no reason to abandon the reality of difference.

Isthe ccUHIHUHQWLDO XVH RI WKH ZRUG 3GLIIHU
object never accepted? It is accepted, but only in a special context; it is not
natural everyday usage. No sensible person, when asking for a pot or directing
VRPHRQH WR ORRN DW D FORWK XVHV WKH ZF
UHIHUHQWLDO VHQWHQFH 3% SRW LV D MDU" PD
GRHV QRW XQGHUVWDQG WKDW WKH ZRUGV 3SR
VHQWHQFH 37KH SRW LV GLIITHUHQW  PD\ EH XW
QRW XQGHUVWDQG WKH SRWTV GLVWLQFWLYH QI

The Final View Concerning Difference

Although all three conceptions of difference have been defended, what is
the final truth? The answer is that all three forms are valid according to the
QDWXUH RI WKH WKLQJ )RU H[DPSOH LQ WKH F
WKH SRW ~ WKH FORWK DSSHDUV QRW WR EH WK
than the pot, and appears to possess a generic property that is absent from the
SRW 7KHVH DUH UHVSHFWLYHO\ GLIIHUHQFH L
absence, and difference in the form of a distinct property.

Of these three, only the first form occurs in the category of absence,
because no further absence or property such as a universal can be admitted tc
reside in an absence. In the three categories of réalitwersal, particularity,
and inherence the first two forms of difference are available; because no other
property resides in them, the third form does not occur. In the three categories
of substance, quality, and action, all three forms of difference apply. Thus one
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VD\V 37KLV LV FORWK QRW D SRW DQG WKLV LV I
LV VPHOO QRW FRORXU DQG LW LV IUDJUDQW ~ 3
DQG LW LV REOLTXH PRWLRQ °

'LITHUHQFH DV LQWULQVLF QDWXUH LV GHILQHG
form and not in another form. Mutual absence is defined as being the object of
an indefeasible negative cognition produced by a negative expression used co
referentially with the word denoting the substrate of negation. Difference or
opposition grounded in nature is defined as incompatibility of natuttest is,
the inability of two mutually opposed properties to coexist. All forms of
difference should be understood in this manner.

Defence of the Seventh Thesis

The seventh thesis above is wholly acceptable. The denial of all
pervasiveness in a whole produces cognition of its limited extension; moreover,
all-pervasiveness is invariably connected with immaobility.

Partial Acceptance of the Eighth Thesis

7KH HLJKWK WKHVLV LV DFFHSWDEOH ZLWK WKH
property is predicated of one substrate precisely because it is not predicated of
another, and in this sense it is notmdrvasive. But can it be said that the
property is nowhere predicable? No. There is no basis of invariable
concomitance for such an assertion; on the contrary, limited existence and
universal norpredicability are opposed. There is no concomitance such that
SZKDWHYHWUHUW QWRIQYH LV QRZKHUH-getvadi@lmieBn sOH ~ 7
to exist in some places, whereas according to the Buddhist, to be nowhere
predicable means to be nonexistent everywhere. These two are in fact mutually
opposed.

Objection to the Foregoing and Its Refutation

But how can a thing that is by nature affirmable also be negatable? The
answer is that what is opposed to affirmability is a negative property, not being
the object or counterpositive of a negation. But how is the negation of an
existent thing possible? There is no defect in admitting it. Would this not make
existence and nonexistence mutually compatible? No. If existence and
nonexistence are viewed with reference to different loci or contexts, no defect
arises. No one accepts both the existence and nonexistence of the same thing in
the same locus and context; therefore the charge of contradiction cannot be
raised against us. In this manner, the apparent opposition of existence and
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nonexistence in certain situations can be removed by viewing them with
reference to different temporal loci.

Another Objection to the Reality of a Whole and Its
Refutation

Let the reality of a whole then be refuted by the objection based upon the
simultaneous presence of mutually opposed properties such as knowledge and
ignorance. No; opposition is not established here. The fact is that there is no
experience in which an object known by a particular person at a particular place
and time remains unknown to that very person at the same place and time. Nor
does anyone maintain such a view. But is it not the case that one part of an
object is known while another part remains unknown? Yes. This means only
that while the whole object is known, some of its parts are known and others
remain unknown. Such a statement follows the common linguistic practice of
transferring an affirmation or negation made with respect to the substantive
onto its qualifiers. In reality, knowledge and ignorance are properties of the
parts; but the Buddhist transfers them to the whole and presents the foregoing
undesirable consequence.

A Second Objection to the Reality of a Whole and Its
Refutation

The same answer also resolves the alleged contradiction that one part of a
whole is covered while another is uncovered. Yet the question remains: when
some of its parts are covered, why does the entire grossly extended whole not
appear exactly as it does when no part is covered? The answer is that such &
possibility cannot be admitted at all. The particular dimension of a limited part
is different from the dimension of the whole, and the causal conditions
producing cognition of that limited dimension are also specific. When those
causal conditions are absent, the limited dimension is not known even though
the whole is cognized.

A Third Objection to the Reality of a Whole and Its
Refutation

Since the coexistence of mutually opposed properties in a whole has been
shown to be unestablished, the simultaneous presence of motion and rest in that
same object is also unestablished. When, because of a difference in causal
conditions, motion arises only in certain particular parts of the entire object, the
whole as a whole remains at rest. But if so, will the moving and stationary parts
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not become separated from one another? When their conjunction is destroyed,
will the entire whole not also be destroyed? Let it be so. But is this not contrary

to your original view? No; in some situations we accept such a result. Then you
must accept it in every situation. Let us accept that; but how does it affect the
reality of the whole? We do not hold that every motion of a part necessarily
produces a disjunction opposed to the conjunction by which the whole is
constituted. Only when certain specific causes operate does a particular kind of
PRWLRQ SURGXFH WKH GLVMXQFWLRQ WKDW EH
destruction.

Objection to the Foregoing Answer and Its Refutation

This same answer refutes the following argument: if the palm moves, the
atoms constituting the palm also move. Consequently, those atoms will become
separated from the stationary arm and its atoms. Then, according to the rule that
whatever acquires conjunction or disjunction from something also acquires
conjunction or disjunction with the whole produced from that thing, the arm
and palm will become separated from each other. When their conjunction is
GHVWUR\HG WKH HQWLUH ERG\ ZLOO EH GHVWUF
atoms does not necessarily produce disjunction between the arm and those
atoms. Is not failure to produce disjunction contrary to the nature of motion,
since motion is held to be a cause of disjunction? No. The nature of motion is
established by its producing disjunction from regions of space traversed by the
moving limb. A similar situation is observed in motion produced by impact.
Why, however, do motions differ in this way? Because it has already been
stated that the causes producing a motion destructive of an effect are specific.

But if the whole can remain at rest even while its parts move, then the
whole will be neither conjoined with nor disjoined from those regions of space
with which its parts become conjoined or disjoined. No. The conjunction and
disjunction of the produced whole arise from the conjunctions and disjunctions
of its parts. To understand the nature of this process properly, one must study
WKH 9DL HALND GRFWULQH %XW DFFRUGLQJ WR
which the whole rests are moving, the whole should appear stationary. Yes; this
is not unacceptable to us. When only the hand trembles, the entire body is not
observed to tremble.
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Minor Objections to the Foregoing View and Their
Refutation

Or rather, the fact is that when the support in which a stationary object

appears to be located moves, that object too is experienced as if hagimg

the case of a face seen in a mirror or the moon reflected in water. When the
mirror or water moves, the stationary face or moon appears to move. Let us
therefore abandon this pointless dispute here. But if the motion of the support is
superimposed upon the supported object, why does the entire whole not always
appear to move? When the parts on all sides move, the entire object also
appears to move; there is no defect in admitting this. When the parts do not
move, how can the whole appear to move?

But some parts move while others remain at rest; the body supported upon
them should then appear both moving and stationary at once, just as the moon
reflected in water appears both moving and stationary. Yes; this is possible if
there is fragmentation among the supports of the parts. The illusion of two
moons does not arise in one uniformly still reservoir. The same moon appears
moving in flowing water and stationary in still water. But does not the moon
appear in thousands of forms in water? Yes, precisely because the waves break
the uniformity of the water.

Objection to the Foregoing and Its Refutation

Then limbs such as the hand and the body, though mutually conjoined,
should be capable of existing unconjoined, because the body remains at rest
even when the hand moves. No. The Buddhists themselves do not accept the
concomitance that, of two mutually conjoined things, the movement of one
while the other remains at rest establishes their unconjoined existence. How,
then, can they derive an undesirable consequence from this? When a
consequence is raised as a reductio, the underlying concomitance must at leas
be accepted by the opponent. But the-Boddhist side does not accept this
concomitance either.

Is this concomitance not observed in the example of wet cloth and water?
Water dripping from the cloth moves while the cloth remains at rest, and once
separated the two exist unconjoined. Yes; but the opposite is observed in the
example of threads and cloth. Though their motions differ, cloth cannot exist
apart from the threads. Could this conjoined existence be merely illusory and
not actually true? Then why should the unconjoined existence in the example of
cloth and water be accepted as true? If the reason is that cognition of their
unconjoined existence is indefeasible there, no cognition obstructs the
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admission of the conjoined existence of threads and cloth either. Therefore

some other proof opposed to this conjoined existence must be offered. Should
the motion of the parts and the rest of the whole be regarded as opposed to the
conjoined existence of threads and cloth? The reverse may equally be said: the
motion of the parts and the rest of the whole sublate the unconjoined existence
of part and whole.

Objection to the Refutation and Its Refutation

But is not the presence and absence of red colour in different parts of a
ZKROH RSSRVHG WR LWV XQLW\" 1R ,Q VXFK D VL
REMHFW LV UHG” LV LOOXVRU\ VXFK D ZKROH LV C
in different parts of conjunction with the substance that produces red colour and
the absence of that conjunction not be opposed to the nature of the whole? No.

If the whole is regarded as a collection of atoms, the possibility of this
contradiction has already been refuted. But what is the answer in the
9ILMXx—QDY—GLQ YLHZ ZKLFK GRHV QRW DGPLW D\
There too the same answer applies on the basis of the distinct loci determining
redness and neredness. Difference of locus removes the contradiction.

If red and norred are regarded as mutually opposed even when residing in
different loci, the invariable concomitance between variegation and the
coexistence of these two opposed properties cannot be established, because
conjunction and its absence can never coexist. But if that concomitance is
regarded as established, one must accept the coexistence of conjunction and
absence of conjunction without contradiction because of the difference of locus.
Should the reality of conjunction be abandoned because, unlike other things, it
coexists with its opposed absence? No. If this were done, all other things too
would have to be abandoned, because unlike conjunction they do not coexist
with their opposed absences.

Objection to the Foregoing Conclusion and Its Refutation

Let the elimination of all things then be accepted as proper, so that absolute
emptiness may be established. But a thing can be eliminated or rejected only
when some property is established in it that is necessarily incompatible with
every real thing. If a thing possesses a property that excludes unreal things, that
very fact establishes its reality. Moreover, the negation of a thing is impossible
ZLWKRXW FRIQLWLRQ RI WKH WKLQJ QHJDWHG ,V
imagined cognition of it? No; this view has already been refuted. If conjunction
is called unreal and imagined without any reason, any thing whatever may be
FDOOHG XQUHDO LQ WKH VDPH zZD\ 7KH UHDVRQ IF
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does not apply to conjunction, because conjunction is both knowable and
known. If conjunction is regarded as nonexistent merely because it is different
from other things, ignorance of it would depend upon its nonexistence and its
nonexistence upon ignorance of it, producing circularity.

Objection to the Foregoing Refutation and Its Refutation

Can it not be held that, just as recognition of phonemes is explained by
taking the universal property of sound as its real object, so a cognition that
appears to have conjunction as its object may be explained without accepting
the reality of conjunction or its objecthood, and then the unreality of
conjunction may be established from its roagnition? No. If a cognition that
purports to apprehend an object is not assigned an appropriate real object, or if
its experience is not connected with a corresponding property as its object and
is simply declared illusory, an inference directly opposed to such cognition can
be constructed. Someone might then infer that fire is cold despite directly
experiencing its heat. An appropriate object in the form of a universal property
is available for the recognition of phonemes; but there is no other appropriate
object capable of taking the place of conjunction for the cognition of
conjunction.

If this rule for determining the real object of cognition is not accepted, the
%WXGGKLVWIV RZQ FRIQLWLRQ RI LQYDULDEOH F
the alleged coexistence of mutually opposed properties may likewise be
declared erroneous and explained without accepting any real object for it.
Unless this difficulty is overcome, how can a reductio lacking concomitance
proceed? Therefore, just as with cognitions of other objects, the reality of
conjunction as the object of the cognition of conjunction must be accepted.
Effects such as the production of sound from conjunction and the crushing of
objects establish its reality. There is no ground for regarding this cognition as
illusory.

Another Objection to the Reality of a Whole and Its
Refutation

Let the contradiction then be that the same object is both situated and not
situated in a place. No; this does not satisfy the definition of contradiction.
KHQ DQ REMHFWYV FRQMXQFWLRQ ZLWK RQH S
DQRWKHU SODFH LV GHQLHG KHUH 2QRW EHLQJ
another place. Certainly, being situated and not situated in the very same place
are mutually opposed; but who accepts both together?
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&DQ LW QRW EH VDLG WKDW SHUFHSWLRQ DSS!
with one substrate excludes its conjunction with another substrate, and through
this exclusion manifests a contradiction generated by the denial of conjunction
with the first substrate? This would be so only if perception of an object as
conjoined with one substrate necessarily denied its conjunction with every
other substrate. But in fact it does not. A perception apprehending one object as
conjoined with many thingsif regarded as exclusionatywould either
exclude conjunction with all things, exclude no conjunction, or exclude its own
object. Under none of these alternatives does perception manifest any
contradiction. After all, the Buddhists too admit that one atom is
simultaneously conjoined with many atoms.

Refutation of Another Objection Above

This same answer refutes the objection concerning how a whole resides in
its parts. The existence of a whole in its parts is exactly like the existence of
one atom among other atoms, or its conjunction with them.

The Next Objection

Let the contradiction then consist in the coexistence of different colours in
a multicoloured object. Such an object cannot have one colour, because then it
would not bemulticoloured. Nor can its colours be many, because many
colours cannot reside by inherence in the same ¢hiblhe substrate is one,
the dependent colours too should be one. Moreover, if the colours are many,
they cannot pervade the entire whole, because all the colours are not observed
in every part of the object. Nor can the many colours bepeovasive; if so,
they would become properties residing in the same substrate together with their
own absences. If, despite such a nature, many colours can coexist with their
own absences, the distinction between opposition and-oppasition
disappears. Nor can the whole be utterly colourless, for then its perceptibility
would be endangered.

Refutation of the Objection

If the foregoing contradiction rests upon the assumption that
multicolouredness is an aggregate of many colours, or that many mutually
opposed properties are present in a single colour, so that multicolour cannot be
one, we have no objection to the reasoning. But we do not hold such an
assumption. Multicolouredness is not multiplicity; if it were, a collection of
many white objects would also appear multicoloured. Nor is it the inherence of
mutually opposed qualities in one object, because the mutual opposition of the
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gualities itself makes such inherence impossible. In fact, multicolouredness,
like blueness and the rest, is a special generic property. It appears in a whole
when different kinds of colours occur in its different parts. It does not appear in
a whole all of whose parts have the same colour. For this very reason, a minute
whole composed of three atoms, though in reality multicoloured, is not known
as multicoloured, because its parts are imperceptible.

This answer explains why a whole with a monochrome surface does not
appear multicoloured on that surface. But if the whole itself is multicoloured,
why does it appear white because of a white surface? Because in that situation
the colour of the surface or parts is superimposed upon the entire whole, and
the whole appears to possess that colour. For this same reason, where the
colours of the parts are not visiBlas in a minute whole composed of three
atoms? the colour of the external light is superimposed upon the whole, and it
appears tawny.

Objection to the Foregoing and Its Refutation

If multicolouredness is a special property, why does multicolouredness
appear when many objects of different colours are assembled together, although
no new whole composed of differently coloured parts has arisen there? The
DQVZHU LV WKDW LI 3SPXOWLFRORXUHG" PHDQV
different colours, a collection of separate -gaed pieces of differently
coloured cloth cannot be called multicoloured. But no one will deny the use of
WKH ZRUG *PXOWLFRORXUHG” IRU WKDW FROOHF
RI REMHFWY =~ 7KH ZRUG LV SRO\WHPRXYV

But when objects of different colours are placed near one another without
producing any new object, does cognition of multicolouredness in the first
sense not arise? It does; but its cause is the illusion that a new object of varied
colours has arisen there. This is like the appearance that a new vast magnitude
has arisen when many heaps of grain are placed close together.

A New Obijection to the Reality of a Whole Based on the
Denial of Atoms, and Its Refutation

Let the whole then be abandoned because the atoms from which it would
be composed do not themselves exist. The question is this: when one atom is
conjoined with many other atoms, does it join them through some of its parts or
in its entirety? There is no third alternative. The first is impossible because an
atom is partless; if it had parts, it would no longer be an atom. The second is
also impossible: once it has become wholly conjoined with one atom, it cannot
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be conjoined with another. A thing wholly located in only one place cannot at
the same time be located in another place as well.

Refutation of the Objection

No; this objection is improper. The conjunction of atoms is exactly
analogous to the relation of cognition to its objects. One may ask: does a
cognition that apprehends real or unreal objects, or assumes their forms, do so
in its entirety or through some of its parts? The first alternative is impossible. If
cognition wholly apprehended one object, the same cognition could not assume
the forms of both blue and yellow. A cognition wholly absorbed in the blue
object or blue form cannot also be absorbed in the yellow object or yellow
form. The second alternative too is impossible, because cognition has no parts.

What, then, prevents us from regarding cognition as formless and
objectless? We accept this. Very well; but does this mean that the known object
is false, or that nothing is known? The first alternative will not work. Even if
blue, yellow, and the like are regarded as nonexistent, the question remains how
they are cognized. The whole cognition cannot apprehend blue, because then
yellow and the rest would remain unknown; and no part of cognition can
apprehend it, because cognition has been admitted to be partless. The second
alternative is also impossible. If nothing appears, nothing exists; how, then,
could the very question arise whether an object is wholly or partially present?

Defence of the Objection and Its Refutation

/HW WKH DQVZHU WKHQ EH WKLV 3:kliddl" PHDC(
DQ\WKLQJ RYHU ZKLOH 3SDUW” PHDQV D SRUWL
collection. Cognition is not an aggregate but a unitary entity. How, then, can
the question of partial or total apprehension by cognition be raised? And how
can the assertion that cognition neither apprehends an object nor assumes its
form be maintained? If it is said that no other mode of apprehension can be
conceived, the answer is that cognition apprehends its object through its own
nature. Excellent! This clever member of the fraternity of logicians has at last
stated the truth. Out of mere envy of us he had concealed the correct answer for
so long? and the same answer applies equally to atoms.

Refutation of an Earlier Objection to the Reality of a
Whole

This answer also refutes the alleged contradiction of being and not being in
the same place. For example, it may be held that a perception having the form
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of blue excludes the forms of yellow and the rest, because the presence of the
yellow form is connected with the absence of the blue form, which is held to be
denied by cognition. The question will then arise: how can the same cognition
simultaneously possess the many forms of blue, yellow, and the rest? This
guestion is analogous to the question concerning the alleged coexistence of
existence and nonexistence in the same place in the case of a whole.

The Buddhist may answer this question as follows: the difficulty would
arise only if being bluéormed were invariably connected with not being
yellow-formed. But it is not. A cognition bearing both blue and yellow forms is
known as a single cognition. If each cognition were necessarily confined to
only one form, collective cognition of many objects would never arise. The
same result applies to atoms and wholes. It is not the case that one atom
conjoined with many other atoms, or one whole inhering in many parts, is not
known as one entity. If it were so, cognition of the relation of one thing to
many things could never arise. Thus the consequence is the same in both cases
The fact that the state of cognition differs from that of an atom or a whole
produces no useful result here.

Refutation of Objections against Atoms

Thus, merely by establishing that one atom can be conjoined with many
other atoms, all objections based on the alleged impossibility of one atom being
conjoined with six atoms situated in the six directions, the necessity of
assigning different places to atoms, the casting of shadows upon atoms, and so
forth are refuted.

Continuation of the Refutation

The other reasons offered to establish the-atomicity of atoms are
refuted by whichever proof establishes either the reality or the non
establishment of atoms.

Another Minor Objection and Its Refutation

It is wholly impossible for space to enter the interior of an atom.

General Refutation of All the Foregoing Objections

The two terms occurring in the subjetatements of all these inferences
are mutually contradictory. For example, in the subjgd DWHPHQW 37K
SRVVHVVHV SDUWV ~ WKH ZRUG 3DWRP™ LWVHOI
since the probandum is absent from the subject, the inference also suffers from
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the defect of a subject devoid of the probandum. Reductio arguments such as

3, bQ DWRP ZHUH SDUWOHVY LW ZRXOG KDYH QR
FRQMRLQHG ZLWK VL[ GLVWLQFW DWRPV™ DUH YLW
an unestablished concomitance, because if atoms do not exist there can be no
example exhibiting the concomitance. Further, the undesirable consequence of

an infinite series of subordinate parts arises against the divisibility of atoms.
Along with it comes the contrary consequence that if atoms were not partless, a
minute whole composed of three atoms would become immeasurably vast.
Both points support the partlessness of atoms.

Objection to the Refutation and Its Refutation

Let atoms then be regarded as destructible. No. No proof establishes their
destructibility. Every reason offered to establish that atoms possess parts
generates the defect of an infinite series of parts. Thus the atom is a curious
HQWLW\ OLNH WKH GHPRQ QDPHG 5DNWDE MD z
demoness of logic and emerges again in the form of an atom. The point is that
the reasons offered to refute atoms ultimately establish those very atoms.

Defence of the First Objection and Its Refutation

Can a reductio not proceed on the basis of an imagined subject and an
imagined concomitance? No. If affirmation, negation, and the like are based
only on imagined notions, the very meaning of real affirmation and negation
disappears. And if customary practice is to be followed in this matter, the
RULIJLQDO VWDWHPHQW WKDW 3D ZKROH FDQQRW
ordinary practice, cannot be accepted at all. This point has already been
clarified repeatedly.

Continuation of the Refutation

Otherwise? that is, if even nonstandard and defective arguments are
regarded as acceptaBlall the foregoing arguments against atoms will apply
to cognition as well. Cognition too may be established as possessing parts on
WKH JURXQG WKDW LW FDQ EH UHODWHG WR VL[ R
conjunction, determinate size, and so forth be established? By inference alone.
JRU H[DPSOH 32&RJIJQLWLRQ LV VLPXOWDQHRXVO\
possesses a determinate size, because it is real and is treated in practice like the
REMHFWY NQRZQ E\ LW =~ %XW ZLOO WKLV LQIHUHQ
establishing the reality of cognition establishes the opposite conclusion? Very
well; if the inference is abandoned on that ground, the same consideration must
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be given priority in the case of atoms. The related questions should be resolved
in the same way.

Consideration of the Madhyamaka View

Another disputart WK H 0— G K¢Ibged Mdeyes to escape danger
DQG VD\V 37KHQ FRQVFLRXVQHVV WRR PXVW GL
reason, probandum, subject, and the rest has been abandoned, what can be sa
about this assertion? Can there not be an illusory mention of them? Thére can
provided at least the full reality of illusion or illusory cognition is accepted.
Otherwise, just as there will be neither a real object nor an illusory object,
illusion itself may be illusorily regarded as real. Yes; but if this second illusion
is also unreal, nothing new has been stated by the foregoing assertion. And if
the second illusion is admitted as wholly real, it is itself consciousness, whose
reality cannot be denied. Can this illusory cognition be real, sublated, and
therefore only illusorily real? No. If it is definitely real, what could sublate it?
And if it is sublated, how can the object it apprehends be real?

Refutation of the Madhyamaka View

Experience establishes that whatever is not clearly sublated is regarded as
real. It must therefore be admitted that what is accompanied by the property of
reality, or what is real, cannot be sublated. Why, then, should the reality of
what is accompanied by sublation, or what is sublated, not be denied? If that
can be done, the reality of sublation itself can also be denied. Very well; let
both reality and sublation be regarded as unavoidable. Yes, that is precisely the
fact; what must be denied is their coexistence, which would generate
contradiction. The coexistence of mutually opposed things, or the mutual
RSSRVLWLRQ RI WKLQJVY WKDW FRH[LVW FDQ Et
GRFWULQH LQ GHEDWH LW LV LPSURSHU PHU
Consequently, the more the Buddhists try to extinguish consciousness, the
brighter its light becomes. Even the negation of consciousness must be known.
Thus the Buddhist is trying to create darkness by extinguishing one lamp with
another lamp.

Refutation of Another Objection

This answer also refutes the assertion that nothing is real because the
causeeffect relation cannot be established. Whether the Buddhist attempt to
refute the causeffect relation succeeds or fails, that relation cannot be denied.
If the attempt succeeds, a catefgect relation between the attempt and the
established conclusion must be accepted; if it fails, the relation remains
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unsublated. If, by denying the relation, the Buddhist wishes to refute the
doctrine that the effect already exists in the cause, that is acceptable. But if he
wishes to refute the doctrine that an effect is newly produced, the view is
unacceptable because it contradicts perception. Moreover, if the assertion that
points out a defect in the doctrine of newly arisen effects already exists, there is

QR QHHG WR SURGXFH LW DJDLQ ,I LW GLG QRW D
SURGXFHVY LW DQHZ &RQVHTXHQWO\ WKH UHDVF
XQUHDO LV QRW SURGXFHG” LV VKRZQ WR EH GHYL

Objection to the Refutation and Its Refutation

Let the objection then be this. Although all the foregoing criticisms of the
whole have proved fruitless, na@ognition of the whole may still constitute a
powerful objection. In the place where a whole is supposed to exist, | perceive
no entity different from the collection of atoms. But this is merely the resentful
outcry of one who has been defeated. The reality of gross wholes is a matter of
universal experience.

Refutation of the Objection that Cognition of Grossness Is
False

&DQ LW QRW EH VDLG WKDW WKH FRJQLWLRQ
conceptual and therefore false? No. This cognition apprehends its object with
extreme clarity. Should it be said that the clarity of this cognition depends only
upon a condition? No. If a nesonceptual cognition having the same object is
the basis of this conceptual cognition, and the clarity of the first cognition is
superimposed upon the second, the truth of the conceptual cognition is
established by itself. If a nezonceptual cognition having a different object is
regarded as its basis, the clarity of remmceptual cognition of blue, yellow,
and the like must likewise be regarded as conditional, with the result that no
cognition remains wholly clear. Only that which is apprehended in both non
conceptual and conceptual cognition can be regarded as the object of veridical
perception. If the object of conceptual cognition is not real, the object ef non
conceptual cognition too will cease to be real.

Objection to the Foregoing Refutation and Its Refutation

Can atomsthemselves not be gross? No; then they would cease to be
atoms. Can a collection of atoms be gross? No. The Buddhist does not admit a
unitary aggregate entity based upon the collected things. If such an entity is
accepted, what defect is there in accepting a whole? Can atoms in their
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collected state themselves appear as a gross object? No, because none of ther
individually is gross. Does grossness mean occupying different places? No. A
single atom does not occupy even one place with extension. Can many atoms,
appearing densely as one and occupying many places, be regarded as gross o
that account? No. A gross object is always experienced as one.

Another Defence of Cognition of Unity among Atoms and
Its Refutation

Can cognition of the unity of a gross object not be explained by the
superimposition of unity upon the atoms constituting its parts? That is, if its
several parts each appear as one, the whole too will appear as one. No; this is
impossible. No one superimposes unity upon the countless atoms constituting
the different limbs of the bodythe hands, feet, chin, nose, and so forth.
Although these limbs appear mutually distinct, cognition of the unity of the
entire body is not absent. Conversely, unity may be superimposed upon the
parts even while they continue to appear distinct.

Continuation of the Refutation

Moreover, if there is in reality no single whole, one must hold that the
millions of atoms constituting the whole or its parts appear as one only because
the unity of a single atom is superimposed upon them. In that case the object of
superimposition would appear only as atoms, not as a gross object. Can the
appearance of grossness be explained by the inference that the atoms are sprea
over many places? No. This explanation is-eelitradictory. If atoms spread
over different places are known in the form of those distinct places, neither
unity nor residence in many places can be superimposed upon them. If the
entities situated in different places are not known, what object will there be that
occupies those distinct places? And if both unity and residence in distinct
places are superimposed upon the atoms, no other object remains to occupy
those different places. Here the atoms would appear neither as many nor as
places, and no occupant of the places would be known. Therefore, if unity is
superimposed, only the atoms will be known, not their grossness.

A Brief Question and Its Answer

If this is so, how can the ordinary cognition of grossness and unity in a
collection of objects from which no single whole has arisen be explained? The
answer is that the nature of a substance occupying a space equal to the
dimensions of the collection is superimposed upon that collection, because such
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a substance occupies a spatial extent equal to that of the collection. But this is
impossible on your view, because veridical cognition of the grossness to be

superimposed is available nowhere else. Are nonexistent unity and grossness
themselves known here? No. All the arguments against unity and grossness
have already been refuted.

Indirect Refutation of a Possible Contrary View

The foregoing refutation of the arguments against the whole also refutes the
view that the grossness appearing in an object is only the object of conceptual
cognition and is therefore unreal. Such grossness must be one of three kinds: an
utterly unreal entity, an imagination constructed by cognition, or a real thing.

Refutation of the Claim that Invisible Atoms Cannot
Become Perceptible

When every atom is invisible, how can their collection be visible? A mere
aggregation of invisible things does not make them visible. Should it be said
that the object produced at each moment from invisible atoms and destroyed
the next moment is of a special kind and is therefore apprehensible by the
senses? No. You might as well suppose that in a dream you are stretching out
your hand and begging, for the doctrine of momentariness has already been
refuted.

Continuation of the Refutation

Or let momentary causation be accepted. Even so, we have already rejected
the reality of the special property called immediate efficacy in momentary
things, because accepting such a property produces the defect of universals
overlapping one another. Therefore, if atoms possess no such special property,
there will be no determination of which atoms possessing the common property
of atomhood are invisible and which visible. Upon rational examination no
difference can be determined among the atoms.

Further Development of the Refutation that Grossness
Determines Perceptibility

Suppose that special property exists. Even then, the property determining
perceptibility by the senses must be grossness alone. Otherwise, an atom that is
not gross but possesses the special property of immediate efficacy would
become visible. The necessary visibility of whatever is distinct from the non
gross establishes only the visibility of the gross. Here the aeafiset relation

446



is known from the positive and negative concomitance between grossness and
visibility. Nor is grossness present in a collection of atoms.

Objection to the Foregoing Refutation

Can multiplicity itself not be grossness and its absence minuteness? No. On
that view, many atoms scattered over a vast tract of land would also become
visible. If it is further required for grossness that there be no interval between
two atoms, even this condition will not be fulfilled in the present case, because
according to the Buddhist view atoms of qualities such as taste intervene
among the atoms of colour in the constitution of an object. Nor can the absence
of intervals be regarded as superimposed, because circularity would result:
cognition of grossness arises when the absence of intervals is superimposed,
and that superimposition is made only after grossness has been cognized.
Therefore, for an object to be apprehensible by the senses it must be gross.
Otherwise, even atoms spread far apart would be visible. Atoms must therefore
be regarded as invisible. If no whole is accepted, none of its qualities or
properties can be known.

Another Objection to the Reality of a Whole and Its
Refutation

Let a gross object lasting only one moment then be admitted. No; this is
impossible. On the doctrine of momentariness, parts and whole cannot be
perceived at the same time. Since the parts are the material cause of the whole
they must exist one moment before it; consequently, as soon as the whole
arises, the parts will have ceased to exist. Moreover, objects such as pots and
cloths, produced and then destroyed in the next moment, arise from their
cause$ potsherds, threads, and the like; yet the successive potsherds and
threads that arise at each moment and perish the next are also held to be the
causes producing the subsequent series of potsherds and threads. Consequentl
the material causes of the pot and ckthe potsherds and threadsiould
simultaneously produce two distinct entities serving as material effects. This
contradicts the rule that the production of one material effect from a material
cause prevents the production of another such effect.

Logical Conclusion

Thus the proof establishing the grossness of a whole also refutes
momentariness, just as a proof of one thesis may simultaneously establish
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another thesis already presupposed by it. That is, grossness necessarily entails
the noamomentariness of a gross object.

A Minor Objection and Its Resolution

This conclusion also disposes of the following inference intended to
HVWDEOLVK WKDW D ZKROH LV SDUWOHVYVY 3:KDWE
GLVSXWHG REMHFWYVY VXFK DV SRWV DUH UHDO " 7
reason and probandum is not established, because the denial of the proposed
XQLYHUVDO UXOH LV QRW VXEODWHG $JDLQVW LW
OLNH LQIHUHQFH 3:KDWHYHU LV UHDO KDV SDUWYV
inference is defective, its opposite is equally defective. The same answer
applies in both cases.

Continuation of the Resolution

But consciousness is by nature partless andaselfe, whereas whether
pots and the like possess parts is presently under dispute. How, then, can the
inference establishing possession of parts be valid, and how can both inferences
be rejected by the same answer? No. Groundless reasoning can be directed
against consciousness as well; an objection may equally be raised against its
partlessness. In ordinary experience no one knows a pot devoid of its neck, rim,
VLGHY EHOO\ DQG VR IRUWK 2U IURP WKH YHU\
be inferred that consciousness does not inhere in another thing, or that a pot
inheres in its parts as an entity distinct from them. Just as these inferences
establish nothing, so too the preceding inference intended to establish the
partlessness of consciousness is fruitless.

Further Development of the Resolution

Moreover, is the foregoing proof establishing the partlessness of a gross
object a positive inference or a conditional reductio in the form of reversal of
WKH FRQVHTXHQFH" 7KH ILUVW DOWHUQDWLYH LV
OLNH” LQ WKH LQIHUHQFH VLJQLI\ TXDOLWLHV VXF
and those are made the subject, the defect of establishing what is already
established arises. If a unitary gross object is accepted and made the subject,
there is the defect that the probandum is absent from the subject. And if no such
object is accepted, the subject itself is unestablished. It may be said that the
defect of absence of the probandum occurs only if a unitary gross object is
accepted, whereas the defect of an unestablished subject occurs only if it is not
accepted, so the same inference does not contain both defects. But if the
inference is defended in this manner, the subject of an inference establishing
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fragrance in a skflower would also have to be accepted as valid, and the
defect of an unestablished subject would disappear altogether. Let such
reasoning therefore end here.

Objection to the Resolution and Its Answer

Can the pots and the like known in ordinary experience not be made the
subject of an inference of partlessness, just as a mountain is made the subject of
an inference of fire without first determining whether fire exists there?
Otherwise, since it remains unknown whether the mountain is a real
transformation of Brahman or merely an illusory appearance, even the
inference of fire on the mountain would be impossible. No; this is not so. Under
ERWK 9HG—QWLF DOWHUQDWLYHV WKHUH LV QR
world is established as a transformation of Brahman, the subject, such as the
mountain, does not change its nature. For example, in a dream, if an inference
occurs, dreanfire is inferred on a dreasmountain from drearsmoke. Even in
practice said to arise from ignorance, there is a distinction between relative
truth and falsehood, and practical activity must depend upon that distinction.
%XW LQ WKH IRUHJRLQJ LQIHUHQFH WKH ZRUGV
the subject. Therefore, contradiction between the subject in the form of
grossness and the partlessness to be established in it is unavoidable.

Another Objection to the Resolution and Its Refutation

, WKH DWRPY DUH FDOOHG 3WKH SRW ™ DQG
inference, how can the defect ofestablishing what is already established be
avoided? Does this defect not disappear for a person who doubts the
partlessness of atoms? No. No one doubts the partlessness of atoms. Could the
LQIHUHQFH QRW EH XVHIXO IRU UHPRYLQJ WKH
the like possess parts? Perhaps; but if the very gross object apprehended by
ordinary people is made the subject, contradiction between subject and
probandum is unavoidable. If some other entity is the subject, the defeet of re
establishing what is already established is certain. Should it then be said that
the gross object is not one? If so, proof of that very statement must first be
VXSSOLHG ,Q WKH LQIHUHQFH RI SDUWOHVVQF
IUXLWOHVY DV WKH PLONOHVY WHDW RQ D JRDW
an inference establishing grossness, because if cognition of grossness is
regarded as false, this reason becomes incompatible with the subject. The
conclusion, therefore, is that a thing becomes the subject of an inference only in
the form in which it is not opposed to the desired probandum and in which the
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presence of the probandum is not already established or undidmgeth any
other form.

Refutation of the Second Alternative Above: the
Conditional Reductio in the Form of Reversal of the
Consequence

The foregoing thesis cannot be a reductio or conditional inference either,
because its conclusion does not terminate in a form opposed to the statement
LQLWLDOO\ DFFHSWHG )RU H[DPSOH 3,1 WKH SRW
LV QRW SDUWOHVYVY WKHUHIRUH LW LV QRW UHDO
accept that the pot possesses parts. Therefore, the Buddhist cannot establish the
SRWIV XQUHDOLW\ RQ WKH JURXQG WKDW LW SR
unestablished. If the same reason is used in an attempt to establish that
cognition of possession of parts is false, the defect of mutual contradiction also
arises, because cognition itself is a real entity. Moreover, the reason suffers
from being excessively narrow, because according to the Buddhist neither the
XQUHDO KDUHTV KRUQ QRU FRQVFLRXVQHVY DWREF
HQRXJK WR VD\ WKDW WKH %XGGKLVW FDQ DUJX
acceptance of composite objects, because to derive a negative conclusion
through a conditional inference the Buddhist must himself accept the reality of
the reason.

Demand for Inferential Proof of a Whole and Its Refutation

But what is the inferential proof of a whole? When asking this question, do
you intend to say that inference is superior to perception? If so, what is the
inferential proof of the seliwareness of cognition that you accept? The
demand is therefore groundless. Nevertheless, the following inference with an
HYVHQWLDO QDWXUH DV LWV UHDVRQ PD\ EH RIIH
coexistence of mutually opposed properties must be regarded as one entity, like
FRIQLWLRQ DQG ZKDW LV NQRZQ DV D XQLWDU\ J
Practical usage concerning unity depends solely upon the absence of the
apparent coexistence of opposed properties. This usage can neither be causeless
nor arise from some other cause; otherwise water, earth, air, and fire too would
have to be regarded as a single thing.
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A General Objection to the Reality of External Objects and
Its Refutation

Let there then always be doubt concerning the reality of external objects,
because it is impossible to distinguish truth from falsehood. No. This
impossibility cannot arise from everything being true, because the answer to the
guestion now to be asked refutes that assumption. The question is: is the
RUGLQDU\ FRJQLWLRQ 3, XQGHUVWRRG WKLV R
erroneous cognition, true or not? Whatever answer is given, it cannot establish
that everything is true.

Objection to the Foregoing Refutation

&RXOG FDOOLQJ WKH VWDWHPHQW 3, XQGHUYV
cognition be nothing more than uttering a meaningless cluster of words? No. If
no cognition lay behind this statement, there would be no disagreement
concerning the nature of erroneous cognition. Learned people do not dispute
merely about words; nor is it the case that no dispute or disagreement occurs
DPRQJ VFKRODUV ,V WKH GLVSXWH DERXW WKH
FRIJQLWLRQ " ,I VR ZKDW LV XQNQRZQ FDQQRW
GHEDWH LV WR GHQ\ WKH RSSRQHQWTTV YLHZ LW
no cognition of what they deny.

Support for the Possibility of Conceptual Erroneous
Cognition

Cognition of one object cannot impel a person toward another object;
otherwise the object of cognition and the object of activity would be different.
That is, unless one thing is understood as another, activity toward the first
cannot arise. Nor can it be said that cognition of one thing produces activity
toward the first thing merely because it occurs immediately beside cognition of
another thing, for then any cognition could produce any activity. Nor can it be
said that ignorance of the difference between the two cognitions, together with
WKHLU SUR[LPLW\ FDXVHV WKH DFWLYLW\ I LQ
primary and difference secondary, the same cognition will produce withdrawal
as well as pursuit, because at that moment ignorance of difference from the
undesired object is also present. Just as failure to know difference from the
desired object produces pursuit, failure to know difference from the undesired
object will produce withdrawal. Can it not be said that the cause of withdrawal
is not ignorance but knowledge of difference from the desired object? No. On
that view withdrawal from an object mistaken for silver would be impossible,
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EHFDXVH DW WKDW WLPH WKHUH LV QR FRQFHSW
VLOYHU ~ $QG LI VXFK FRIQLWLRQ RI GLIIHUHQFH |
cognition has been accepted, because adiffarent object is being cognized

as different. Therefore, those who deny the possibility of erroneous cognition
must regard ignorance of difference as the cause of both pursuit and
withdrawal; the undesirable consequence of simultaneous pursuit and
withdrawal thus remains.

Alternative Explanation of Ignorance of Difference and Its
Resolution

, ] LW LV VDLG WKDW LQ B3:LJQRUDQFH RI GLIIHU
ignorance secondary, cognition of real silver could not impel a person toward
silver, because the presented object and the silver appearing in the cognition of
silver are not mutually different. The other consequences of this view may be
considered in the same way.

Objection to the Foregoing Resolution and Its Refutation

It may be asked: just as, in the case of activity, ignorance of difference
from both desired and undesired objects is present, so before illusion arises
both kinds of ignorance are present; why, then, do cognition of difference and
cognition of identity not arise at once? The answer is that ignorance alone is not
sufficient to produce such cognitions. Each requires a specific causal
complex2z some defect for the superimposition of identity, and the absence of
defect and so forth for cognition of difference. But once difference is cognized,
identity cannot be superimposed. The rule is that a defect conjoined with
ignorance of difference produces an illusion or superimposition of difference;
the same should be understood concerning an illusion or superimposition of
identity. Yet nowhere are difference and identity both true together, such that
cognitions of both might arise simultaneously. The problem should be resolved
in this manner.

Refutation of the Second Alternative that All Cognition Is
False

Nor is the distinction between truth and falsehood impossible because all
FRIJQLWLRQ LV IDOVH -ahdWKIAKFRRQQWWRR Q3aXFKD O
then not all cognition is false. If this cognition is not true, its oB5jebhe
cognition said to be falgewill not in fact be false; consequently, at least one
true cognition must be admitted. Under both alternatives the answer is therefore
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selfcontradictory. The actual situation is that some cognitions are veridical and
others nokrveridical. Practical usage concerning this distinction between
veridical and nosveridical cognition would be impossible unless the distinction
were experienced.

Explanation of How the Veridicality of Cognition Is
Known, and Defence of Extrinsic Validity

It will now be clarified whether the veridicality of cognition is known by
that cognition itself or by an instrument different from it. Under the first
alternative, the veridicality of a cognition would be known either by that same
cognition or by a second cognition that knows it. Of these, the first sub
alternative is impossible: cognition does not even know itself, so how can it
NQRZ LWV RZQ YHULGLFDOLW\" 3%HLQJ OXPLQF
possible reason, because it is not a common property of light and cognition. An
LQIHUHQFH FDQQRW SURFHHG IURP PHUH VLPLOI
Can perception prove this point? No. Since there is doubt whether the knowing
cognition is identical with or different from the known cognition, the testimony
of perception is not useful here. It may, however, be objected that if cognition
does not know itself, it cannot know its object either; and if one cognition is
known by another, an infinite regress follows. Moreover, just as one act of
cutting cannot be the object of another act of cutting of the same kind,
cognition too cannot be the object of another cognition; therefore the foregoing
doubt does not arise at all.

First Objection to the Doctrine of SelfValidity

,Q WKH RULJLQDO TXRWDWLRQ GRHV WKH ZRI
the awareness of cognition, which is expressed elsewhere by the word
SNQRZOHGJH"" ,I LW PHDQV *ELUWK ~ WKH DVVHU
object arises only when cognition of that cognition arises. Consequently, every
cognition would have to know a cognition that has already arisen after its own
arising and is therefore no longer present. This follows from the explanation
that what is not known does not arise. But how will this cognition of the ebject
cognition itself arise? It too would have to be known by another cognition.
7TKXV WKH GRFWULQ tawRrénesk dlihawly Bs@ifligsheg ith® total
absence of cognition.
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Second Objection to the Doctrine of SelValidity

, ] WKH VHFRQG PHDQLQJ RI WKH ZRUG 3NQRZOH
re-establishing what is already established arises: what is not known is not
known? this is obvious. But then, if cognition itself is not known, will its
object not remain unknown as well? No. The cognition that knows the object is
not a cognition of cognition; it is itself cognition of the object. It may be asked:

LI FRIQLWLRQ LV QRW NQRZQ KRZ FDQ WKHUH EH
RFFXUUHG ™" 7KH DQVZHU LV ZKDW QHHG LV WKHUL
RI SUDFWLFDO XVDJH FRQFHUQLQJ D WKLQJTV HJL
existence. Nor can practical usage concerning an object based upon cognition

of that object be abandoned. Does this dependence not produce an infinite
regress? No; we do not regard it as necessary that every cognition be known. It

is like determinate cognition, whose further determinate cognition is not
necessary. Otherwise, a determinate cognition not itself determinately known
could not determinately know its object either. Yet a determinate cognition is

not its own determinate cognition. Therefore, this defence of thawalieness

of cognition resembles the plight of a housewife who tried to please her
husband with her mouth full of lentils but could not conceal the foul smell of

her breath.

Continuation of the Refutation

The example of cutting that has been offered cannot by itself satisfy us.
7KH LQIHUHQFH 32QH FRIJQLWLRQ LV QRW WKH RENM
is an action of the same class as the other cognition; no action of one class is
the object of another action of the same class, just as one act of cutting is not
WKH REMHFW RI DQRWKHU DFW RI FXWWLQJ" LV C
cognition, like an act of cutting, is wholly different from the object of another
cognition of its own class, the probandum is absent from the subject, because
RQH SHUVRQTV FRIJQLWLRQ LV NQRZQ E\ DQRWKHLU
RZQ FRIJQLWLRQ LV NQRZQ WKURXJK PHPRU\ I LV
self-objecthood, the example, an act of cutting, is devoid of the probandum
EHFDXVH DQ DFW RI FXWWLQJ LV QRW LWV RZQ RE
DQ DFWLRQ " LV LQFRPSDWLEOH ZLWK WKH SUREDQ

Refutation of the View that Veridicality Is Known through
Reflective Cognition

The veridicality of cognition is not known through reflective cogniticr
through an inference based upon the known oBjeeicause this means cannot
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distinguish veridicality from noweridicality. It is not the case that only
veridical cognition is known as veridical; erroneous cognition too is understood
as veridical. If erroneous cognition were not known in this way, it would not
impel one to any action.

Continuation of the Refutation

Suppose that a second cognition taking the first cognition as its object
happens to manifest its veridicality. Even so, because there is no certainty about
such manifestation, it cannot produce the faonviction that the first cognition
is not different from veridicality. We require precisely such firm conviction,
because it is a necessary condition for actions performed for otherworldly
results. Could doubt about veridicality somehow be removed, so that no
obstacle remains to knowledge of veridicality? Perhaps; but how is the doubt
itself removed? If it is removed by some other veridical cognition or proof, it
will be asked whether that cognition produces firm certainty. If not, the doubt is
not removed, because removal of doubt is the result of determinate cognition. If
it does produce firm certainty, the required certainty of veridicality is obtained
not from reflective cognition and the like, but from that other cognition.

Objection to the Foregoing Refutation and Its Answer

Let cognition of cognition and the like merely produce an appearance of
veridicality without confirming it. But if it cannot guide action with certainty,
what use is such appearance? In fact, cognition of cognition cannot even
produce an appearance of veridicality. If the property whose presence in the
known object determines the veridicality of cognition is not known, cognition
cannot be known as veridical. The mere apprehension of an object by cognition
is not its veridicality; an object is apprehended in illusion as well. Veridicality
is in fact apprehending the object as it really is. From the fact that cognition
DSSUHKHQGY DQ REMHFW LW GRHV QRW IROOR
reality, because such cognition does not apprehend the property of the object
that removes its illusory character. In some cognitions this property too is
apprehended DV LQ 37KLV LV2b@ &dtin &cdyniBdr Wat merely
takes another cognition as its object. Were this not so, doubt concerning the
veridicality of an unfamiliar cognition would never arise. In the case of a
familiar cognition, veridical apprehension of the object arises from recollection
of the invariable concomitance between reason and probandum; this
recollection is born from the latent impression left by the first cognition of
concomitance and is therefore included in another inferentially veridical
cognition. Consequently, only the doctrine of extrinsic validity remains tenable.
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Objection to the Foregoing Refutation and Its Refutation

%XW ZLOO WKH LQIHUHQWLDO GHWHUPLQDWLRQ
generate an infinite regress? No. The earlier cognition on the basis of whose
similarity the veridicality of a new cognition is determined is already known as
veridical; its veridicality need not be established again, so no infinite regress
arises on that account. Admittedly, if the veridicality of the very inference
establishing veridicality is questioned, the possibility of regress may arise; but
an inference need not determine its own veridicality every time. An inference is
like cognition of an object, which need not first establish its own veridicality in
order to apprehend its object. Very well; then an infinite regress will arise
because of the cognition of the subject and reason in the inference, since
inference does not occur unless subject and reason are correctly known, and
their correct knowledge cannot arise without knowledge of the veridicality of
the inference in which they are employed. No. In an inference establishing the
veridicality of cognition, the duality of veridicality and nearidicality is not
present. In this inference cognition is the subject and veridicality the
probandum; therefore doubt about veridicality does not enter into the inference
itself. Wherever cognition of the subject or reason allows both truth and
falsehooc® that is, wherever the cognition is doub#&uhe reason remains
afflicted by doubt concerning its defectiveness and is therefore invalid. But
where cognition of the subject or reason is related only to veridicality, their
veridicality is determined merely by the absence of cognition of- non
veridicality. A cognition that apprehends only one qualifier of its substantive is
a determinate cognition. It is established that a cognition apprehending an
entity together with its property does not contain the duality of truth and
falsehood. Yet if the veridicality of this cognition too must be determined, it
will be determined through an external means, namely inference. This is the
YLHZ FXUUHQW LQ 1\—\D %HFDXVH RI WKLV VS
FRIQLWLRQ 9—FDVSDWL WKH JUHDW DXWKRU RI
veridicality of inference is known by itsélfthat is, ordinarily no doubt of nen
veridicality arises concerning an inference.

Why the Duality of Truth and Falsehood Does Not Occur in
Reflective Cognition: Question and Answer

It may be asked: how is it itself determined that the reflective cognition
FRQFHUQLQJ D FRIJQLWLRQYYV YHULGLFDOLW)\ DSSU

veridicality, as the qualifier of its substantive? If this is not determined, an
infinite regress follows. The answer is that when the veridicality of the entire
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class of reflective cognitions has been known, and the invariable concomitance
between being a reflective cognition and veridicality has been determined, the
reflective cognitions of the subject, reason, and so forth are known as
possessing the same nature because they possess that sam®ptass and

are therefore regarded as veridical. Once it has been generally determined that
every reflective cognition is veridical, there is no room for duality concerning
any particular instance falling under that clpssperty. For example, in the
VHQWHQFH 3% ZRUG FRQYH\V PHDQLQJ  ~ WKH Z
sentence does not explicitly state its own capacity to convey meaning, because
it has no such separate power within the sentence. Nevertheless, the wordhood
on the basis of which all words are said to convey meaning is also present in
WKH ZRUG 3ZRUG™ LQ WKDW VHQWHQFH 7KHUHII
3ZRUG™ FRQYH\V PHDQLQJ QRU GRHV XQGHUVW
word produce an infinite regress.

Further Elaboration of the Answer

The foregoing concomitances are also supported by reductio arguments in
WKH IRUP RI UHYHUVDO RI WKH FRQVHTXHQFH
subject or substantive were false, it would either be objectless or have a false
REMHFW EXW WKLV LV XQDFFHSWD E-@eHdicakjtt UHI
would not even apprehend the objecthood of the cognition that is its object,
EHFDXVH QRWKLQJ GLITHUHQW IURP FRJQLWLRC
FRIQLWLRQ VXFK DV WKH FRJQLWLRQ RI WKH
pervaded is present were established asveoidical, no locus or basis would
remain for the absence of invariable concomitance, because absence of
concomitance is itself a kind of false apprehension. Its negation is possible only
after reality has been admitted, since the negation depends upon that very
UHDOLW\ ~’

Logical Conclusion

Once the distinction between true and false cognition has thus been
established, the assertion that there is no difference between the states of
consciousness in dream and waking comes to an end. The doctrine of the
appearance of nonexistent objects and the doctrine of pure objectless
consciousness have already been refuted. Moreover, a theory of erroneous
cognition cannot operate without admitting the possibility of cognition of real
objects. Therefore, if no real cognition occurs even in the waking state, such
coghnition will occur nowhere.

457



Explanation of the Difference between Waking and Dream

Even so, it may be asked how these two states are to be distinguished. The
answer is: in the manner in which they are distinguished in ordinary practice. If
it is further asked what their definitions are, the answer is this. Dream is the
state in which some accidental coherence appears among internal events, but no
continuity is maintained among the agents, actions, instruments, places, and
times that appear there. Waking is the state in which only some of its objects
are subsequently sublated and an accidental continuity among different objects
is maintained. On this basis, dream and waking may alternatively be defined as
follows: dream is the state in which the continuity of objects is liable to
sublation; waking is the state that begins with the sublation of the former
continuity and ends in that state called dream in which all continuity is
sublated. Their difference should be understood in this way.

Final Conclusion

Therefore, the world is certainly real. Yet seekers impatient for liberation
KDYH HQWKXVLDVWLFDOO\ QHIOHFWHG WKH ZRUO!
world appears to be of no special use to them. If so, why do logicians take such
LOQWHUHVW LQ GHIHQGLQJ WKH ZRUOGYTV UHDOLW
abruptly denied without understanding its relevance to liberation, defective
reasoning may produce profound confusion concerning all the sources of
knowledge. Consequently, even a subtieded and logically inclined person,
acting with such haste, may fail to reach the truth.
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Section 32 Debate on the Difference between
Qualities and Their Substantial Substrate

Let there then be no self, because qualities and their substrate are mutually
identical; consequently, only momentary cognitions will remain in the world.
No. In reply we say that the same object is certainly recognized through the
distinct experiences of seeing and touching. The question now is whether the
object of this cognition is a single quality such as colour or touch, an aggregate
of both, an entity distinct from both, a form corresponding to no real object, or
an utterly nonexistent thing.

Refutation of the View that a Single Quality such as Colour
or Touch Is the Object of Recognition

The first alternative is unacceptable. It is not the case that whatever is
colour is also touch. Nor is colour apprehended by the sense of touch;
otherwise a blind person would also experience colour. Nor can it be said that
one and the same thing appears in different forms because of different
instruments of cognition. If this were admitted, no stable uniformity would
remain in the supposed thing, and the determinate distinction between
difference and identity would also be endangered.

Consideration of the Second among the Five Alternatives
Above

The second alternative is also unacceptable. What is the basis of the
proposed aggregate: coexistence, simultaneity, production of one and the same
effect, or production from one and the same cause?

Refutation of the First of the Four Grounds for the Second
Alternative: a Common Substrate

If the aggregate is grounded in a common substrate, it cannot be because
the qualities have a common material cause, for each quality has its own
distinct material causkecolour is caused by colour, touch by touch, and so on.

If one common material cause of all is admitted, that will be substance itself;
with the admission of substance the dispute ends. Nor can coexistence be
established by taking some place, such as the ground, as the common substrat
of the qualities. According to the Buddhist view, the pot is identical with a
particular colour and is seen by the eye; the ground is likewise identical with
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another colour and is seen by the eye. Thus in one determinate cognition the pot
may be understood as dependent and the ground as substrate. But qualities such
as touch located in the ground cannot be determined by any such means of
cognition, because the eye does not apprehend touch. Nor will this substrate
dependent relation be established through the mediation of the tactile sense; the
tactile sense can yield only cognition of a substegpendent relation between

the touch of the ground and the touch of the pot. Nor is it possible to regard the
aggregate of qualities itself as one substrate, because mutual dependence arises:
the qualities are regarded as an aggregate in order to establish their common
substrate, and a common substrate is sought in order to establish their
aggregation. This view also produces an infinite regress. The ground accepted
as substrate will itself be an aggregate of qualities only if it too has a common
substrate, but the unity of that substrate will fall into the same difficulty again.

Refutation of the Second Ground: Simultaneity

Since colour, touch, and the like are not apprehended by a single sense,
their mere presence at the same time cannot make them an aggregate either.
There is no valid reason for this. If simultaneity alone were sufficient, a donkey
and a camel present at the same time would also become one aggregate. It
cannot be said that cognition of their difference prevents the appearance of an
aggregate, because in the present case too ignorance of difference is impossible.

Refutation of the Third Ground: Production of One and
the Same Effect

For the reason already statedamely, that each quality has a distinct
material causé the qualities cannot be made into an aggregate on the ground
that they produce one and the same effect; no unitary effect is produced by the
gualities. It is improper to say that the pot as an aggregate of qualities such as
colour and touch produces the single action of holding or carrying water. In the
Buddhist view, water itself is not one object but an aggregate of qualities such
as colour and touch. There is no proof that the aggregate of these qualities
produces each of those qualities. The very proposition that the aggregate, which
is being established through the argument of producing one effect, produces
each quality remains unestablished.
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Refutation of the Fourth Ground: Having One and the
Same Cause

For the same reason, the qualities cannot form an aggregate on the ground
of having one cause. If qualities are regarded as connettealit any basis,
this usage would extend even to things that cannot be connected with one
another.

Acceptance of the Third Original Alternative

There is no dispute concerning the third alternative.

Refutation of the Fourth and Fifth Alternatives

The fourth alternative too is unacceptable. It may be maintained either on
WKH EDVLV RI 9LMx—QDY—GD RU E\ VD\LQJ WKD
illusion of seeing two moons. If the first alternative is accepted, why grant
special favour to the qualities and regard them as real? According to
9LMx—QDY—GD FRJQLWLRQ RI XQLW\ DQG RWKF
second alternative too is unacceptable. Cognition of unity is true because it
reaches its object and produces successful actiyitth are criteria of truth in
the Buddhist view. Can it be said that these two criteria concern the separate
qualities? Then why not say that they concern only the unitary substrate of the
qualities and not the qualities themselves? Any reason offered against this
would be neither the impossibility of acting simultaneously or successively nor
the coexistence of the opposed red andneadn both reasons have already been
refuted. Moreover, such a reason does not apply to momentary things and
coloured atoms; it is directed only against permanence and grossnhess. Do
gualities not reside in any thing at all? Then let them remain unrelated. But the
guestion will arise: how does a thing appear as possessing qualities? The
answer might be that just as, in your Buddhist view, the body appears conscious
though it is not conscious, qualities, though not residing in anything, generate
cognition that makes the thing appear qualified. But if every successful action
produced by a substance can be explained through the causality of qualities,
why admit a substance distinct from the qualities? The same reply can be made:
if every relevant successful action can be explained solely through the causality
of the whole, why admit separate qualities? If the answer is that qualities are
known and are therefore accepted, the question concerning substance can be
answered in exactly the same way. This refutation also disposes of the fifth
alternative? that the object of cognition of unity is an unreal thing.
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Objection to the Proof of Identity between Qualities and
Their Substrate, and Its Refutation

But does not the proof that qualities and their substrate are identical oppose
the reality of substance? It does; but what is that proof? Is it that qualities and
substrate necessarily appear together? No. Their necessappearance is not
established. For example, in the cognition of a white conch, the conch is
cognized even when its whiteness is not, as when it appears yellow because of a
disorder of bile. Should it be said that the conch appearing yellow is not the real
conch but only a conelike object, like the illusory hairs seen by a person
afflicted with an eye disorder? What prejudice against the reality of qualified
objects is this! The opponent of the substrate of qualities is so deluded that he
regards illusory hairs as unreal because they can neither be touched nor perform
successful action, yet although the conch can be touched and performs useful
action, he calls it an illusion merely because whiteness itself did not appear in
the cognition of the white conch. Can it be said that whiteness pervades the
conch throughout, so when cognition of whiteness disappears, cognition of the
conch should also disappear? Then it must be asked whether the pervader and
pervaded are the objects themselves or their cognitions. If the objects
WKHPVHOYHY WKHUH LV QR GLVSXWH 7KH PHUH
appearance does not abolish either the pervading object or its appearance.
Otherwise, when fire is not cognized or seen, smoke and cognition of smoke
would also disappear. Why do you not say there that what appears when fire is
unseen is smokkke but not smoke? It is clear that the disappearance of
cognition of the pervader does not abolish the pervaded itself; the pervaded is
abolished when the pervading object is destroyed, and in the present example
the pervading object has not been destroyed. The same applies here. If an
invariable concomitance between the two cognitions is maintained, the present
example itself breaks it, because cognition of the conch occurs even without
cognition of whiteness. Does a new yellow conch then arise at every moment?
No; another person free from the biliary disorder sees only whiteness in that
same conch.

Another Objection and Its Refutation

Nor can unequal strength of-cognitions be the ground for the identity of
quality and substrate, because the reason overextends. For example, the faint
whiteness of a pot is seen together with the intense whiteness of light, yet the
two are distinct. Are they not identical because they occupy different places?
No. If coexistence in the same place is added as a conditionctogodion, a
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quality itself will not stand in the same manner with its substrate. Moreover,
ERG\ DQG VHOI GR QRW IDLO WR FRH[LVW DQG I
not one. Thus the qualified reason too overextends. Are body and self not
coexistent because the self remains even when the body does not? No; the sam
is true of quality and substratea substrate is known as qualified by another
quality of the same kind even when one particular instance of a quality is
absent. But the reverse never occurs: no quality is known when its substrate is
not known, although the substrate can be known without the quality. The reply
LV WKDW WKH VDPH KROGV RI ERG\ DQG VHOI $
if the self or consciousness is not knowable, cognition of the body is
impossible; yet cognition of the self can occur without cognition of the body. In
addition, even if the causal complexes of the cognition and production of two
things are always connected, so that they always appear together and occupy
the same place, they may still remain distinct because they appear endowed
with opposed properties. Why should these two facts conflict? What is the
opposition of properties? In the present context its examples are: when one is
known, the other is not known; when one is mentioned, the other is not
mentioned; when one is negated, the other is not negated; and so forth. In the
VHQWHQFH 37KH EOXH ORWXVY PRYHV ~ ZKDW LV
by blue colour, not the negation of the Aadone by the lotus. The arguments
previously given against the doctrine of apoha should be applied. It should be
noted that sometimes negation itself appears as a qualifier in cognition, as in
37KLV LV QHLWKHU D FRZ QRU D KRUVH "~ DQG VR

Another Refutation

If a substrate and the quality residing in it were identical, how could one
and the same object appear clear when seen from nearby and indistinct when
seen from afar? Does the same object arise qualified simultaneously by clarity
and indistinctness in relation to observers situated at different distances? No;
one thing cannot possess two distinct properties at once. Are there then two
objects, one indistinct and the other clear? No; the object is recognized as
having the same form and occupying the same place. This recognition of
occupying the same place cannot be illusory. A person approaching the object
from afar does not see it change its place. Nor is this cognition of the object
objectless; otherwise the cognition would not be tied to a particular object, such
as a particular tree in a particular place.

463



Objection to the Foregoing Refutation and a Partial
Answer

Can this specific objedatirectedness of cognition be regarded as produced
by a preceding nenonceptual cognition having the same object? It can; but
non-conceptual cognition does not take the place of its object as an object. If it
does take the place as its object, the place itself will be an object of cognition.
For regarding a thing as the object of cognition, its mere occurrence in
cognition is sufficient. It is improper to say that only the place is the object and
not the tree situated there, and that therefore the tree is not known clearly or
indistinctly. If the tree cannot be both indistinct and clear at once, neither can
the place. Can it be said that all qualities of a distant object are clearly
apprehended in neconceptual cognition, but conceptual cognition fails to
apprehend some of them and therefore is not clear? No. Except for a yogin
whose sight has been purified by the collyrium of yoga, an ordinary person
cannot be said to see clearly the distant motions of the constellations.

Another Refutation of the Objection

Moreover, there is no reason why conceptual cognition should not arise
concerning every object supposedly apprehended byoceptual cognition.
Some cause is required to explain why what was knownconoeptually is
not apprehended conceptually. Is the cause the failure of a desire for such
cognition to arise after the namonceptual cognition? No. After knowing an
object norconceptually together with all its qualities, when the observer moves
away from that object, he no longer has immediate perceptual cognition of it
even though memory of the first cognition remains.

A Minor Objection to the Foregoing Refutation and Its
Answer

If non-conceptual cognition of an object together with all its properties is
possible even without conceptual cognition of them, why not suppose that
every person knows everything at all times 4oonceptually, though not
conceptually? If, because of a defect, an object is mistaken for its opposite or
for something different from itself, is its real nature not known conceptually?
No. If conceptual cognition were inconsistent with the -nonceptual
cognition preceding it, no conceptual cognition would be trustworthy. Yet in
the case of a distant object, even in the absence of any opposedneeptual
cognition, the conjunction or disjunction of its front part with its rear part is not
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known conceptually. Why, then, is this conjunction or disjunction not known
nonconceptually?
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Section 42 The Doctrine that the Self Is Not
.QRZQ 3URRI RI WKH 6HOIfY 8QUHD
Refutation

Let there be no self, because the self is not known. No. Totadagmition
of the self is itself doubtful, and failure to be known by a particular person
applies even to knowable things. Can this defect in the proof be removed by
DGGLQJ WKH TXDOLILFDWLRQ 3:QRW NQRZQ GHVS
Buddhist2 and the materialist as wélldoes not accept the self as knowable or
SHUFHSWLEOH DW DOO ,I KH GLG WXMH GAYSRWI
philosophers regard the self as knowable and perceptible, so how is the proof
defective? No. This is an independent inference of the Buddhist based on his
own accepted view. If the opponent suddenly changed his position and denied
the perceptibility of the self, the inference would collapse because the reason
would no longer be present in the subject. Again, if the opponent accepted the
self as perceptible yet also admitted that it is not perceived, the reason might
somehow remain present in the subject; but this is impossible. Perceptibility is
a property that entails perception of the perceptible object. This is the essence
of the refutation; its fuller development may be worked out by following the
PHWKRG XVHG HDUOLHU LQ UHIXWLQJ DUJXPHQW
LOQGHVWUXFWLEOH ~

Proof of the Reality of the Self and Its Defence

%XW ZKDW LV WKH SURRI RI WKH VHOIfV H[LVYV
DZDUHQHVV 3 H[LVW LV WKH GLUHFW H[SHULHC
awareness can be neither objectless nor doubtful in its object, because it is not
produced by words and is not sublated by any opposing cognition. Nor is it
produced by a reason in an inference. Even a person who has no cognition of
any reason possesses salfareness. Nor is it memory; what was never
previously experienced cannot be remembered. It is also improper to say that
this is beginningless objectless cognition produced by a beginningless
tendency. The same could be said about ordinary cognitions of blue, yellow,
and the like. If sefawareness can be made unreliable by calling it the result of
a beginningless tendency, on what basis can cognition of blue, yellow, and the
rest be trusted?
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Conclusion of the Proof

For this reason, the pointless supposition that cognition arises from a
supernatural beginningless tendency must be abandoned, and some externa
cause or ground of setbgnition must be admitted. This ground may be the
statement of a trustworthy or untrustworthy person, a valid or invalid reason, or
veridical or illusory perception. Since the first and second grounds do not apply
to cognitions of blue and the like, such cognition falls under the third; so does
selfcognition. If selfcognition arises after a namonceptual cognition of the
self, its perceptual object is real. If it arises from illusory perception,
somewhere beneath it there must be a veridicatcooceptual cognition;
consequently, it will indirectly possess a real object.

Objection that the Self Is Unreal Because It Is Not Known
by the External Senses, and Its Refutation

The fact that the self is not known by the external senses does not make
selfcognition groundless or objectless. If it did, cognition of intellect or
consciousness would also become groundless and objectless. If the self
awareness of consciousness is the basis of its reality, then in the case of the sel
too the mental perception of the self is proof. There is therefore no difference
between the two cases.

Refutation of the Objection that the Body May Be the
Object of SelfFCognition

Can the body be the object of setfgnition? No. If the body, senses,
intellect, or their aggregate, without any qualification, were the object of self
FRIQLWLRQ DQ\ SHUVRQYVY ERG\ VHQVHV DQG
D Q\ R Q H§ogniwad;@hyone could regard any body as his own. If it is said
that selfcognition takes as its object only the body related to oneself, the
PHDQLQJ RI 3RQHYV RZQ™ PXVW EH FODULILHG )F
not to be different from oneself. Therefore, when a person knows his self, the
FRIQLWLRQ 3, H[LVW® DULVHV EHFDXVH NQRZHLU
reason pots and the like, which can never know themselves, cannot become the
object of sekcognition. If this is so, then in your Buddhist view too self
cognition will be merely a superimposition upon the body, because the body is
different from the experiencer.
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Refutation of the Objection that Consciousness Is the Self

But is selfexperience not veridical with respect to consciousness? No.
Consciousness is experienced as an activity, and the agent of the activity is
H[SHULHQFHG DV ZKROO\ GLVWLQFW IURP LW -XV
WKH H[SHULHQFH 3, NQRZ ~ WKH DJHQW LV H[SHULF
blue, yellow, and the like appear as forms of cognition in cognitions of blue and
yellow, while selfhood appears in consciousness as its form and nature? Then
the status of the form of the known object and the form of cognition would be
the same. Just as blue is different from the cognition of blue, the self would be
different from seHcognition; our purpose of establishing the difference
between self and consciousness would thus be fulfilled. Should the preceding
cognition that is the material cause of smifjnition then be regarded as
appearing in the form of the self? If cognitions of blue, yellow, and the like are
causes of selfognition, then just as these cognitions respectively make blue
and yellow their forms, those forms too should appear incegihition. A
gualified object cannot appear unless its form appears. Should a stream of
SDFWLYDWLQJ FRIJIQLWLRQV ~ GL\yghit@msWhdrudeP W KH
the knowing self, serving as the material cause ofcaglhition and called by
XV 3SVWRQUWFLRXVQHVV'™" 7TKHQ DFFHSW WKH NQRZ
endless self that is the material cause of the activating cognitions. Yet whether
this self is itself a stream of cognitions or an entity distinct from that stream
remains to be determined; this question has already been sufficiently
considered.

Inferential Proof of the Self

But what inference establishes the existence of the self? The answer is
recognition. Yet it has not been established that recognition of a permanent self
is veridical; if it is false, it opposes the unity of the self, and if mere ordinary
recognition is taken as the reason, the reason deviates because recognition of
the unity of a burning flame is false. No; the objector has failed to understand
the intended meaning of the reason. Ordinary recognition is not intended here.
What, then, is intended? An invariable successive relation between cause and
effect? No; that too appears opposed to the unity of the self. We do not say that
either. What is intended, then, is the determinate cognition that the earlier and
later cognitions were produced by one and the same agent. Could this cognition
not arise merely because the earlier cognition is the material cause of the later
cognition? No. A philosophically coherent mategalise relation of this kind
between cognitions is not admitted on the doctrine of permanence. Even on the
momentarist view, the mere fact that one cognition is similar in nature to
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another and is produced from it does not constitute material causation.
2WKHUZLVH WKH WHDFKHUfV FRIQLWLRQ DQG W
connected by a materiahuse relation.

Objection to the Proof and Its Answer

Could ignorance of the difference among the objects of recognition be
added to the definition previously given, and that itself be taken as a new
definition of the material causeffect relation? The difference between the
WHDFKHUTY DQG SXSLOYV FRIQLWLRQV LV NQRZ
ignorance of the differences among the distinct cognitions; therefore their unity
is not recognized at all. But is there not in this case also ignorance of the
differences among the bodies from which the separate cognitions arise? If so, a
newborn infant has not even a faint awareness of its former body; therefore it
has neither knowledge nor ignorance of the difference between the present and
former bodies. Yet the present body is regarded as causally connected with the
former body; otherwise, how could the infant remember the taste of its
PRWKHUfV PLON RQ WKH EDVLV RI D SUHYLRXYV
potsherds would not stand in a cateféect relation because they are always
known as distinct objects. Should causation then be based upon -the co
occurrence of cause and effect? No. On the momentarist view real co
occurrence is impossible, because cause and effect, both being momentary,
cannot be present at the same time. If imaginedccarrence is admitted, it
would apply to norcoexistent things as well. Body and consciousness too
appear to be present together.

Refutation of Another Possible Objection

The foregoing objections refute both definitions of the two kinds of
materialcause relatioA one definition is held to apply to the members of a
continuous series, the other to discontinuous transformation. The first is defined
as being the object of a ndlusory cognition of unity based upon similarity
among the related things; the second as standing in the relation of an original
form and its transformation.

Further Development of the Refutation

Concerning the second kind of material causation, it may now be asked:
how is it determined that a piece of charcoal or ash is a transformation of the
original wood? Why can it not be a transformation of fire? The answer may be
that wood becomes charcoal only after coming into contact with fire. But it is
equally possible that charcoal is produced from fire conjoined with wood. It
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may then be said that the material cause of an-etethental thing must itself

be eartkrelemental. But on what ground is this certain? The answer is that
causation is observed to be determined by similarity within a continuous
momentary series. But how is that established? It will be said that the
successive members of a series are regarded as one because of a veridical
cognition of similarity. What, then, is this similarity: generic unity or
coexistence? Both alternatives have already been shown incoherent. Does
similarity mean belonging to the same series? And if belonging to the same
series means that one member of the series is produced from another, the
efficient cause and its effect will also be related in the same way. If generic
unity itself is the materiatause relation, how can material causation be
determined by itself, since generic unity is being identified with that very
relation? Is the recognition of unity among successive cognitions itself the
nature of the materiadause relation? No; this view entails sd#fpendence.

Another Definition of Material Causation and Its
Refutation

Can the capacity to be recognized as one and the same thing define material
causation? Then the nature of this capacity must first be understood. Is it some
special power of the cognitions? If so, it cannot be confined to one particular
individual and regarded as differing from individual to individual. If one
individual is capable of production, other similar individuals too must
necessarily be capable of production. Otherwise, even the productivity of a
particular moment or momentary individual could not be determined, because
the precise identification of the productive moment or momentary individual is
not easy. All worldly practice would consequently come to a standstill, since
there would be no knowledge of what is beneficial or harmful. The distinctive
effectnatures of causes would also disappear, and no relation of invariable
concomitance between any two things could be established. Nor is this capacity
invariably connected with any determinate stream of cognitions; no property is
DYDLODEOH WKDW GLVWLQJXLVKHYV WKH WHDFKHU
stream.

Objection to the Final Statement and Its Refutation

Can cognitions within a particular stream possess a distinctive property
absent from other streams? No; no such property is known. We perceive no
generic difference whatsoever between the streams of cognition of teacher and
pupil. Could a difference exist while remaining invisible, so that the foregoing
reason is not sublated? No. A property residing in a visible thing cannot itself
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be invisible. If this were admitted, familiar smoke could be regarded as
possessing some invisible property such as ghosthood. Then every smoke
would not be an effect of fire; only some particular smoke would be regarded
as produced by fire, just as on the Buddhist view only one particular
momentary cognition is produced by another particular momentary cognition.
Under such conditions, cognition of fire in general would not arise from
cognition of smoke in general. Can it be said that only the first smoke in a
stream of smoke is an effect of fire? No; even concerning that first smoke,
doubt may arise whether it was produced from fire or from some invisible
cause. Therefore, if causes are established as generically different,
corresponding generic differences must be admitted in their effects even if
those effects appear externally alike, because generic difference among causes
determines generic difference among effects. Otherwise, generic difference
among effects would be accidental. And if causes are generically alike but
effects differ, the difference among the effects establishes a generic difference
among the auxiliary causes. This is the rational explanation of the entire matter.
If it is not accepted, the reality of an afterlife cannot be established either. The
VWUHDP RI FRIJQLWLRQ FRQVWLWXWLQJ D SHUV
without producing another stream constituting a future life. Furthermore, a
special kind of cognition could arise from an unconscious cause, and a special
kind of unconscious thing could arise from cognition, if the caeféect
relation were not governed by the rule stated above. Indeed, although all smoke
is directly perceived as belonging to one class, one might still raise the doubt
that some smoke is produced not by fire but by a ghost.

Another Explanation of Recognition and Its Refutation

Let it then be admitted that recognition is determined by some particular
auxiliary cause. Very well; we call this alleged special cause the agent. It may
be asked, however, on what special ground this agent is regarded as one entity
rather than a stream of auxiliary causes. The answer would be that an object
produced by one agent falls outside the class of objects produced by many
agents, whereas a stream of momentary causes does not. If it is said that the
stream has some distinctive feature separating it from objects produced by
many agents, we must examine what precisely that feature is. Only four
alternatives are possible: it is the nature of an individually efficacious
cognition; it resembles the generic nature of an individually efficacious
cognition; it depends upon some particular cause for its own arising; or it
depends upon a stream of causes. The first alternative is impossible because &
stream is not identical with any single momentary individual. The second
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overextends because a generic property such as cognitionhood occurs in the
cognitions of distinct individuals as well. The fourth is indeterminate because a
causal stream is equally present in the cognitions of different individuals.
Therefore, once the other alternatives are eliminated, only the third must be
accepte@d dependence upon a particular cause.

Further Development and Defence of a New Objection to
the First Explanation of Recognition

Alternatively, even if a causeffect relation exists, that relation alone does
not determine recognition. To make this clear, we ask: does the omniscient
Buddha recognize his cognitions as produced by one and the same agent or not?
If he does, that very fact establishes both the unity of the agent of recognition
and its difference from the cognitions. Everyone knows that cognitions are
unstable. Yet even the omniscient one cannot know the agent of recognition as
momentary, because he first experiences and then teaches; to become an
instructor and guide of seekers, he must endure beyond a single moment. If the
omniscient one does not recognize his cognitions as having one cause, it is
clear that mere causal relation does not determine recognition. If one thing does
not arise in the presence of another, the first cannot be called the cause of the
second. Can it be said that the omniscient one certainly has such recognition,
but it is not veridical and therefore cannot establish one agent of the cognitions?
Then does even the omniscient one become deluded and have false
recognition? It may be said that this is a deliberately made false
superimposition and is therefore harmless. But since the causal relation among
cognitions is the same for the omniscient one and ordinary people, how can the
RPQLVFLHQW RQHYV UHFRJQLWLRQ EH D NQRZLQJ
others is not? Is recognition different because the omniscient one apprehends
the differences among the cognitions while ordinary people do not? No;
ordinary people too understand the differences among etpgaitions. Do
ordinary people know only the differences among objects and not among
cognitions? No; they too understand cognitions as distinct. Repetition of
cognitions is known even when the differences among their objects are not
FOHDU ,I GHVSLWH NQRZOHGJH RI GLIIHUHQFH L
superimposed upon the cognitions, then, because they areeleantmtal,
recognition of unity should also occur between a tree and a stump, a stump and
charcoal, and charcoal and ash.
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Consideration and Refutation of the Objection that
Recognition Arises from Ignorance of StoreConsciousness

Let the explanation then be that ignorance of the several- store
consciousnesses causes recognition. No. On this view-csiosgiousness
would either be wholly different from the objeditrected cognitions associated
with I-consciousness, or it would be some accidertanisciousness included
within the stream of objedtirected cognition. The first alternative is
impossible. Two distinct streams oftbnsciousness, one objeatitected and
the other selflirected, are never experienced. Even if such two streams were
admitted, there would be no causal relation between them; consequently, no
relation would exist between the objects of the two recognitions either. That is,
WKH 3, UHFRJQL]+HGA UKMFWKB REWMHEZWRXOG EH GL
recognized in the setfirected form. If, despite the absence of causal relation,
the objects of both recognitions are regarded as one, one person could
recognize an object known by another person as his own previous cognition. To
avoid this defect, if objedalirected and selflirected consciousnesses are
regarded as causally related to one another, it must be admitted that one entity
can reside in many substrates. If so, what defect remains in the inherence of one
whole in many parts, which the Buddhist denies?

Can it be said that only stem®nsciousness, and not objdatected
cognition, is the material cause, so the defect of one entity residing in many
substrates does not arise? No. If so, objiiretcted cognition could not even be
the efficient cause of another objelitected cognition, because in the Buddhist
view efficient causation is invariably connected with material causation
whatever is the material cause of one thing is also the efficient cause of
something else. If this rule is not accepted, some member of a stream may
remain merely an efficient cause without being the material cause of the next
member; consequently, the stream would terminate at that fruitless member. All
cognitions are alike insofar as they are cognitions; therefore, if one is fruitless,
similar cognitions in other streams will also be fruitless. If this consequence is
accepted, the final member of every stream, being fruitless, will be regarded as
unreal; and if the final member is unreal, its predecessor too will be fruitless
and unreal. In this way the entire stream becomes unreal. What a marvellous
device for establishing causation as the basis of recognition!

If, in order to preserve the efficient causality of stooasciousness, it is
held that storeonsciousness is the material cause of a third cognition distinct
from both objectirected and selflirected cognition, the cognitions of one
stream, not being causally related to one another, cannot become the objects of
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recognition. Furthermore, each stam@nsciousness would be regarded as the
material cause of some cognition outside its own stream; consequently,
infinitely many new streams of cognition would have to be admitted in the
world. In summary, if objeetlirected cognition is not the material cause of any
cognition, it cannot be an efficient cause either and becomes wholly fruitless. If
it produces a cognition outside its own stream, an infinite regress follows; and
since there is no causal relation between storesciousness and these external
cognitions, they too cannot become objects of recognition. If both kinds of
cognition are regarded as material causes of eHjemtted cognition, one
entity must be admitted to reside in many substrates.

Refutation of the Second Alternative Above

The second alternative is also untenable. If accepted, ignorance of
difference concerning this second kind of cognition would relate either to its
RzZzQ QDWXUH RU WR WKH QDWXUH RI LWV REMHFV
nature, it will either be confined to the firstbnsciousness alone or include the
objectdirected cognitions as well. The first alternative will not work. The
VHQWHQFHYV 3, P\VHOI NQHZ EHIRUH ~ 3, P\VHOI NC
NQRZ ODWHU" H[SUHVV D SHUVRQTV FRIJQLWLRQ F
different times; this would be impossible without cognition of difference. If the
temporal states of the self can somehow be known as the objeet of |
consciousness, the object of recognition should be that very self, not the object
directed cognitions. It has already been stated that there is no ignorance of the
differences among the objedirected cognitions.

Nor is there ignorance of difference concerning the object of this cognition.
If such ignorance is admitted, the object will be either a form of cognition,
some other thing, or an unreal thing. The first alternative has already been
shown unacceptable. The Buddhist himself does not accept the second. And
whoever accepts such an external thing will accept its multiplicity on the basis
of the ceappearance of opposed properties. If suctapmearance does not
occur, the object will not be regarded as many.

Refutation of the Third among the Foregoing Alternatives

The third alternative too is incoherent. The real objectadrisciousness
has already been established. Even -fomsciousness were regarded as
objectless, it would not help establish the ignorance of difference required for
recognition. It has already been stated that false superimposition of identity or
erroneous cognition requires ignorance of one among six possible kinds of
difference, but not one of them is available in the present case. The six kinds
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are: real difference, unreal difference, difference whose reality is superimposed,
difference whose unreality is superimposed, -ooexistent difference, and
indefinable difference.

Further Development of Another Proof of the Unity of the
Agent

Alternatively, one may ask: on your view, does a former experience
produce its later memory, or does a latent impression produced by the
experience do so? the impression does, is it invisible or directly established?

If invisible, is there one impression persisting until memory arises, or a stream
of momentary members? If directly established, is it the stream of cognition
continuing after the experience, something different from that stream, or a
special feature of the stream? Concerning this special feature, one must again
ask whether it is merely the property of being produced from the experience, or
the property of being generically different from the stream of the experiencer.

Of these alternatives, the first is incoherent, because an unborn thing and a
wholly destroyed thing are equally inactive. An experience wholly destroyed as
soon as it arises cannot produce a memory much later. Apart from the stream of
cognition following the experience, no directly observable effect of the
experience appears; the admission of a separate entity is contradicted by its
nonapprehension. Nor can the proposed special feature be merely the property
RI SEHLQJ SURGXFHG IURP WKH H[SHULHQFH =~ ,
deliberately sown by a labourer in a field germinates while seed accidentally
dropped there does not. Similarly, either an experience of yellow or an
experience of blue could produce the stream of cognition normally held to arise
from experience of blue. There would then be no specificity among causes.
Consequently, what was not experienced could be remembered and what was
experienced might not be remembered.

Objection to the Foregoing and Its Refutation

Can it be held that, just as seed produced from rice again produces only rice
seed, so a cognition of blue produced from cognition of yellow may generate
memory of the yellow object, and in this manner causation between cognition
and memory remains regulated? No. For example, if of two pigeons, ore blue
grey and the other white, the bigeey one is regularly fed milk and the white
one blackberry juice, their offspring may respectively become white and blue
grey. Thus the mere fact of being produced from something does not determine
the nature of what follows. Analogies from other things may be found for the
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view that a stream of cognition continuing after an experience of blue can
possess a feature distinguishing it from a stream lackingdolgmeition. The

fruit of an emblic tree watered with milk later becomes sweet; cotton seed
irrigated with laedye abandons its whiteness, acquires a red colour, and
transmits that colour to the flower. But cognition and memory are not like this.
Crystal, though placed near a hibiscus or another flower, does not acquire its
colour and retains its whiteness; similarly, cognition, though affected by its
object, remains merely cognition. If the Buddhist says that all efgetis are
present in cognition, some clear and some indistinct, then despite blind faith in
KLYV RZQ VFKRROTV GRFWULQH RSSRVLQJ WKH FRH
he has lost all fear of accepting that very coexistence. One entity cannot be
simultaneously clear and unclear. | see no meaning in calling indistinct that
which is selfluminous by its very nature.

Refutation of the Final Alternative Above

Even if cognition is regarded as formless, it is certainly clear with respect
to all its objects. Things with respect to which cognition is not clear are not its
objects at all. If indistinct things too are regarded as objects of cognition, the
distinction between object and nobject becomes indeterminate. The
coexistence of clarity and indistinctness can be admitted only in a composite
thing; this has already been examined. Therefore, only the final alternative
remains: an invisible latent impression produced by experience produces
memory. But this impression cannot be a stream. If it were a stream, its effect,
memory, would arise within that very stream of impressions, because memory
would be related to that stream alone. The self included within the stream of
activating cognitions would then not acquire memory or recognition through
the awakening of the impression. If the impression and its effect resided in
GLIITHUHQW VXEVWUDWHY RQH SHUVRQ FRXOG UHF
it is said that the impression produces memory in a stream having the same
material cause as its own material cause, and that the stream ofditgietetd
cognition including the self is of this kind, a stream of impressions produced by
cognition of a yellow object would also produce memory of a blue object.
Therefore, however unwelcome it may seem, one must accept that an
impression produces memory only in its own material cause; there is no other
solution. Thus, because memory of an experience occurs at a time different
from that experience, the persistence of the impression and of its material cause
is established by itself and cannot be denied.
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Objection to the Foregoing View and Its Refutation

The foregoing analysis also explains the delayed fruition of merit and
demerit, or the much later production of results by the impressions generated
from them, because within one permanent substrate the impression and its
remote result are linked through intervening causal relations. On this basis the
Buddhist concomitance that each impression produces memory only within the
stream of which it is a member is also refuted. If the impression is different
from the stream of cognition, it will not be located in the self included within
the objectdirected stream; consequently, the self will have no memory. If it is
said that the impression possesses a distinctive nature of its own distinguishing
it from the stream of cognition produced by the experience, the assertion cannot
stand because no such known property is available. If any stream of things
continuing after an experience is regarded as the impression of that experience,
pots, trees, and the like too will count as such streams; yet no memory occurs in
them. Consequently, the stated concomitance is vitiated by mutual opposition
between subject and probandum.

Proposal of a Rejoinder and Its Refutation

Nor can the Buddhist view admit a permanent and invisible impression. If
such an impression is cognitive in nature, it cannot be invisible, because
Buddhists regard all cognition as skifninous. If it is different from cognition,
cognition cannot be its material cause. If the impression is regarded as a distinct
stream of invisible cognition, memory, pleasure, pain, and the like would also
be included within that stream and become invisible. Therefore, memory of the
kind described above certainly arises from some cause; if it were causeless, its
arising would be unregulated. Yet being caused is incompatible with arising
from many causes. Therefore, from the absence of being caused in a thing
having many causes, the concomitance is established that being caused
accompanies arising from one cause. Under this account, a positive example of
WKH WZR WHUPV RI WKH FRQFRPLWDQFH LV DOV
eyebrow. Recognition of the eyebramovement, or of the aggregate of atoms
constituting the eyebrow, as the same is not based upon ignorance. But this
UHFRJQLWLRQ PXVW EH TXDOLILHG DV IROORZV
nature occurs in it. Without this qualification, the reason would deviate in a
UHFRJQLWLRQ VXFK DV 37KH FKLOG ZKRP \RX VD.
VHH QRZ "~ EHFDXVH UHFRJQLWLRQ RI SHUVRQDO
of real unity.
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Objection to the Foregoing Conclusion and Its Answer

Does the gqualification above not apply to the body because the body itself
is conscious? No. The body is not conscious because it is a body, has a
determinate shape, is a material entity, and possesses qualities such as colour,
smell, and taste. Nor can the arrangement or organization of the five great
elements be conscious, because this arrangement does not remain the same
from day to day; if consciousness belonged to it, an experience from one day
would be forgotten the next. Consciousness is not confined to separate limbs of
the body either. If it were, when a hand, foot, or other limb were cut off, the
experience of that severed limb could not be remembered. If the body itself
were conscious, a newborn infant could not make its first movement, because
no effort is possible in the absence of desire and aversion. Desire cannot arise
until there is recognition that a certain object produces a desired result. Such
recognition cannot arise without memory of the invariable concomitance
between that object and its agreeable result; yet the infant has not experienced
that relation in this life. The body that experienced the concomitance belonged
to a previous life; once that body had become ashes, another body taking its
place could not remember the previous experience. But in this life the causal
relation between experience and the initiation of action is clearly established.
Therefore, without experience no initiation of action would occur; otherwise
action would become unregulated. For the same reason, the senses too are not
conscious. We apprehend one and the same object through both seeing and
touching. The mind too is not conscious, because it is inferred only as an
instrument. Thus the foregoing concomitance is established, and the reality of a
self that passes from one birth to another is also established. This self is
beginningless because it is itself devoid of desire, while worldly production is
understood to involve an agent possessing desire. It is also endless because a
real and beginningless entity is indestructible. The self is an eternal substance
but has no determinate shape. It is formless because it is motionless; it is
motionless because it is eternal, is available in our inward perception, and is the
substrate of perceptible qualities.

Reductio in Support of the Foregoing Conclusion

The following reductios support the foregoing conclusion. If the self had a
beginning, its first initiation of action could never occur. If it had an end, its
existence could not persist despite being beginningless. If it were not a
substance, it would be devoid of qualities. If it were nepaflvasive, fire, air,
and the like would become motionless. Motion cannot arise merely through the
ERG\YV FRQMXQFWLRQ ZLWK ILUH DLU DQG WKH (
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motion of some moving entity, but no such medium is available in the present
case. Space conjoined with the body is itself motionless; therefore its
conjunction cannot set anything in motion. If a motionless thing produced
motion, every kind of motion could arise. If an eternal entity possessed
determinate shape, it could not be the substrate of qualities perceptible to us; an
eternal entity with determinate shape and specific qualities would produce other
objects as well. If an eternal entity possessed motion, it would possess
determinate shape. This is the essence of philosophical teaching on the matter.

Some say that the self is atomic in dimension like the mind, because it is
the substrate of conjunction, which is the foimerent cause of cognition. An
REMHFWLRQ LV WKDW WKH VFULSWXUDO VWDWE
opposes the apervasiveness of the self and contradicts the inference. But this
objection is not sustainable. If the self were nofpalivasive, the mind could
not be atomic in dimension. The ordered succession of all activity is possible
because conjunction between self and mind occurs successively. When the
TXRWHG 8SDQLADGLF VWDWHPHQW LV FLWHG L\
to be greater than the great, has been omitted.

Objection to the Necessity of SelKnowledge and Its
Rejoinder

Let the objection then be this: even though the self has been established as
real, it should still be abandoned. A person who possesses awareness of
selfhood becomes attached to what benefits him and averse or hostile toward
ZKDW KDUPV KLP $WWDFKPHQW DQG DYHUVLRQ
One who has no cognition of the self has no cognition of benefit or harm either;
therefore he will neither love nor hate anyone and will not be caught in
VDAV—UD 7KXV -dnENngVexpart iD pbRAn$ Y ¥dnstantly intent
upon removing poison, the seeker of liberation should remain constantly
engaged in establishing nself. No; this is not the correct view. A person
without awareness of the self cannot become a seeker of liberation at all. In the
absence of seknowledge no one will desire release from suffering or
attainment of happiness. The desire to obtain heavenly pleasure or liberation
remains in a person only so long as he strives toward these goals. When desire
ceases, both effort and its result cease. This view ofsatinwill only
strengthen atheistic tendencies, and those tendencies will produce innumerable
destructive consequences filled with uncontrolled craving for objects of sensory
SOHDVXUH :HUH WKLV QRW VR KRZ FRXOG RQH
DQG IHDUOHVVO\ SURFODLP 3$V ORQJ DV ZH OLY
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As for the statement that a person loves what benefits him and hates what
harms him, it is certainly true. One who regards liberation as beneficial will
become attached to its causes, seek them out, and obtain the desired result by
hating or remaining indifferent to the causes that obstruct liberation; there is no
other way. One who regards enjoyment as beneficial will likewise remove
obstacles and obtain enjoyment. The -akitted have mistaken their true
benefit for harm. Even in veterinary practice one does not observe anyone
becoming fond of what he regards as harmful to himself or turning away from
what he regards as beneficial.

A Second Objection to the Necessity of Sefnowledge and
Its Refutation

But even apart from the foregoing, should the self not be abandoned like
the senses and the rest, because it is the basis of suffering? Yes; in the form in
which it is the basis of suffering, it should certainly be abandoned. The self
qualified by limiting adjuncts produces suffering. But why should the self not
be abandoned even in its unqualified state? No; that is neither possible nor
fruitful. Abandonment of the self cannot mean its destruction, because the self
is eternal. Nor can it mean separation from it, because itfperlbsive. Nor is
nonapprehension of it abandonment; the more one tries to avoid self
knowledge, the more awareness of the self increases. Can one avoid self
awareness by remaining indifferent to it? Surely we have remained indifferent
to this matter for so long, yet selfvareness has not ceased. Such an effort is
also fruitless. Abandonment of the qualified self is necessary for the destruction
of suffering; but for what result would the unqualified self be abandoned? From
fear that it might again become qualified? No; there is no ground for such a
fear. Why, then, contemplate the unqualified self continuously? Because
continuous meditation upon it brings liberation. What is the nature of
contemplation of the self? Discriminative knowledge. Discrimination from
what? From nosself entities such as the body.

Proof of Discriminative Knowledge of Self and NorSelf

Both inference and scripture prove that discriminative knowledge of self
and nonrself is necessary. For one who mistakes thegadinfor the self, the
body becomes the beginning and end of existence. Attached to the body, he
intensely craves all the things of the world that provide bodily pleasure and
hates unpleasant things. But one who knows the self as an independent entity is
not affected by this attachment and aversion. A person who has abandoned all
limitations has no attachment to offspring or wealth, because they do not serve
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his true welfare. Nothing can cut, dry, or burn the self. It lies beyond the scope
of scriptural injunction and prohibition. Scriptural commands apply only when

a person is limited by birth, caste, age, property, and sacraments. Therefore, the
false cognition that mistakes nself for self is the cause of bondage in
VDAV—UD 5LJKW NQRZOHGJH UHPRYHV WKLV ID
arises successively through hearing scriptural statements, reflecting upon them,
continuous meditation, and the like. When the causes of attachment and
aversion have been removed, their effects too are destroyed. Accumulated merit
and demerit are exhausted through the experience of their fruits. This is the
essence of the proof of the foregoing thesis.

Scriptural Proof of the Foregoing View

7KH HVVHQFH Rl VFULSWXUH LV FRQWDLQHG
above and in other statements saying that neither good nor evil touches the
disembodied entity. But is scripture not unreliable because statements
concerning the unreality of the world are false, distinct doctrines mutually
contradict one another, and repetitive passages contain needless duplication?
No. Scriptural statements have different intentions. Statements calling the
world false intend that the seeker of liberation know the self as transcending the
world and its objects. Statements of rthral truth intend that knowledge of the
independent self brings liberation. Statements that appear repetitive intend to
convey the difficulty of knowing the self. Statements describing the self as
beyond the mind intend the abandonment of all external effort. Statements
calling the self bliss intend that the self alone is to be known. Statements calling
primordial nature conscious aim to teach the necessity of meditation for
realization of the self. Just as a fordeteller accustomed to dealing with
venomous creatures strives to restore consciousness to a person renderec
unconscious by a snakebite, so the practitioner of the self strives for the
realization of sefFRQVFLRXVQHVY 6WDWHPHQWYV VXSS
primordial nature and the like should be interpreted in the same manner. If such
an interpretation is not accepted, on what ground can it be said that Kapila
understands scripture better than Jaimini? And if both are learned in scripture,
why do their interpretations of it differ so greatly?

Proof of the Authority of Scripture

What proves the authority of scripture? Its being the instruction of a
trustworthy being. Is this fact not unestablished? No. The reality of a
trustworthy being who is the creator of the world is established by inference.
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7KH LQIHUHQFH LV 37KLV ZRUOG ZKRVH SURGXF
EHFDXVH LW LV DQ HIIHFW ~

Objection to the Inference Establishing God and Its
Answer

,V QRW WKH UHDVRQ LQ WKDW LQIHUHQFH B3EHL
kind of effecthoo& namely, being produced by an embodied agent? The
presence of the reason in the subject, the world, indicates that the creator is
eternal and omniscient, whereas the concomitance between effecthood and
agency indicates creation by an embodied agent; the two are mutually opposed.
No. That special qualification of effecthood is not conveyed by the
concomitance and therefore is not apprehended at the time of inference. If such
a qualification were known before the inference, it would necessarily be known
as coexisting with the properties conveyed by the presence of the reason in the
subject; consequently, the question of opposition between the two properties
would never arise. But how are wholly imperceptible properties such as
eternality and omniscience admitted in the creator? The answer is that they are
known in the course of inference for oneself. Can an inference made for oneself
produce such knowledge? Yes; the very function of a means of knowledge is to
produce cognition of something that would otherwise remain unknown. But the
opposition of one property to another cannot be determined until the other
property is actually known. This is a distinctive feature of cognition of
opposition.

What, then, is the power of inference by which an otherwise unknown
property or entity becomes known? This power consists in three kinds of
relation, based upon three kinds of necessity concerning prior requirement and
impossibility. A relation based upon the necessity of prior requirement is called
positive, and one based upon impossibility is called negative.

Second Objection to the Inference Establishing God and Its
Refutation

Let the present inference then be defective because a cfatence is
SRVVLEOH 37KH ZRUOG KDV QR DJHQW EHFDXVH |
EHLQJ " 1R 7KHUH LV QR VXFK GHIHFW EHFDXVH \
EHLQJ  DGGHG WR WKH UHDVRQ LV VXSHUIOXRXV L
qualified reason is not invariably concomitant with the probandum and is not
equally strong as the reason of the original inference. Does this qualification
not remove the defect of the absence of the reason from the subject that would
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RFFXU LI WKH VLPSOH UHDVRQ *EHLQJ XQSURGXI
is not unproduced? No. In attempting to remove one defect, addther
absence of concomitanges introduced. If this qualification were effective
despite the defect of being superfluous, the following inference would also be
YDOLG 3$Q HQWLW\ ZKRVH FDXVDWLRQ LV GLVS
EHFDXVH LW LV QRW SURGXFHG E\ DQ HPERGLHG
divine creation of the world.

Third Objection to the Inference Establishing God and Its
Rejoinder

Let this inference then be rejected through certain reductios. For example:
3, WKHUH ZHUH QR ERG\ WKHUH ZRXOG EH QR 1
the body. But if an eternal intellect does not require a body, then eternal effort
will likewise require neither intellect nor desire. Consequently, the divine agent
RI WKH ZRUOG PXVW EH UHJDUGHG DV GHYRLG
possesses two special features: it arises from cognition, and its object is the
very object of that cognition. This effort is what is called agency. Since divine
effort is eternal, it may not require cognition as its productive cause, but how
can its need of cognition for determining its object be denied? Effort is not by
its own nature directed toward any object; if it were intrinsically object
directed, it would be identical with cognition. The principal difference between
cognition and effort is simply that effort does not by itself illuminate any
object.

Should effort then be regarded as objectless? No. If so, it could not be the
cause of action and the rest. How, moreover, is the reality of divine effort
established? Let it remain unestablished, it may be said. No; the proof of it is
faultless. If there is a defect in the proof, let it be shown. Does effort take all
things as its object, so that cognition is not needed to determine its object? No;
it has already been stated that effort is not intrinsically directed toward any
object, for otherwise it would itself be cognition. Can effort acquire an object
without cognition, like vital effort? No. Vital effort belongs to an entirely
different class. If both belonged to the same class, vital activities such as
inhalation and exhalation would become subject to desire, or desire would
cease to be a cause of effort, because some effort, like vital effort, arises
without desire. Therefore, whatever is effort has its objecthood determined only
by cognition and desire; this objecthood must be established.
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Objection that Knowledge of Invariable Concomitance Is
Impossible, and Its Answer

Adopting the manner of a Buddhist logician, the opponent proudly
declares: even after the presence of the reason in similar instances and its
absence from dissimilar instances have been observed hundreds of times, the
reason is still found to deviate from the probandum; and even if no deviation
has been observed in the definition of invariable concomitance, it cannot
thereby be secured against the defect of deviation. Therefore, some other
definition of invariable concomitance is required. That definition must be either
the absence of a condition in the reason, the causality of the probandum with
respect to the reason, or opposition to the contrary view.

The first alternative is unacceptable. There is no means of determining the
absence of invisible conditions in the reason, nor is there a rule that every
condition must necessarily be visible. The second alternative is also
unacceptable. Causality is determined by positive and negative concomitance.
This concomitance would relate either to a visible conscious body or merely to
consciousness irrespective of the distinction between visible and invisible
bodies. The first alternative will not work. A tree produces effects even though
it possesses no visible conscious body, and this definition does not help
establish that the creator of the world is bodiless. The second alternative too is
untenable. It is easy to understand the absence of the potter when the pot is
absent, but it is impossible on any occasion to determine the absence of all
visible conscious beings. The mere absence of visible potters and the like does
not imply the absence of every visible conscious creature. If it did, because the
potter is absent when a sprout arises in a tree, all conscious agents would have
to be regarded as absent, and God too would not be the agent of the sprout.

7KH TXHVWLRQ PD\ WKHQ EH DVNHG KRZ GR ZH
of consciousness? The answer is that just as the absence of a potter does not
entail the absence of all visible and invisible consciousness, so when another
SHUVRQTV ERG\ PRYHV WKH DEVHQFH RI P\ RZQ
imply the absence of every consciousness. But this is a separate problem, not a
special question concerning the nature of causation. Stated clearly, its answer is
WKLY WKH ERG\ LQ LWV JHQHULF IRUP LUUHVSHF
RZQ DQG DQRWKHUTV LV LQYDULDEO\ FRQQHFWHCG
this general positive and negative concomitance, a causal relation between
consciousness and bodily motion is determined. The causality of another
SHUVRQYY FRQVFLRXVQHVYV ZLWK UHVSHFW WR E
JHQHUDO UHODWLRQ REVHUYHG LQ RQHYV RZQ ERC
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The third alternative is also unacceptable, because the contrary view that an
effect can arise even in the absence of consciousness cannot be decisively
refuted. The regularity of an effect with respect to place, time, and the like can
be explained by an accidental causal complex possessing a specific capacity to
produce that particular effect and brought into proximity with the effect by its
own causes.

Answer to the Objection

All this is irresponsible babble. A rational resolution of all three
alternatives is possible. The fact is that one property can stand in four kinds of
relation to another property: it may be opposed to it, -peevasive of it,
coextensive with it, or pervaded by it. A fifth possibility does not exist.
Opposition and  nowopposition, coexistence and nRooexistence,
overextension and neoverextension are by their very nature mutually
opposed.

Of these four, the first twd an opposed property and an opervasive
property?2 cannot generate doubt that a condition causing defect in the reason is
present. If they did, the inference would either establish only an unproduced
thing as produced by an agent, or force us to regard an unproduced thing, along
with produced things, as aggmduced. If the condition were opposed to the
reason, then, while pervading the probandum, it would not extend beyond it and
would become coextensive with the probandum. Mere unproducedness,
opposed to the reason, would then begin to establish-pgmhicedness. If the
condition overextended beyond the reason, agettuced things would have
to be admitted outside the class of produced things. But unproducedness is by
nature opposed to being caused; therefore an unproduced thing cannot have ar
agent, which is a special kind of cause.

The third type is also unacceptable. If the condition is coextensive with the
reason, the status of the two is identical in every respect. If the reason
establishes the probandum, the condition will do so as well; therefore it creates
no doubt about the validity of the reason. The fourth type is possible, but it
FDQQRW EH SHUYDGHG E\ WKH SURSHUW\ 3SEHLQ.
LW ZHUH B3EHLQJ SURGXFHG E\ VRPH HPERGLHG
regarded as pervading the probandum, would be present in a pot but absent
from cloth because cloth is not made by a potter; consequently, the probandum
itself would be shown absent from cloth. Nor is the condition coextensive with
creation by an embodied agent. If being produced by an embodied agent does
not constitute a condition in the reason, neither can a property coextensive with
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it constitute a condition; otherwise it would cease to be a necessary
concomitant of embodimeiprroduction.

Refutation of the View that Creation by an Embodied
Agent Is a Condition

3%HLQJ SURGXFHG E\ DQ HPERGLHG DJHQW’ ™ FL
LQIHUHQFH DERYH EHFDXVH LW GRHV QRW SHUY|
DIJHQW ~ ,Q VD\LQJ WKDW DQ DIJHQW GHSHQGV XSR
body is regarded as assisting creation by serving as the support of the self. But
the body is not a universally operative cause of the act of creation; it is
principally a condition for experiencing pleasure and pain. Nor is a body
necessary for assembling instruments of action, because instruments are
required only when an agent cannot act directly upon the object. God can act
upon objects and instruments without the mediation of a body.

Nor does this condition overextend beyond embodied creation, because the
objector himself does not accept a bodiless agent. It may be said: since a
bodiless agent is possible, doubt about whether the reason is conditioned
SUHYHQWYV WKH DJHQF\ RI WKH ZRUOG IURP EHLQJ
But then the condition has become coextensive with the probandum, and
consequently that very condition would establish a bodiless agent of the world.
The opponent himself regards the presence of the condition as doubtful, so even
such a reply is difficult to maintain. Nevertheless, whether the condition exists
or not, bodiless agency is established in either case. If the condition both
pervades and is pervaded by the probandum, it is coextensive with it; once
established, it will itself yield the inference of bodiless agency. If the condition
is not established, the unconditioned reason itself establishes the probandum.

Only this doubt now remains: is the probandum established by the
FROQGLWLRQ RU E\ WKH UHDVRQ 3HIIHFWKRRG™"
establishing it. Hear also the resolution of this doubt. In the absence of a body,
impermanent cognition does not arise, because body and impermanent
coghnition stand in a necessary casffect relation. Therefore, if cognition is
eternal, everything will be its object. Limitation to particular objects is
LQYDULDEO\ FROQQHFWHG ZLWK LPSHUPDQHQFH 7K
is determined by the capacity of the relevant causal complex. Eternal cognition
has no such capacity arising from a causal complex, and therefore lacks the
objectlimitation invariably connected with it; limitation belongs only to
impermanent cognition. Desire and effort corresponding to cognition that takes
all things as its object will likewise take all things as their objects, because
cognition, desire, and effort have the same object.
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Under these conditions, where is the opportunity for the ghostly play of the
GRXEW WKDW 3RQO\ VRPH REMHFWY DUH SURG
concerning conditions in other inferences should be removed in the same
manner. Thus the unconditioned relation between probandum and reason is
established. Once the probandum determined by the reason has been
established, the absence of the reason determined in the reverse order by the
absence of the probandum is also established. There is no need to eliminate a
separate condition again in order to establish negative concomitance.

Refutation of the Second Objection to Invariable
Concomitance

Regarding the second objection, open your ears, abandon meaningless talk,
and hear our answer. First you must be asked whether, when the causes of ¢
pot? the staff, wheel, and the liReremain inactive, there is or is not a visible
or invisible conscious director invariably connected with the distinct operations
RI WKH SRWYV FDXVHV I QR VXFK GLUHFWRU L
concerning the absence of an invisible conscious director? It may be said that
the absence of the conscious being whose presence is necessary for productior
must also be considered in the negative concomitance. Very well; no one
doubts this. Agent and director are equally required in both positive and
negative concomitance.

But is this agendirector embodied? Yes; but what does that statement
mean? Does the conscious being move all the causes through bodily action, or
is the body itself the instrument employed? The first meaning is impossible.
The body is itself a cause of some result; if its activation depended upon
another body, an infinite regress would follow. Nor is the second meaning
universally true. In moving a poisonous substance by sheer volition, no bodily
action is involved.

Does the statement then mean that the conscious being, insofar as
embodied, is positively and negatively concomitant with the effect? If so, it
must be explained whether possession of a body is required because the body
itself is a condition, because it is an instrument that moves other causes, or
because it is merely an inborn support obtained as the result of past action.
There is no objection to the first alternative. Where a body is a condition of an
effect, it is necessarily required; but no sensible person will say that it is
required even where it is not a condition. Under the second alternative, it may
be said that what is not directly manipulated is moved by an instrument that is
directly manipulated. But there is no rule that what is not directly manageable
E\ RQH SHUVRQ FDQQRW EH GLUHFWO\ PDQDJHD
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is itself an example. Under the third alternative, the body is as useless as the
I[IUXLWOHVYVY WHDW RQ D JRDWYV QHFN EHFDXVH
concomitance between the operations of the causes and the result. It is as
irrelevant as the presence of light in the positive and negative concomitance
between smoke and the burning of dry grass.

If even an inactive and fruitless body is held necessary for every
SURGXFWLRQ WKHQ D SHUVRQ ZKR PDNHV D SRW
UHJDUGHG DV PRYLQJ WKH VWDII DQG WKH OLNH
body. From the standpoint of being obtained as a result oflifgasictions,
WKHUH LV QR GLIITHUHQFH EHWZHHQ WKH SRWWHU
be said that a particular body is necessary for producing a particular object even
WKRXJK WKDW ERG\ VHUYHV QR IXQFWLRQ %XW
QHFHVVDU\ IRU SURGXFWLRQ™ DUH PXWXDOO\ FRQ
DV RSSRVHG D FDPHOYV ERG\ WRR PD\ EH FDOOHC
a heated iron ball held by tongs, the body is required in production only when it
is a condition or the support of a condition, not merely because it is a body. A
body is not the condition or support of every effect. Therefore, it cannot be
established that different bodies are the bases of different productive activities.

Could the conscious being who is the support of the causes producing a
sprout also be the support of the causes of every production, so that there is no
need to admit many selves? No; that is a different question. Even when that
guestion arises, the inference of many selves is not based on being the support
of a production or its causes, but upon inferring emotions such as pleasure,
pain, and fear from external signs such as smiles, and from those emotions
inferring selves who experience them. Therefore, no further discussion is
needed here.

Refutation of the Third Objection to Invariable
Concomitance

Regarding the third objection too, close the eyes clouded by envy and hear
our rational statement. In this world no effect can arise apart from the cycle of
various kinds of causal factors, and this cycle is determined by a conscious
agent. If it were not, the definitions of the distinct causal factors could not be
fixed at all.

A locus is that whose nature is determined by the agent or object, because it
supports something. A point of departure is that whose nature is determined by
the act of separation and the thing separated; these two delimit it. A recipient is
that whose nature is determined by the action intended as an instrument,
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because the action aims to affect the object. The object is that whose nature is
determined by the instrument, because the object is invariably connected with
the instrument. The nature of the instrument is determined by the principal
DIJHQW EHFDXVH WKH LQVWUXPHQW LV WKH LPP
nature of the principal agent is determined by all the other causal factors,
because an agent is required for all their operations. But when the agent is
defined as the substrate of properties such as cognition, desire, and effort, there
is neither circularity nor mutual dependence.

Thus, if there is no principal agent, the subsidiary causal factors determined
by it will not exist either; consequently, one must accept the possibility of an
effect arising without a cause. This is a very serious defect in the proposed
view.

It may be said that this consequence follows only if all subsidiary causal
factors are invariably concomitant with the principal agent, but that very
concomitance is doubtful. No. How can the concomitance be absent? Apart
from the six causal roles, there is no subsidiary factor not determined by the
principal agent. Their definitions are impossible unless determination by the
principal agent is included in them. If an effect can arise without a principal
agent, the organization of the effect must likewise be possible without the other
causal factors; ultimately, an effect could arise even when all causal factors are
absent. When all subsidiary factors are absent, no entity or general cause called
D SFDXVDO IDFWRU™ UHPDLQV $QG LI RQH FDXVL
all the others cannot be avoided, because their natures are mutually implicated
in one another.

Objection to the Foregoing View and Its Answer

The Buddhist objects that the foregoing analysis of the distinct causal
IDFWRUV LV PHUHO\ WKH RSSRQHQWIT TV RZQ GRF\
or unconscious thing stands in positive and negative concomitance with an
effect is called its cause. Sometimes conscious and unconscious causes jointly
produce an effect; in that case each is a principal cause in its own place. The
distinction that one is material and the other efficient, or one principal and the
other subsidiary, is determined on some basis.

This statement is incorrect. If an effect can arise without a principal agent,
it should likewise arise without a material cause. It cannot be said that, because
an effect is generically similar to its cause, a material cause must be accepted
and, being proven, cannot be ignored. If only the material cause produced the
effect, the effect would remain generically similar to the material cause despite
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differences among efficient causes. Or, if an effect arose solely from a material
cause similar in class to itself, it would have no need of an efficient cause.

But does an effect not arise from a causal complex rather than from one
cause? Yes; but why? If the reason is that only a material cause joined with an
efficient cause is established as causal through positive and negative
concomitance, it may be said that this concomitance is observed only among
visible things. The objection may be raised that visibility of the cause is
irrelevant. Very well; then visibility should not be required in the case of a
conscious cause either. Just as material and efficient causes jointly produce
their effect, conscious and unconscious causes will jointly produce an effect. In
the absence of either, the efficacy of the other will also be fruitless.

Moreover, things such as a lump of clay or a staff are observed to depend
upon something else for their motion. A full analysis is required to determine
whether this dependence is fixed by their generic nature, by the influence of a
particular unseen merit of the agent, or merely by their unconsciousness.

Refutation of the First and Second among the Three
Alternatives Above

The first of these alternatives is unacceptable. If the very nature of the staff
and the like made them dependent, a loom and other things different from a
staff would become independent causes. If a loom is regarded as dependent
because of loomhood, the staff and the like would become independent. Nor
can the dependence of a staff and the like be confined only to their causality in
making a pot; otherwise the staff would become an independent cause when
driving cattle.

The second alternative is also unacceptable. If destiny is not confined to
objects of a particular class, the staff that is a cause of a pot could by destiny
itself be regarded as an independent cause of the pot. If not, state the common
property of the things that destiny has made causes. No single common
property appears among pots, cloths, carts, pans, and the like, or among staffs,
looms, chisels, tongs, and the like. Can such a common property be inferred on
the ground that pots and the like are produced by embodied persons? No.
Pothood and the like, each its own property, constitute the grounds of
inference; there is no such common property among things of distinct classes.

Suppose some similar shape or arrangement in the distinct objects is such a
property. But can they be regarded as created by a conscious agent on the basis
of that arrangement alone? No. Even without such arrangement, water, fire, and
the like are directed by conscious persons. There is no rule that only things
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moved through the body are moved by consciousness; otherwise the body itself
would become an independent agent, because no second body moves it.
Therefore, a staff and the like are dependent precisely because they are
unconscious. This unconsciousness is also present in atoms, unseen merit, anc
the like; therefore all of them will be under the control of a conscious being.
7KXV WKH SURSHUW\ 3KDYLQJ D FDXVH" LV HVW
ZLWK 2EHLQJ DQ HIIHFW ~ 6SDFH DQG WKH RWKH
are not effects. In this way both positive and negative concomitance between
being caused and effecthood are established.

The Nature of the Invariable Concomitance Required for
Inference

What, then, is invariable concomitance? A natural relation. What does
SQDWXUDO” PHDQ" $EVHQFH RI D FRQGLWLRQ :K
from the reason that determines the presence of the probandum. What is its
definition? Pervading the probandum without being pervaded by the reason.
How is it determined whether a condition exists? If the possible presence of the
reason in a counterexample lacking the probandum is not refuted, a condition is
admitted,; if it is refuted, the condition is denied.

What refutes this possibility? A reductio supported by repeated experiences
of positive and negative concomitance; the authority of this argument cannot be
doubted. This reductio, in its five forrasel-dependence, mutual dependence,
circularity, infinite regress, and the likesometimes establishes concomitance
by removing deviation of the reason and sometimes by removing the condition
that grounds the deviation. The result is the same in both cases. Examples of
these five kinds are available in this very work.

An Objection and Its Answer

The Buddhist, weakened by our argument, now turns it against us: in the
VDPH PDQQHU LQ ZKLFK *RGYV H[LVWHQFH LV H\
established. The negation supplied by perception is confined only to perceptible
things. The property of possessing a horn cannot be denied of a hare merely
EHFDXVH D KDUHfV KRUQ LV QRW SHUFHSWLEOH
negate the pervaded. The objector here regards perceptibility as the pervaded
property, because according to him both visible and invisible horns are
possible. The perceptibility of a horn may be due to its being produced;
therefore, in the absence of producedness, the existence of an unproduced
KDUHYVY KRUQ PD\ EH UHJDUGHG DV SRVVLEOH
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This rejoinder cannot disturb one who has already established a great truth
such as the existence of God, because it is pointless. Nevertheless, it may be
said that such an argument would bring disrepute upon a respected opponent
and should therefore not be ignored. Let our supporters be at ease; we shall
answer it.

7KH SHUVRQ ZKR VHHNV WR HVWDEOLVK WKH L
OLQJIJXLVWLF FRQYHQWLRQ VKRXOG EH DVNHG Z
understands something like hair or an object like an ordinary horn. If the first,
there is the defect of festablishing what is already established, together with
RSSRVLWLRQ WR RUGLQDU\ XVDJH EHFDXVH LQ F
denotes something wholly different from hair. If the second, the universal
property of hornhood is manifested by an object possessing a particular
configuration; how, then, can that property be manifested in atoms and the like,
which lack this configuration? If it can, pothood and other universals can also
be manifested there. Once this is accepted, universals will mutually overextend
or effects will arise without causes. Positive and negative concomitance will
cease to prove causality. Everything becomes inverted in such a confused
GRFWULQH 7KHUHIRUH WKH H[LVWHQFH RI DQ L
wholly impossible. Whence could arise the basis for an inference of something
contradicted by perception?

Objection to the Foregoing Answer and Its Answer

If manifestation of a universal property requires a particular configuration
RI LWV VXEVWUDWH *RGTV FRIJQLWLRQ FDQQRW
appears only when some transformation occurs in the senses and the like. No.
Cognitionhood neither negates nor implies eternality. Just as barrenness negates
motherhood, cognitionhood does not negate eternality. If cognitionhood
negated eternality, pots, cloths, and other unconscious impermanent things
would also possess cognition. Nor does eternality negate cognitionhood; no
opposition between them has been established, because the contrary possibility
has not been sublated.

7KH WZR LQIHUHQFHYV 3(YHU\ REVHUYHG FRJQLW
HWHUQDO WKLQJ KDV EHHQ REVHUYHG WR SRVVHV
through limiting conditions in the form of objecthood and objectlessness. They
are exactly like the inference that establishes all colour as impermanent but is
FRQGLWLRQHG E\ 3EHLQJ NQRZDEOH RQO\ E\ WKH |
senses the cause of the manifestation of cognitionhood. Whether there is
objecthood or no dependence upon a sense organ, every knowable thing causes
the manifestation of cognitionhood. Transformation of a sense organ
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independently of objecthood cannot cause cognitionhood to appear; otherwise it
would manifest other properties as well.

Minor Objections

Now hear certain subsidiary objections. If God alone is the creator, the
world would not possess manifold forms and would be produced continuously.
If God depends upon unseen merit to make the world, the admission of God is
unnecessary; unseen merit alone could produce the world. If God acts for his
own benefit, he ceases to be God. If he acts for the benefit of others, the world
should be free from suffering. If his effort has no purpose, he becomes like an
unconscious creature. There is no proof that God is one. And if there are many
gods, they will not be omniscient, because each god will know only the causal
complex of the effect he creates.

Answers to the Foregoing Objections

If, within the cycle of causes, one cause is first accepted and all the others
are discarded as unnecessary, ultimately every cause becomes unnecessary.
may be said that what is established as a cause through positive and negative
concomitance is not unnecessary. Very well; then a cause established by
inference is not unnecessary either, because both are established with equal
evidential force. Moreover, if the very purpose for which an entity has been
admitted is made the ground of its superfluity, the causality of unseen merit
everywhere will make all known causes unnecessary. Unknown causes are
inferred only on the basis of known causes.

*RGYV HIIRUW LV GLUHFWHG WRZDUG WKH EH
God has no selfish interest of his own. The creation of suffering does not
contradict his compassion; the occasional infliction of pain by parents, teachers,
physicians, and the like illustrates this.

,V VXIIHULQJ FUHDWHG EHFDXVH Rl *RGTV z
wickedness in God. The absence of wickedness follows from the absence of
GHOXVLRQ DQG WKH DEVHQFH RI GHOXVLRQ IUR

Refutation of the View that God Is Not Omniscient

There is no dispute that the being who produces dyads also knows invisible
atoms and knows all six kinds of real entities, from the triads produced from
DWRPV XS WR WKH OLYLQJ EHLQJTYY HQMR\PHQW
the material causes of the world. The nature of a material cause cannot be
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known unless both the determining property and the object determined by it are
known.

The rule is that an entity capable of making or knowing one thing of a
certain class is capable of making or knowing all things of that class, because
capacity is determined by the relevant generic property. It may be objected that
even a capable entity does not make or know anything when auxiliary causes
are unavailable. Of these two, the fi#siot producing an effect despite
possessing capacityis acceptable, because the production of things is
confined to determinate times and places. The secoot knowing despite
possessing capaclyZRXOG EH SRVVLEOH RQO\ LI WKDW }
SURGXFHG EXW *RGTV FRIQLWLRQ LV QRW SURGXHF

Why? In the absence of a body, senses residing in the body will also be
absent. When the causality of something has been established by positive and
negative concomitance, if that cause is absent, the relevant effect cannot be
produced by another cause; otherwise the effect would be causeless. No effect
is causeless. Therefore, it is s¢ef YLGHQW WKDW *RGTV FDSDFL
desire, and effort concerning one object extends to all objects of that class. In
WKLYV PDQQHU *RGYV RPQLVFLHQFH LV HVWDEOLVK

A Question and Its Answer

How can the creator of the world be bodiless? Because no visible body of
his is perceived. If an invisible body is admitted angpdssesses parts and
determinate shape, he could not generate a frog inside solid stone without
breaking the stone. Nor can his body be minute like an atom. An atom contains
no empty interior and therefore cannot support the mind; without mind and
senses it does not satisfy the definition of a body. If a mind located outside the
body could produce cognition, the body would be useless in the production of
cognition.

Does the distant sun not produce a frog inside a stone? No. The sun is not
the cause of thtHI IRUW WKDW SURGXFHV WKH IURJTV ERG
DQG WKHUHIRUH LWV LQIOXHQFH FDQQRW FURVV
regarded as apervasive, it would not depend upon a body as aimuoerent
cause; consequently, it would be causeless, and being causeless would itself
establish its eternality. A body cannot become the object of effort merely
because it is an object of cognition; otherwise our effort too could produce
effects in things distant from the body.

Do the sun and the like produce motion through inherence in something
conjoined with them space being conjoined with the sun, and the causes

producing the frog being conjoined with the frog? No. What is intended here is
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the immediate cause of motion. How, then, does one who knows the science of
snakeSRLVRQ UHPRYH YHQRP ZLWKRXW WRXFKLQJ
FDVH WKH H[RUFLVWYV HIIRUW LV GLUHFWO\ FR
who revives the snakEe LWWHQ SHUVRQ 2U WKH H[RUFLV
WKH PDQWUD *RGYV HIIRUW RU PHULW SURGXFI
with the motion that removes the venom. But at the beginning of creation there
LV QRW WKH VOLJKWHVW SRVVLELOLW\ RI DQ\ EI
be the cause of creation. For this reason, the omniscience of the maker of the
world is beyond dispute.

Establishing the Authority of Scripture

Suppose there is an omniscient creator; how can he also be a teacher? The
answer is that, besides being a capable speaker, he is wholly devoted to the
welfare of others. One who discerns good and evil and is benevolent will
certainly show the ignorant the proper path, provided his speech, articulation,
and the like are faultless. Just as an ordinary person tells a blind man on the
URDG 37XUQ ULJKW QRW OHIW ~ VR *RG VKRZV

But how can speeebrgans, articulation, and the like be established for a
bodiless God, when the capacity of an organ consists in its various movements
and clear sound cannot arise without such movement? The answer is that God
can initiate clear sound even without himself being the substrate of these
causes. For the production of an effect established through positive and
negative concomitance with causes, both the causes and their substrate are
requirec? just as a whole cannot arise without the aggregate of parts and the
substrate of that aggregate. But a body is not required as the cause of every
effect. For this very reason, the causality of a body in the production of dyads
DQG WKH OLNH KDV DOUHDG\ EHHQ UHMHFWHG
supports the inference that he gives scriptural instruction. What scripture is
this? The Veda, medical science, and the like. These are like the roar of a lion,
inflicting unbearable pain upon the ears of eleplizatenemies who hate the
Veda.

3URRI Rl *RGfV 2PQLVFLHQFH

The medical science composed by God is not unauthoritative, because the
truth of its statements is frequently established by direct observation. When an
injunction occasionally fails, the failure is accidental and due to a defect in the
causal complex of the prescribed procedure. When the appropriate causes are
assembled, the result certainly follows from them. If medical science were
groundless, its prescriptions would not be confirmed. If even groundless
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statements could prove true, the statements of untrustworthy persons would
also have to be regarded as true.

The prescriptions of medical science are not based merely upon observed
positive and negative concomitance. Testing the effects of combining and
separating numerous medicines in different diseases involves infinitely many
possibilities; no human being of the present age can complete all these tests.
Experiments involving poison may produce grave harm. Without knowing the
true nature of things, what sensible person would himself perform, or in the
name of training make another perform, procedures such as incision, drying,
cutting, cauterization, puncturing veins, and fasting? Nor can the basis of
present instruction be merely a beginningless chain of teaching from teacher to
pupil, because ultimately every instruction must rest upon some authoritative
source of knowledge. Scripture cannot be eternal merely as an ordinary
collection of sentences. Therefore, once the alternatives are eliminated, the
conclusion is that medical science originated from a being capable of directly
seeing even invisible things. By this example, or from the reason that it is
SDFFHSWHG E\ JUHDW SHUVRQV ~ WKH 9HGD WRR L
an omniscient author.

7KH OHDQLQJ RI 3*UHDWQHVV’

| WKH ZRUG 3JUHDW’ ™ PHDQV 3WUXVWZRUWK\ =~ W
omniscient author of the Veda will be doubtful in the subject, because the
WUXVWZRUWKLQHVY RI ODQX DQG RWKHUV PD\ EH -
the reason deviates because works composed by Buddha and others are not
regarded as the compositions of the omniscient. Or those works too would have
to be regarded as composed by the omniscient. Therefore, the proper meaning
Rl 3JUHDW™ LV H[FHOOHQFH LQ JUHDWQHVYV

What is this excellence? Acceptance of the essential truths stated in all the
SULQFLSDO SKLORVRSKLFDO VA\VWHPV $ SHUVRQT
in three ways: first, practising the doctrines accepted; second, employing words
UHJDUGHG DV FRUUHFW E\ WKH XQLYHUVDOO\ DFF
accepting the truth of certain Vedic statements within medical science, which is
accepted by learned people.

To elaborate: there is no philosophical system whose followers, though
calling all worldly activity illusory, fail to perform the Vedarescribed
sacraments from conception rites to funeral rites, fail to observe distinctions
between touchable and untouchable, or fail to perform expiatory practices such
as bathing and purification. It may be said that not every person accepts every
prescription. But medical science is not rejected by great persons merely
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because every person does not accept all of its prescriptions. People who accep
the true statements of diverse philosophical systems acknowledge the authority
of medical science; this alone constitutes its support by learned people.

Do even followers of the Veda obey every Vedic command? No; but this
causes no difficulty. Not every person accepts every prescription of medical
science either; different persons accept different prescriptions. Then, since
teachings such as nonviolence in the traditions of Buddha and others are
accepted by great persons, are those teachings not also approved by grea
SHUVRQV" 1R 7KHUH LV GRXEW ZKHWKHU WHDF
personally experienced the efficacy of their teachings or merely publicized
Vedic injunctions under their own names in order to gain the reverence of
disciples. This resembles the wktiown tale of the cat that practised austerity
to gain the trust of mice. It is difficult to suppose that they themselves
experienced the effects of their distinctive teachings, because general principles
such as nonviolence are present in Jain and other traditions as well. Distinctive
Buddhist and Jain practicégirawing consecrated circles, plucking out the hair
of the head, and so @rare not universally accepted. But special \eda
prescribed sacraments such as conception rites are widely accepted.

Whether a real difference exists between correct and corrupted forms of
words or not, all philosophers without dispute accept the practical distinction
between them. All also regard the teachings of the six limbs of the Veda as true,
and the purpose of all six is preservation of the Veda.

Objection to the Foregoing View and Its Answer

The obijection is this: let grammar and the like be sciences whose teachings
are universally accepted and which preserve the purity of the Veda. But why
should grammar be regarded as preserving only the Veda? It may equally be
said to preserve the teachings of Buddha, liberator of the world. No.
Grammarians do not hold such a view, and their grammar does not explain
expressions used in Buddhist discourse. Buddhist literature does not abound in
archaic words like the Veda; most of its words are current in ordinary language,
so it is not the principal subject of traditional grammar. Traditional grammar
does not analyze the distinctive words and meanings of Buddhist texts as it
does those of the Veda. On the contrary, it points out incorrect Buddhist usages.
Therefore, the universally accepted grammatical tradition supports Vedic
usage.

In the same way, universally accepted medical science supports Vedic
instruction. It repeatedly recommends sacrifice, charity, recitation, austerity,
expiation, and other Vedarescribed acts that promote prosperity and peace.
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This part of medical science cannot be unauthoritative; otherwise its other parts
too would have to be regarded as unauthoritative. Could this portion be a later
interpolation? No. In this science there is an unbroken continuity of teacher
pupil tradition. If interpolation is suspected in such a traditionally transmitted
science, it may be suspected in all sciences.

Thus, in all the ways described above, the Veda is supported by great
persons; such support is impossible without an omniscient author. Therefore,
WKH 9HGDYV DXWKRUVKLS E\ WKH RPQLVFLHQW LV

Further Elaboration of the Answer

Just as a new grammar or medical science opposed to earlier grammar or
medicine is blameworthy and is therefore not accepted by learned people, so no
new treatise on dharma composed in the present age would be accepted. Even if
someone supported it out of partiality, not everyone would be deceived. If a
present treatise on dharma does not oppose an earlier one, the earlier treatise
cannot have been accepted by only one or two persons or by no one; otherwise
the present treatise could not gain universal support on its basis.

Was there no treatise on dharma before the present one? No. Apart from
such scripture there is no proof that religious acts produce results; therefore,
without prior proof no one would engage in religious action. Once religious
action ceased, the pleasure resulting from it would also cease, and then no one
would retain an interest in anything. In this sequence even desire itself would
perish, and life would disappear from the world.

Conclusion: Scriptural Authority Is Supported by a
Beginningless Tradition

For the foregoing reason, specialists may accept the authority of the present
Veda in three ways: first, there may have existed before it a continuous
succession of earlier Vedas whose authority was accepted by earlier learned
people; second, the succession of earlier and present Vedas may be
beginningless and eternal like the uninterrupted flow of a river; or third, when
the Veda is destroyed in a periodic dissolution, the universally accepted
Supreme Lord restores it, whereupon specialists accept its authority.

This condition cannot arise through some modern psautteor who
disregards the ancient Vedic tradition. Whether the earlier Veda was
trustworthy or not, such a person would be proved a deceiver. If the earlier
Veda was trustworthy, making statements contrary to it is deception. If the
earlier Veda was untrustworthy, a modern author who, without knowledge of
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the subject, incites people to break old rules or accept contrary new ones is
likewise nothing but a deceiver.

Refutation of the First Two Alternatives Above

The first alternative is unacceptable, because a succession of distinct Vedas
existing at different times has never been observed. The continuity of the
SUHVHQW 9HGD LV HDVLO\ H[SODLQHG E\ HDFK ¢
identical recitation of his teacher; there is no ground for positing different
Vedas at different times merely to explain similarity of recitation.

The second alternative too is unacceptable, because the decline and
fragmentation of Vedic learning are directly observed. Today there are rites
enjoined by the Veda and mentioned by sages such as Manu that are not found
in the available Veda. Human powers of understanding gradually decline. Just
DV WKH FDSDFLW\ WR SHUIRUP VDFULILFHV VXFI
diminished, so has the capacity for study. It may be said that these sacrifices
were not performed even in ancient times. No; then the vast portions of the
Veda relating to these sacrifices would be pointless.

Nor can it be held that the Vedic recitations prescribing rites practised
today were always only inferred and were never actually available. Even if
phonemes are regarded as eternal, their sequence is not eternal; sequenc
depends upon successive utterance. Without phonemic order there is no word,
and without the order of words within a sentence there is no sentence.
7KHUHIRUH WKH YLHZ RI B3UDEK—NDUD FHOHEU
Veda is always inferable, does not befit his reputation as a teacher.

Like human capacity for action, capacity for study also declines with the
change of ages. Consequently, many branches of the Veda disappear;
performance of the rites contained in those branches is interrupted; and the
established system of conduct for classes and stages of life becomes disordered
JRU WKLY UHDVRQ WKH JUHDW VDJH 9\—VD REVI
beings, said that humans are born shieed and feeble in vitality. Observing
the disruption of the Vedic tradition, he said that with every change of
Manvantara a new scripture is required for such people. Seeing the interruption
of the tradition of action, he said that charity alone is the principal meritorious
act in the Kali age. Seeing confusion in conduct, he said that people would be
born who were absorbed only in gratifying the tongue and the sexual organ.

It may therefore be inferred that even the known and available Veda will
one day disappear, because it is Veda or because it consists of a collection of
sentences, like the lost branches. In the same way, the following inferences are

possible: all mountains will one day become dust because they are earth
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elemental things, like a destructible pot; the ocean will one day dry up because

it is a reservoir of water, like a small pond; the sun will one day be extinguished
EHFDXVH LW LV D OXPLQRXV HQWLW\ OLNH D ODP:
day come to an end because, like us, he possesses a body. All these inferences
accord with scripture.

Objection to the Foregoing View and Its Refutation

The objection is this: a future dissolution may be inferred in the manner
stated above, but how can it be inferred that a dissolution occurred in the past?
Because creation must necessarily follow every dissolution. If creation did not
occur, the previous actions of living beings would remain fruitless. Without
creation of the world there can be no experience of pleasure and pain and no
knowledge; without these, the stream of action cannot be exhausted. Therefore,
just as a dissolution will precede a future creation, a dissolution also preceded
the present creation.

Although the unseen merits of living beings bear fruit at different times, the
regular recurrence of creation and dissolution should be understood like the
regular recurrence of rain and the regular alternation of day and night. It is the
very nature of unseen merit that its fruition is suspended during dissolution. For
this reason, epics call creation and dissolution day and night.

But what proves that all living beings are destroyed together in dissolution?
It would be a strange notion that the entire universe divided into fourteen
worlds is destined for destruction, while the inhabitants of small villages, fairs,
and marketplaces remain confident of their safety. Therefore, at the beginning
Rl FUHDWL R @ormRklfirgn, the)JSad¥s Manu and others, establish the
authority of the Veda, and that same Veda has continued to the present day.

A Question and Its Answer

A question may arise: at the beginning of creation, why should sages such
as Manu accept the authority of the Veda? The answer is that, as in the case of
medical science, they are assured of the Veda by regarding it as the instruction
of a trustworthy person. How does this confidence arise? Through perception;
these sages can see even imperceptible objects. But if the sages themselves are
such seers, what need have they to accept the authority of the Veda? By their
own conduct they show their descendants the proper path, so that the tradition
of dharma may continue. This is compassion for living beings and the
fulfilment of their own responsibility.

A second possibility is that, when the latent impression of an invariable
concomitance known in a previous birth is awakened, the sages infer God's
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freedom from deceit from his being the father of the world, and his
omniscience from his creation of a world containing diverse things; from this
there arises firm confidence in God's trustworthiness.

Alternatively, from a desire to propagate the path of dharma, God himself
creates many human forms of teachers and pupils and, just as a master of acting
teaches by acting himself, causes the eminent persons of that age to engage ir
these roles and thereby establishes the authority of the Veda. Statements in the
3IXU—AZDV DQG HSLFV VXSSRUW DOO WKUHH YLH:

A Second Question and Its Answer

Suppose that the Gaditiated Vedic tradition depends on the Veda of a
previous creation, or that the sage Kapila himself is the bearer of the Vedic
WUDGLWLRQ 7KH ILUVW YLHZ EHORQJV WR WKH
followers of Kapila. But why would the Lord of the universe need a previous
Veda? Not in order to know its subject matter, for he is eternally omniscient.
Nor as a model for composing a new Veda, for omnipotent God requires no
model for any composition. Nor in order to remove inconsistencies from the
present composition, for the people to whom he would teach the present Veda
would have no knowledge of inconsistency with the earlier composition. If, by
virtue of omniscience, he knows this inconsistency, then he will also know the
omniscience of the author of the Veda, and every inconsistency will disappear
of itself.

, V WKH 9HGD Rl WKH SUHYLRXV FUHDWLRQ XQI
HWHUQDO FRQWLQXLW\ RI WKH 9HGD” PHDQV RQ
OLNHZLVH EH FDOOHG HWHUQDO 7KLV DFFRUGYV
QRW DGPLWWHG ZKDW UHPDLQV LV QRW WKHL)
0OOP—AV— 7KHUHIRUH ZLWKRXW DFFHSWLQJ WK
omniscient being, the above kind of defence of Vedic authority cannot be
understood. This establishes the invariable concomitance; and since a
supremely trustworthy being such as God is the author of the Veda, the Veda is
established as authoritative.

An Objection and Its Answer

Why, then, do followers of the Veda not honour the works of persons such
as the Buddha? Do not think that such works are rejected merely because they
were composed by persons who accepted the truth of doctrines opposed to the
9HGD IRU 9HGLF DGKHUHQWY DOVR KRQRXU WK
although they too were founders of such views. The reason for the honour is
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that those works do not oppose the ancient scriptures endorsed by the learned,
but agree with them.

Why, then, are texts of external traditions rejected? Because they contradict
the established Veda. Why do some people nevertheless support them? Some
OD]\ DQG WLPLG SHUVRQV ZLVK WR H&FDBDSH WKL
example, a weaver from a village called Udumbaragarta, who, out of indolence
toward religious obligations, abandoned the Vedic path and adopted Buddhism.
This is not possible for a Vedic adherent, because he must fully perform his
duties.

Some persons support such texts out of compulsion because they have been
RVWUDFL]HG E\ SHRSOH RI WKH WKUHH SULQFL
qualificaton2 DV GLG VFKRODUV QDPHG . UWL DQG 3UDM
Vedic path is the reverse: a person honoured by an external tradition does not
readily gain entry, whereas someone expelled from the Vedic path is received
E\ DQ HIWHUQDO WUDGLWLRQ 6RPH OLNH DUDEK
for every taste, making no distinction between what may and may not be eaten
or drunk; this is impossible for a Vedic adherent, who carefully distinguishes
what is fit and unfit to eat and drink.

B3HUVRQV VXFK DV .— &£ —F—U\D KDELWXDWHG W
external doctrines through partisanship. But no one can enter the Vedic path
merely out of partisanship, because Vedic initiation begins in childhood.
8QUHIOHFWLYH SHUVRQV VXFK DV DXAZELND D
association with atheists; such entry is impossible into the Vedic path, because
PHPEHUVKLS LV ERXQG WR KHUHGLWDU\ OLQHDJH
doctrines out of pride in yogic practice, in order to attain steadiness of mind;
but entry into the Vedic tradition requires a long process of disciplinary action.
6RPH OLNH DQ LGOH PHQGLFDQW QDPHG 6—P—Q\L
livelihood; the Vedic community does not admit such sudden newcomers.

Some people are confused like a child peering through the small hole of a
brightly painted drum the child takes one light to be mahwgnd, deceived by
fraudulent teachers, adopt external texts while mistaking evil for good. A Vedic
follower is not like this. Seeing that eminent persons accept the authority of the
Veda, he ascertains by inference the trustworthiness of its author and then
follows the Veda. This resembles the conduct of a person seeking recovery
from disease who follows the prescriptions of medical science.

A Question and Its Detailed Answer

Yet what is the basis of the external doctrines? It is not easy to suppose that

S0 vast a mass of texts was composed merely to deceive people, nor is it easy to
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suppose that the whole world could be deceived. Grant that they have some
basis; why concern ourselves with it? Nevertheless, if there is special curiosity,
hear the bases of the various Buddhist doctrines. The doctrines of universal
momentariness and self are founded on the practice of fallacious reasoning;
this has already been stated. The doctrines of universal emptiness and cognitive
forms are founded on distorted spiritual practice. Yogic discipline instructs the
practitioner to train in emptying the mind; this teaching was misinterpreted as
affirming the real emptiness of the world.

Doctrines that obstinately cling to their own thesssich as bowing to a
worshippillar and abandoning clothirfgare founded on hatred of opposing
viewpoints. They seek no proof for their own position and merely point out
defects in the opposing position. The basis of the teaching of celibacy is the
Veda itself, for a discerning person takes whatever in an external tradition is
not contrary to reason as compatible with his own doctrine.

7KH GRFWULQH RI PDQ\ PDQWUDY LV EDVHG I
which are common in Vedic mantras. But followers of external traditions
superimpose the form of the worshipped deity upon the mantra; this is their
RZQ LQYHQWLRQ 7R GHIHQG WKLV VXSHULPSRVI
LQ PHGLWDWLRQ LV WKH GHLW\~ LV PDQLIHV!
spontaneous speech of an ascetic and naturally truthful person becomes a
mantra, and that the purpose of meditating on a-tikéyobject is to steady the
mind. Otherwise, how could great sages bestow curses and blessings, and how
could one and the same deity be described as having four, eight, or more arms?
But this reasoning is unacceptable. If every utterance of a sage were a mantra,
the number of mantras would be limitless; and if any object of meditation could
become a deity, there would be no fixed form of a deity at all.

The actual course by which external doctrines such as Buddhism arose is
this: some teacher established certain views in order to mislead some people
and practised them himself. His followers accepted them, put them into
practice, interpreted them, and added new things; in this way external doctrines
spread. Nothing in this process is incomprehensible. Therefore, once external
doctrines have been refuted, doubt concerning the authority of the historical
portions of the Veda has been removed, and the possibility that any modern
human being authored the Veda has been excluded, it follows that the Veda
alone is necessarily authoritative, because its sole author is God.

A Question and Its Answer

How is the final point the removal of doubt concerning the authority of

the historical portions of the Vedaestablished? It is established by the fact
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that endorsement by eminent persons, divine authorship inferred from that
endorsement, or the absence of human defdabis grounds of authori@/ are
equally present in both the historical and the prescriptive portions of the Veda.
One may ask: what is the object of the historical statements? The answer is: to
convey their own meaning. One may then ask: what is to be achieved by
conveying this meaning? The answer is: acceptance of the available means of
spiritual welfare, abandonment of contrary things, and liberation. In all these
cases, true knowledge removes the causes of spiritual harm, makes available
the means of spiritual welfare, and ultimately liberates the self.

An Examination of the Nature of Liberation

What, then, is liberation? The absolute cessation of suffering from the very
nature of the self. What is this absoluteness? It is being qualified by the absence
of every entity whose nature is suffering. How is the absence of all suffering
possible? When all the causes of suffering have been destroyed. But does a
human being not desire such a result? No. Only what is unreal, undesired,
impossible, or outside the scope of a human goal is not desired; the absolute
cessation of suffering is not of this kind. Since it is established by valid means
of knowledge, it is real, acceptable to everyone, and also an object of desire,
because suffering by its very nature is an object of aversion.

Is the cessation of suffering desired in order to obtain pleasure? No, for the
cessation of suffering is not the cause of pleasure. Are the two invariably
concomitant with each other? No, no such invariable concomitance is
established. The absence of suffering is not pervaded by pleasure. An objection
may be raised: pleasure is pervaded by the absence of suffering. In that case
people would desire pleasure in order to remove suffering, and the contrary
undesirable consequence would be that the supreme human goal is already
accomplished merely by the absence of suffering.

Is the absence of suffering not experienced and therefore incapable of being
an object of desire? No. A suffering person longs to remove suffering even
without cognition of its absence. Otherwise, why would he sometimes commit
suicide, in which there is complete unconsciousness? It may be said that such a
person is undiscerning. But what relevance has discernment or lack of
discernment here? A thing's being desired makes it a huma@ geah the
general desire for a woman, whether the union is sanctioned by dharma or not.
The difference between the discerning and the undiscerning is only that the
discerning person, fearing the grave harm that may result from immoral action,
obeys the injunction of scripture, whereas the undiscerning person does not.
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If the preceding view were accepted, even the cessation of pain caused by a
thornprick and the like would not be an object of desire, because it is not
separately sought through deliberate reflection. It may be said that the cessation
of pain is known as soon as it occurs. The absence of suffering that constitutes
liberation is likewise known through inference and verbal testimony. If it is said
that the absence of suffering is not perceptible, then a person who desires the
eradication of sin would undertake expiation in vain; for the absence of sin and
the consequent absence of future suffering are not perceptible, and he would
never know whether the sin had been removed or future suffering would not
occur. It may be objected that, although the cessation of suffering is knowable,
it is not known at present; this much is sufficient for it to be a human goal.
Quite so; the same applies to the complete absence of suffering.

It may then be asked: in liberation pleasure is destroyed together with
suffering, so how can the absence of suffering be a desired goal? The answer is
that an intensely attached person may disregard the defects of an object and be
drawn toward it; likewise, an intensely detached person may undervalue its
merits and turn away from it. Food made from a mixture of honey and poison is
an example. There are people in the world possessed of such profound
dispassion. Nor are pleasure and pain present in equal measure in life; pain is
certainly greater than pleasure. Pain is not always accompanied by a means to
pleasure, whereas pleasure is generally surrounded by means to pain. How tiny
a spark of pleasure lies in something acquired in accordance with dharma, and
how many countless rainy days of pain are spent acquiring and safeguarding it!
The condition of wealth acquired through adharma cannot even be imagined.
Let people judge for themselves whether there is the slightest admixture of
pleasure in the pain caused by a thprick and the like. Even heavenly
pleasure is pierced through by the arrows of suffering. For this reason, the
instruction to separate pleasure from pain and enjoy pleasure alone, like
separating grain from chaff, is practically impossible.

The aforesaid absence of suffering is possible, because it can be produced.
Its result is beneficial, because the recurrence of suffering can thereafter be
prevented. Nor does the desire for the absence of suffering intensify any
craving for an undesirable object.

Refutation of the View That Pleasure Is Eternal

The statement that pleasure is eternal is not true, because the non
apprehension of what ought to be apprehended contradicts it. Can scripture
serve as its proof? No. If neapprehension defeats the assertion, scriptural
testimony cannot stand. Otherwise, even a scriptural statement that a stone
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floats would have to be accepted as true. Eternal pleasure is also not an object
of desire, because it is always already attained; one does not desire what is
already possessed.

Can even an attained object be desired through a®rwhen someone
searches for the gold necklace already worn around his neck? No. In a doctrine
that regards pleasure as conscious andw®ihous, such an error concerning
pleasure is impossible. Nor is eternal pleasure something to be attained. It
cannot be produced, because it is eternal; it cannot be modified, because it is
immutable; it cannot be refined, because no additional excellence can be added
to it; it cannot be acquired, because its relation to the self is eternal; and it
cannot be made known, because its cognition too is held to be eternal.

If cognition is not eternal, then in the absence of its cause, namely the
body, it will not arise. And if cognition can arise without a body, the body is no
longer its cause; then, because conjunction between self and mind is available
everywhere, every person would know everything. It may be said that cognition
and its object are both eternal, but their relation is an impermanent entity
different from the six categories; like posterior rexistence, once produced it
is never destroyed. No. There can be no new category besides existence and
absence. The relation is not an absence, because it has no-pogitiee. If it
is existent, then because it is produced it must also be destroyed, since there is
no further condition preventing the relation between production and
destruction.

If the destruction of ignorance is regarded as the relation to eternal
cognition and pleasure, we have no objection to this view. Ignorance is not
different from the twentpne kinds of suffering or defect, and the destruction
of these sufferings is the goal of human life; this has already been stated. But
desire for eternal pleasure does not lead to an auspicious result. By becoming
the cause of a latent impression of pleasure, this desire may generate pleasure
again; and when a person longing for a higher pleasure fails to obtain it, he may
run even toward inferior sensory pleasure. There is akmellvn saying: when
an extraordinarily beautiful woman is unavailable, a lustful youth may turn
even toward an animal.

A Question and Its Answer

The question now arises: is the self gethinous by its own nature or not?
7KH DQVZHU LV WKLV LI \RX KDYH IDLWK DVN WK
ask your own experience; and if you follow the path of reasoning, determine
that the self is not identical with the pleasure and cognition produced by contact

between sense organ and object. There is no ground for treating the self, which
506



is different from pleasure and cognition, as identical with either of them. The
EDVLV IRU WKH XVH RI WKH ZRUG 3SOHDVXUH" L\
senses, attachment, agreeableness, or regarding something as one's own; an
WKH EDVLV IRU WKH XVH RI WKH ZRUG 3FRJQI
directedness, recollection, and latent impression. These effects are not present
in the self.

Conclusion

Therefore, having acquired knowledge of the self from scripture and having
established through wetlrdered reasoning, by refuting rival doctrines, that the
self is wholly distinct from all rejectable adjuncts such as body, mind, senses,
and objects, the practitioner who has acquired such spiritual wealth as faith,
control of mind, fortitude, and detachment from sense objects should begin
meditation on the self through yogic practice that concentrates the mind.
7TKURXJK WKLV GLVFLSOLQH WKH PHGLWDWRU LV

At the beginning of meditation or inquiry into the self, external objects
SUHVHQW WKHPVHOYHV )JURP WKH VWXG\ RI |
SKLORVRSK\ WKH &—UY—ND GRFWULQH WRR DU
WKH .DIKD 8SDQLabG UHIHUV WR WKLV YLHZ RI
7R DEDQGRQ WKLV YLHZ WKH 8SDQLa4aDG VWDWI
anything connected with action.

Thereafter comes the stage of meditating on the self aslifierent from
REMHFWYVY 3:KDWHYHU HPRELWWKN GR PWKH Q/HH QRII VKR
EDVHG RQ WKLY PHGLWDWLRQ 7KH <RJ—F—UD
composed of the five aggregates is the self or consciousness also arises from
WKLYV VDPH EDVLV 7R UHIXWH LW WKH 8SDQL:
gualities, substances, and all such categories.

Thereafter comes the stage of meditating on the self as the exclusion of all
external and internal reality. The doctrine of Brahftransformation,
according to which nothing exists apart from Brahman, is founded on this
exclusionary meditation on the self. It is only an intermediate path toward
$GYDLWD 9HG—QWD 7KH %XGGKLVW GsRifFagdJLQH
DULVH ITURP WKLV SODQH RI PHGLWDWLRQ 7Kl
beginning of creation there was only Hosing refers to this standpoint. To
UHIXWH LW WKH 8SDQL4ADG VWDWHV WKDW WKR
fall into dreadful darkness.

Thereafter comes the stage of meditating on the self as different from the
UHDO ZRUOG 6—ANK\D SKLORVRSK\ UHVWV RQ W

507



is the cause of the world and that the self is pure, inactive, and unattached also
DULVHV IURP WKLY PHGLWDWLRQ 7KH 8SDQLADGL
BUDNUWL VXSSRUWV WKLV VWDQGSRLQW %XW WK
real entity different from the self refutes this doctrine.

Thereafter comes the stage of meditating on the self as the sole reality. The
$GYDLWD GRFWULQH LV EDVHG RQ WKLV 8SDQLAD
known, nothing else is seen and the seer becomes one with the seen also
describe this stage. But another declaraitimat in Brahman there is neither
duality nor anything opposed to duaktyemoves the limitation of this stage.

In this way, when all latent impressions of every experience have been
erased, even the pure self is no longer known conceptually; then there arises
NtFRQFHSWXDO NQRZOHGJH RI WKH SXUH VHOI 7
based on this stage of meditation. Statements that the pure self lies beyond
speech and mind describe this stage. Thisaomteptual knowledge of the self
is not to be abandoned, because it is like the crowning stone of the city of
OLEHUDWLRQ )JURP HYHQ WKLV VWDWH WKH VHOI
examines this final stage. Scriptural statements that the self, satiated with every
object of enjoyment and knowing its own nature and existence, returns once
more into itself accurately describe this final stage of meditation. Therefore,
one who wishes to meditate correctly should avoid all mistaken paths of
meditation and enter the proper path; even if confusion arises concerning the
right and wrong directions on the road to liberation, proper entry will enable the
targetseeking arrow to strike its mark.

Concluding Verses

For people terrified and disoriented by the dense darkness spread across the
abandoned territories of many rival doctrines, Udayana, their guide, removed
the obstructions by means of reasoning, common understanding, and scriptural
testimony, and opened the road to liberation for them.

| shall not be pleased by the praise of a person who is unqualified to
understand the merits of this work. How can a painter's glory be increased if a
crowd of blind people praises a painting? Let people criticize this work only by
pointing out its defects. Learned persons are certainly pleased when their
attention is drawn to factual errors they have committed unknowingly.

- WPDWDWWYDYLYHNL
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Chapter 4

Detailed Bibliography
(Bibliography with MaithiliAnnotations)
€ € €

This bibliography arranges by subject selected major sources on the original
6DQVNULW WH[W SULQFLSDO FRPPHQWDULHYV WULIL
I\—¥ODL HALND %XGGKLVW ORJLF DQG SKLORVRSI
poetics, translation theory, and comparative philosophy. Titles of original works
have been retained as they appear in the publications; the usefulness of each entry
is briefly stated in Maithili. Since many reprints of older books are available,
researchers should always record separately the particular edition, year, and page
number used when citing them.

Central Work 8GD\DQ—F—U\D V —-WP
1\—¥PDL HALND
Scope of Subjects Philosophy, the Self, God, Liberatiol

Poetics, and Translation Discourse

1. Original Text, Major Editions, Commentaries, and
Translations

8GD\DQ—F—U\D -WPDWDWWYDYLYHND $Q HDUO\
9LG\—V—JDUD &DOFXWWD *DAH D 3UHVYV

Usefulness? This early edition is fundamental for understanding the printing
KLVWRU\ RI —-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND DQG LV HVSHFLD¢

8GD\DQ—F—U\D —-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND RU %DXGC(
9LQGK\H YDU SUDV—GD 'YLYHG DQG /DNapPDAD
FRPPHQWDULHYV E\ DANDUD OL UD %KDJ UDWKD
7DUNLND LURPDAL ODWKXU—Q—WKD 7DUNDY—J"
Calcutta: Asiatic Society of Bengal, 198839, six parts.

Usefulness? One of the most important critical publications for understanding the
work's extensive commentarial tradition, textual variants, and Navya-\ D
interpretations.
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8GD\DQ—F—U\D -WPDWDWWYDYLYHND :LWK 5DJKX(
.DOSDODW— DQG WKH QRWHV RI 5—PD 7DUN—ODAN
'U—YLED DQG +DULU—PD —VWU  XNOD %DQDUDV
Office, 1937.

Usefulness? Useful for a systematic study of the original argument together with

WKH '"GKLWL DQG .DOSDODW— LW LOOXPLQDWHYV WKt
tradition.

8GD\DQ—F—U\D -WPBDWGSWWEDVYal-¥HNDEK—a—QXY —
6DSDUL LaAaiD FD (GLWHG DQG WUDQVODWHG E\ .HC
Tripathi, 1983.

Usefulness? Because it provides a Hindi explanation and appendicegside

the Sanskrit text, it is helpful for comparative translation studies and technical
terminology.

8GD\DQ—F—U\D -WPDWDWWYDYLYHND :LWK %HQJD
"QDQ—WKD 7ULS—IK &DOFXWWD 6DQVNULW &ROO
19844990.

Usefulness? Important for comparing methods of philosophical translation into

an eastern Indian language and modern linguistic presentations of Udayana's

reasoning.

8GD\DQ—F—U\D -WPDWDWWYDYLYHND RU %DXGGK
BUDN— LN— DQG '"GKLWL &DOFXWWD $VLDWLF 6R
Usefulness? An accessible reprint with extensive Sanskrit commentaries, making

the original text and traditional exegesis available to researchers in a single volume.

&KLWUDUHNKD 9 .KHU DQG 6KLY .XPDU -WPDWDWMW
Translation, with Notes. Delhi: Eastern Book Linkers, from 1987.

Usefulness? A combined presentation of the Sanskrit text, English translation,

DQG QRWHV XVHIXO IRU D PRGHUQ H[SODQDWLRQ RI

8. N. S. Dravid. Atmatattvaviveka by Udayanacarya: Translation, Explanation and
AnalyticatCritical Survey. Shimla: Indian Institute of Advanced Study, 1995.
Usefulness? Because it contains a complete English translation, exposition, and
analytical survey, it is a major standard work for modern research on
-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND

8G6D\DQ—F—U\D -WPDWDWWYDYLYHND :LWK 1—U—\
*DG—GKDUD V %DXGGK—GKLN—UDYLYUWL DQG 5DJ
«<KXEEKLU—MD —VWU 6HFRQG HGLWLRQ 9DUDQD
Office, 1997.

Usefulness? Useful for textual examination together with later Navi/a—\ D
interpretations; it clarifies the subtle arrangement of terms in the arguments.

8GD\DQ—W-RDWDWW YDAN Y H N B kDUDCSNDIOVID DV —
Y\—NK\RSHWD®&e (GLWHG HMdajanRUID@DWW KDY BIoLa O RC
1. 2008.

510



Usefulness $ FRPSDUDWLYHO\ UHFHQW HGLWHG WH[W Z
place of the work within the collected writings of Udayana.

.LVKRU .XPDU &KDNUDEDUWL 33$QQRWDWHG 7UDC
-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND ~ -RXUQDO RI ,QGLDQ 3KLO
2025, pp. 163A71.

Usefulness? An introduction to a recent annotatgenslation project; it indicates
a way of reading Udayana's arguments in the language of modern analytic
philosophy.

*DMHQGUD 7KDNXU -WPDWDWWYDYLYHND $ ODL
Videha? The First Maithili Fortnightly EJournal. First edition, 2004; enlarged
edition, 2026.

Usefulness? The original study text available in Maithili; it presents Sanskrit
UHDVRQLQJ WKURXJK ODLWKLOL VI\QWD[ ZKLOH SUH

2WKHU :RUNV RI 8GD\DQ—F—U\D D¢
Udayana

8GD\DQ—F—U\D . XVXP—xMDOL RU +LQGX 3URRI
FRPPHQWDU\ RI +DULG—VD %KDii—F—U\D HGLWH
B. Cowell. Calcutta: Baptist Mission Press, 1864.
Usefulness? An early English medium for understanding Udayana's celebrated
arguments for the existence of God; a comparative text for the discussion of God in
-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND

8GD\DQ—F—U\D 1\—\DNXVXP—xMDOL 7UDQVODW
New Delhi: Indian Council of Philosophical Research, from 1996.
Usefulness? $ PRGHUQ DQDO\VLV RI 1\—\D LQIHUHQFHV
causality, and omniscience; extremely useful for understanding the latter part of
-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND

8GD\DQ—F—U\D 1\—-\DY—UWWLNDW—WSDU\DSDU
New Delhi: Indian Council of Philosophical Research, 1996.

Usefulness2 $ UHILQHPHQW RI 9—FDVSDWL OL UD V 7—W
8GD\DQD V UHODWLRQ WR WKH 1\—\DVIWUD WUDGLYV

8GD\DQ—F—U\D .LUDA—YDO :LWK WKH FRPPHQ
HGLWHG E\ LYDFDQGUD 6—UYDEKDXPD &DOFXW)\
parts.

Usefulness 8GD\DQD V LPSRUWDQW H[SRVLWLRQ RI WKI
primary source for understanding the theories of substance, quality, action,
universal, and inherence.

8GD\DQ—F—U\D .LUDZAZ—YDO (GLWHG E\ *DXULC
Institute, Sampurnanand Sanskrit University, 1980.
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20.

21.

23.

25.

Usefulness2 $ VA\VWHPDWLFDOO\ HGLWHG WH[W RQ 9DL HAL
background for discussions of the distinction between quality and qualified
substance and between part and whole.

8GD\DQ—F—U\D /DNADZAZ—YDO (GLWHG E\ 9LQGK\}F
Vrajabhushan Das and Company, 1897.
Usefulness? & RQFLVH GHILQLW L R&egoiek; AhKnittodubtaryHiext N D
for Udayana's metaphysical terminology.

8GD\DQ—F—U\D /DNaDAEA—YDO (GLWHG E\ D LQ—V
*UDQWKDP—O—

Usefulness? $Q HGLWHG HGLWLRQ FRQQHFWHG ZLWK OLWK
for the analysis of definitions and textual comparison.

Musashi Tachikawa. The Structure of the World in Udayana's Realism.
Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1981.

Usefulness? An analysis of Udayana's realism, categorical structure, and
ZRUOGYLHZ EDVHG RQ WKH /DNaDAZ—YDO DQG .LUDE-

George Chemparathy. An Indian Rational Theology: Introduction to Udayana's
I\—-\DNXVXP—xMDOL 'H 1RELOL 5HVHDUFK /LEUDU\
Usefulness? An authoritative modern study of Udayana's rational theism, God's

relation to the world, and the purpose of creation.

.LVKRU .XPDU &KDNUDEDUWL &ODVVLFDO ,QGLDQ :
Dualist Tradition. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1999.

Usefulness2 $ PRGHUQ UHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI 1\—\D WKF
FRIQLWLRQ DQG PHPRU\ WKH PDWHULDO RQ -WPDWL
especially relevant.

Jonardon Ganeri. The Concealed Art of the Soul. Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 2007.

Usefulness? A broad study of Indian theories of the self, ethics, and
HSLVWHPRORJ\ LW GHYHORSVY D FRPSDUDWLYH XQGH!
Buddhist neself.

-R\ /DLQH 38GD\DQD "~ 5RXWOHGJH (QF\FORSHGLD F
Usefulness? A concise encyclopaedic introduction to Udayana's life, works, and
philosophical significance; useful for initial orientation.

Billy David Burke. An Analysis of Udayana's Arguments against the Buddhist
'RFWULQH RI . DIDEKDé&JD DV 3UHVHQWHG LQ WKH -
dissertation. University Microfilms International, 1989, three volumes.

Usefulness? A detailed analysis of Udayana's arguments against the doctrine of
PRPHQWDULQHVYV ZLWK VSHFLDO HPSKDVLV RQ WKH I
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SULPDU\®DE\BALND 7H[WV (SLVWEF

History

31.

32.

33.

34.

*DXWDPD 1\—\DVIWUD :LWK 9—WV\—\DQD V %K—
(QJOLVK WUDQVODWLRQ E\ *DAJ—Q—WKD -K— 'H
reprint, four volumes.

Usefulness2 7KH IXQGDPHQWDO 1\—\D EDVLV IRU YDOLG
debate, fallacious reasons, and liberation; the background to Udayana's entire
method of reasoning.

.DE—GD 9DL HALNDVIWUD $YDLODEOH LQ YDULF
modern translations.
Usefulness? The foundational aphorisms on substance, quality, action, universal,
SDUWLFXODULW\ DQG LQKHUHQFH WKH PHWDSK\VL

3UD DVWDS—GD 3DG—UWKDGKDUPDVDAJUDKD R
PDQ\ HGLWLRQV WRJHWKHU ZLWK 8GD\DQD V .LUI
Usefulness2 $ GHYHORSHG SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKH 9DL
indispensable primary source for understanding the theories of quality and qualified

substance, causality, and the self.

-LWHQGUD 6 -HWO\ HG 3UD DVWDS—GDEK— \DP
8GD\DQ—F—U\D 6HFRQG HGLWLRQ %DURGD 2UL
Usefulness2 $ FRPELQHG WH[W RI 3UD DVWDS—GD DQG ¢
IRU UHDGLQJ 9DL HALND PHWDSK\VLFV DQG 8GD\DQ

6DWLVK &KDQGUD &KDWWHUMHH 7KH 1\—\D 7KHF
University of Calcutta, 1939; numerous reprints.

Usefulness? An accessible yet serious examination of perception, inference,
FRPSDULVRQ DQG YHUEDO WHVWLPRQ\ DQ LQWURC

D. M. Datta. The Six Ways of Knowin@Galcutta: University of Calcutta, 1932;
later reprints.

Usefulness? A comparative study of Indian theories of valid knowledge; it clearly
RXWOLQHV WKH VRXUFHV RI NQRZOHGJH DFFHSWHG
systems.

B. K. Matilal.Perception: An Essay on Classical Indian Theories of
Knowledge. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986.

Usefulness? A modern analysis of Indian theories of perception,-comceptual
and conceptual cognition, and the relation between object and cognition.

B. K. Matilal. Logic, Language and Reality. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1985.
Usefulness? An important collection of essays connecting Indian logic,
philosophy of language, and realism with modern philosophical questions.

B. K. Matilal. The Character of Logic in India. Edited by Jonardon Ganeri and
Heeraman Tiwari. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1998.
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Usefulness? An influential study of the nature of Indian logic, methods of debate,
and the limits and possibilities of formalization.

Stephen H. Phillips. Epistemology in Classical India: The Knowledge Sources

Rl WKH 1\—\D 6FKRRO 1HZ <RUN 5RXWOHGJH
Usefulness2 A modern,tetEDVHG DQG DQDO\WLFDO LQWURGXF
knowledge, epistemic warrant, doubt, and cognition.

Karl H. Potter, ed. Indian Metaphysics and Epistemology: The Tradition of
1\—®DL HALND XS WR *DAJH D 7KH (QF\FORSHGLD
Volume 2. Princeton University Press / Motilal Banarsidass, 1977.

Usefulness2 $ GHWDLOHG KLVWRU\ DQSDHLH®ILNRD UDBKNWR |
SKLORVRSKHUV DQG GRFWULQHV IURP *DXWDPD WR *

Karl H. Potter and Sibajiban Bhattacharyya, eds. Indian Philosophical
$QDO\WLVYOOL+HDND IURP *Dé€JH D WR 5DJKXQ—WKD
Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, Volume 6. Princeton / Delhi, 1993.

Usefulness? A history of the development of Nawa\—\D DQG LWV DQDO\W
WUDGLWLRQ WKURXJK 5DJKXQ—WKD XVHIXO IRU WKH
-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND

Wilhelm Halbfass. On Being and What There Is. Albany: State University of

New York Press, 1992.

Usefulness? $ KLVWRULFDO DQG FULWLFDO VWXG\ RI 9DL
SEHLQJ

Jonardon Ganeri. Philosophy in Classical India: The Proper Work of Reason.
London: Routledge, 2001.

Usefulness? It re-establishes Indian reasoning, philosophical method, and
scholastic debate within the context of modern philosophy.

J. N. Mohanty. Classical Indian Philosophy. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield,

2000.

Usefulness? A philosophical, rather than merely historical, examination of the
SULQFLSDO WUDGLWLRQV RI ,QGLDQ SKLORVRSK\ KHC
Buddhist views.

Surendranath Dasgupta. A History of Indian Philosophy. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 19#D55, five volumes.

Usefulness? A comprehensive history of Indian philosophy, providing extensive
FRQWH[W IRU WKH GHYHORSPHQW Rl 1\—\D 9DL HALNLE
Buddhist logic.

S. Radhakrishnan. Indian Philosophy. London: George Allen and Unwin1923
1927, two volumes.

Usefulness? A classical survey of Indian philosophy, with a comparative
SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKHgDL IHR ERID BHSBNVY¥ XR3 GIKEN Y W
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43.

M. Hiriyanna. Outlines of Indian Philosophy. London: George Allen and
Unwin, 1932; numerous reprints.

Usefulness? A concise, clear, and reliable outline of Indian philosophy; a
foundational introduction for study.

44. Arthur Berriedale Keith. Indian Logic and Atomism. Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1921.

Usefulness? $Q HDUO\ :HVWHU QGODW XHALRD1O0RIDF DQG D!
source of historical importance.

%XGGKLVW /RIJLF ORPHQWDULQHV'

Apoha, and NoSelf

48.

50.

'LJQ—JD 3UDP2BUDVWRXRNREDSIDULFFKHGD (QJOL\
ODVDDNL +DWWRUL 'LJQ—JDOrienfal SétigsH4Md. HanarRiQ — + |
University Press, 1968.

Usefulness? A primary source for understanding Buddhist theories of perception,
freedom from conceptual construction, and the nature of cognition; background to
8GD\DQD V GLVFXVVLRQ RI 9LMx—QDY—GD

'KDUPDN UWL 3UDP—ZADY—UWWLND $YDLODEOH
modern translated editions.
Usefulness? A developed Buddhist presentation of momentariness, causal
efficacy, inference, and apoha; the philosophical basis of Udayana's principal prima
facie positions.

-RKQ ' 'XQQH )RXQGDWLRQV RI '"KDUPDN UWL V
Publications, 2004.

Usefulness? $ VRXQG PRGHUQ LOQWURGXFWLRQ WR 'KDUT
causality, momentariness, and conceptual cognition.

Georges B. J. Dreyfus. Recognizing Reality. Albany: State University of New
York Press, 1997.

Usefulness2 $Q H[WHQVLYH VWXG\ RI '"KDUPDN UWL V SK
exegetical tradition; it explains Buddhist argalism and epistemology.

$QDQWDODO 7KDNXU HG 5DWQDN UWLQLEDQGK:
Research Institute, 1957.
Usefulness2 $ VWDQGDUG 6DQVNULW HGLWLRQ RI 5DWQI
a direct source for arguments concerning momentariness, apoha, and the denial of
the self.

A. C. Senape McDermott. An Eleve®H QW XU\ % XGGKLVW /RJLF |
Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1969.

Usefulness2 $ WUDQVODWLRQ DQG DQDO\VLV RI 5DWQDN
for understanding the subtle structure of Buddhist reasoning contemporary with
Udayana.
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53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

O9DVXEDQGKX $EKLGKDUPDNR DEK—a\D (QJOLVK W
from Louis de La Vallée Poussin's French translation. Berkeley: Asian
Humanities Press, 1988990, four volumes.
Usefulness? An extensive Abhidharma background to the aggregates,
momentariness, karma, rebirth, and the doctrine efetb

5LFKDUG 3 +D\HV 'LJQ—JD RQ WKH ,QWHUSUHWDW
1988.

Usefulness2 $ PRGHUQ DQDO\VLV RI 'LJQ—JD V WKHRULHV
apoha; a context for the dispute over word meaning.

Dan Arnold. Buddhists, Brahmins, and Belief. New York: Columbia University
Press, 2005.

Usefulness? An examination of the interrelations among epistemology,
reasoning, and religious belief in South Asprlosophy of religion; a modern

study of BuddhistBrahmanical controversy.

Mark Siderits. Buddhism as Philosophy. Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007.

Usefulness? An analytical introduction to Buddhist rself, momentariness,
ODGK\DPDND DQG <RJ—F—UD HVSHFLDOO\ XVHIXO IR

Mark Siderits, Evan Thompson, and Dan Zahavi, eds. Self, No Self?
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011.

Usefulness? A multidimensional comparative study of the salf-self
controversy in Indian, analytic, and phenomenological traditions.

Jay L. Garfield. The Fundamental Wisdom of the Middle Way. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1995.

Usefulness2 $ WUDQVODWLRQ DQG H[SRVLWLRQ RI 1—J—U]I
OIODPDGK\DPDNDN—ULN— LW FODULILHV WKH SKLOR\
and the tetralemma.

David J. Kalupahana. A History of Buddhist Philosophy. Honolulu: University

Rl +DZDLpL 3UHVYV

Usefulness? A history of the development of Buddhist philosophy from early
%XGGKLVP WKURXJK WKH ODK—\—QD D EURDG FRQWH
facie positions.

Fyodor Ippolitovich Stcherbatsky. Buddhist Logic. Leningrad, #2882, two

volumes; later reprints.

Usefulness? $Q H[WHQVLYH SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI KEVWRULFI
'KDUPDN UWL WUDGLWLRQ DOWKRXJK VHYHUDO RI LW
reconsideration.

Amber Carpenter. Indian Buddhist Philosophy. Durham: Acumen, 2014.

Usefulness? A systematic modern introduction to Indian Buddhist philosophy,
with clear discussions of rgelf, cognition, causality, and liberation.
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5. The Self, Personal Identity, and Comparative
Philosophy

60.

61.

62.

64.

65.

66.

67.

John Locke. An Essay Concerning Human Understanding. First published in
1690.

Usefulness? A theory of personal identity based on memory and consciousness;
useful for a comparative study of Udayana's arguments from memory and
recognition.

David Hume. A Treatise of Human Nature. First published in #/3%8.
Usefulness? The famous account of the self as a bundle of perceptions; it enables
comparison with the Buddhist continuum of cognitions and the doctrine-gélfio

George Berkeley. A Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge.
First published in 1710.

Usefulness? An idealist theory of the relation between existence and perception;

D :HVWHUQ FRPSDUDWLYH FRQWH[W IRU WKH GLVFX

* ( ORRUH 37KH 5HIXWDWLRQ RI ,GHDOLVP ~ 0OLC
pp. 433#453.
Usefulness? An influential argument for the distinction between cognition and
the cognized object; it displays comparative affinities with the critique of the rule
of joint apprehension.

Derek Parfit. Reasons and Persons. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984.
Usefulness? A modern analysis of personal identity, psychological continuity,
and ethics without a substantial self; a major work for comparison with Buddhist
no-self.

Willard Van Orman Quine. Word and Object. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT
Press, 1960.

Usefulness? A study of language, reference, and indeterminacy of meaning; a
modern background to debates over apoha, universals, and word meaning.

Nelson Goodman. The Structure of Appearance. Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press, 1951.

Usefulness? An analysis of qualities, classification, and weclhstruction; a
comparative context for discussions of universal and particular and of concepts.

William Paley. Natural Theology. First published in 1802.

Usefulness? A Western counterpart to the inference of an intelligent maker from
the order of the world; useful for comparison with Udayana's inference of God
from the world's being an effect.

. Indian Poetics and Literary Evaluation

%KDUDWD 0XQL 1—i\D —VWUD (QJOLVK WUDQVO
Calcutta: Asiatic Society, 1950961, two volumes.
517



72.

74.

Usefulness? The foundational treatise on rasa, emotion, acting, and dramatic
dialogue; a basis for analysing the dramatic quality of the scholastic debate and the
XQGHUO\LQJ DHVWKHWLF PRRGYVY LQ -WPDWDWWYDYLY

S$EKLQDYDJXSWD $EKLQDYDEK—UDW &RPPHQWDU
M. Ramakrishna Kavi. Baroda: Gaekwad's Oriental Series, 3983, four
volumes.
Usefulness? A profound treatment of the tranquil rasa, universalization, and
aesthetic experience; useful for the literary examination of scholastic prose oriented
toward liberation.

- QDQGDYDUGKDQD DQG $EKLQDYDJIJXSWD 'KYDQ\—(
translation by Daniel H. H. Ingalls, Jeffrey Moussaieff Masson, and M. V.
Patwardhan. Harvard Oriental Series 49. Harvard University Press, 1990.
Usefulness? The theory of suggested meaning beyond denotation; useful for
analysing suggestions concerning knowledge of the self, linguistic reality, and the
cultural restoration of Maithili.

XQWDND 9DNURNWLM YLWD (GLWHG DQG wUuDQVC
Krishnamoorthy. Dharwad: Karnatak University, 1977.
Usefulness? The theory of obliqueness at the levels of phoneme, word, sentence,
episode, and composition; it explains the literary effect of questions and answers,
satire, and illustrative examples.

Kuntaka. 9 DNURNWLM YLWD (GLWHG E\ 5DGKHVK\DP 0L\
Chaukhambha Sanskrit Sansthan, 1990.

Usefulness? A text with the Sanskrit original and explanatory material; useful for

direct study of the terminology of Indian poetics.

.AHPH@&BDW\DYLF—UDFDUF— (GLWHG DQG VWXGLI
Varanasi: Chowkhamba, 1964.
Usefulness? A theory of propriety in word, meaning, context, and style; a
criterion for testing terminological and linguistic appropriateness in philosophical
translation.

S. K. De. History of Sanskrit Poetics. Revised edition, two volumes. Calcutta:
Firma K. L. Mukhopadhyay, 1960.

Usefulness? A detailed account of the historical development of Sanskrit poetics,
providing the interrelated contexts of rasa, suggestion, style, figure, and oblique
expression.

75. V. Raghavan. The Number of Rasas. Madras: Adyar Library, 1940.

76.

Usefulness? A major study of the historical controversy over the number of rasas
and the establishment of the tranquil rasa.

Edwin Gerow. Indian Poetics. A History of Indian Literature, Volume 5, Part 3.
Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1977.
Usefulness? A concise yet analytical introduction to Indian poetics, offering
comparative explanations of its concepts for Western readers.
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7. Translation Theory, Linguistic Transfer, and
Cultural Rewriting

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

JULHGULFK 6FKOHLHUPDFKHU 32Q WKH '"LITHUHQ\
lecture, 1813; English translation in André Lefevere's edited volume
Translating Literature, 1977.
Usefulness? The two paths of taking the reader toward the author or bringing the
author toward the reader; a basis for evaluating the preservation of scholastic terms
and their Maithili adaptation.

Eugene A. Nida. Toward a Science of Translating. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1964.
Usefulness? The theory of formal and dynamic equivalence; useful in analysing
how the effect on the reader is recreated while the structure of the argument is
preserved.

Peter Newmark. A Textbook of Translation. New York: Prentice Hall
International, 1988.

Usefulness? The practical distinction between semantic and communicative
translation; a means of testing the balance between philosophical terminology and
intelligible sentences.

Lawrence Venuti. The Translator's Invisibility. London and New York:
Routledge, 1995.

Usefulness? A discussion of domestication, foreignization, and the translator's
visibility; it clarifies the cultural significance of preserving Sanskrit technical
terminology.

George Steiner. After Babel. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1975.
Usefulness? The hermeneutic motion of trust, aggression, incorporation, and
restitution; a philosophical framework for understanding the modern linguistic
rebirth of an ancient text.

Katharina Reiss and Hans J. Vermeer. Towards a General Theory of
Translational Action. English translation by Christiane Nord. London:
Routledge, 2014; original German work, 1984.

Usefulness? A systematic theory of skopos, or purpdmesed translation; useful
for evaluating editorial decisions made in accordance with the needs of Maithili
readers and researchers.

André Lefevere. Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame.
London: Routledge, 1992.

Usefulness? It connects translation with rewriting, systems of patronage, and
literary prestige; appropriate for a cultural analysis of the independent Videha
project.

Itamar Even=RKDU 37KH 3RVLWLRQ RI 7UDQVODWHG /]
3RO\W\VWHP ~ 3BRHWLFV 7RGD\ 9RQOGXMPH ,VVXH
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86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

Usefulness? It explains how translated literature enters the centre or periphery of
the target literature and illuminates the process of filling a void in Maithili
philosophical prose.

:DOWHU %HQMDPLQ 37KH 7DVN RI WKH 7UDQVODWHF
English translation by Harry Zohn in llluminations. New York: Schocken,
1968.

Usefulness2 7KH IDPRXV HVVD\ WKDW UHJDUGY WUDQVODMW
original; a theoretical basis for the revival of a Sanskrit work in Maithili.

Gideon Toury. DescriptivEranslation Studies and Beyond. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins, 1995.

Usefulness? A descriptive study of targetulture norms, acceptability, and source
fidelity; useful for an impartial examination of translatorial practice.

Susan Bassnett. Translation Studies. Third edition. London: Routledge, 2002.
Usefulness? A standard introduction to the history, major theories, and literary
practice of translation studies.

Jeremy Munday. Introducing Translation Studies. London: Routledge, 2001,
later revised editions available.

Usefulness? A systematic introduction to contemporary translation theories;
helpful for the comparative application of diverse methods.

Tejaswini Niranjana. Siting Translation. Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1992.

Usefulness? A critical study of translation, colonialism, history, and relations of
power; important for discussions of reclaiming Indian languages.

G. N. Devy. After Amnesia. Hyderabad: Orient Longman, 1992.

Usefulness? An inquiry into the loss and recovery of tradition in Indian literary
criticism; a cultural basis for understanding the homecoming of classical Mithila
knowledge into Maithili.

Sujit Mukherjee. Translation as Discovery and Other Essays. New Delhi: Allied
Publishers, 1981.

Usefulness? It interprets translation among Indian languages as a process of
discovery, rereading, and literary relationship.

P. Lal. Transcreation. Calcutta: Writers Workshop, 1972.

Usefulness? The concept of creative retelling beyond wdod-word translation;
useful for examining the Maithili transformation of illustrative examples, idiom,
and cultural rhythm.

Mona Baker, ed. Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies. London:
Routledge, 1998; later editions available.

Usefulness? An authoritative encyclopaedic reference for major concepts,
scholars, and methods in translation studies.
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8. Supplementary Digital Catalogues, Manuscript
Resources, and Research Tools

94. Asiatic Society, Kolkata. Bibliotheca Indica and Manuscript Catalogues.
Printed and digital catalogues.
Usefulness? A principal institutional source for locating authenticated records of
the multivolume editions, commentaries, and publication history of
-WPDWDWWYDYLYHND

95. Internet Archive. Digital Collection of Sanskrit Works and Prahted
Editions. Open online archive.
Usefulness? A useful medium for consulting rare nineteerghd twentieth
century editions, catalogues, and pudl@main copies.

96. WorldCat. World Library Catalogue. OCLC global online catalogue.
Usefulness? Useful for verifying year of publication, edition, pagination,
language, and library location.

97. CiNii Books. Union Catalogue of Japanese University Libraries. NII, Japan.
Usefulness? A supplementary source for verifying details of rare editions and
GLVVHUWDWLRQV FRQFHUQLQJ - WPDWDWWYDYLYHN

98. GRETIL. Gottingen Register of Electronic Texts in Indian Languages. Online
text collection.
Usefulness? A supplementary tool for locating machiiée HDGDEOH 6DQVNU
and Prakrit texts; comparison with a printed critical edition is necessary before
guotation.

99. National Mission for Manuscripts. Manuscript Portal and Manuscript
Catalogues. Ministry of Culture, Government of India.
Usefulness? An institutional platform for locating theepositories, titles, and
catalogue details of Tirhutscript and Sanskrit manuscripts.

Editorial Note

This list provides a broad foundation for study, but while preparing a critical
edition every Sanskrit quotation must be checked against an original printed text or
a reliable manuscript. When using an online copy, its permanent archive, edition,
and date of access should also be recorded.

521



522



523






