This is a reprint of the English Trans-
lation of the Nydya S@itras of Gautama by
Mm. Dr. Ganganatha Jha, the versatile
Sanskrit scholar who will ever be remem-
bered for his dedicated and selfless pioneer
work and immense contribution in the
field.

The work was first published serially
in the Indian Thought (Vols. IV-XI), a
quarterly journal devoted to Sanskrit
learning, over a period of eight years
from 1912 to 1919,

Dr. Jha's translation covers a large
field and includes, besides the original
Stiras of Gautama, the Bhdsya of Vatsya-
yana and the Vartika of Uddyotakara in
full as well as relevant notes from Viacas-
patimiéra’s Nydyavdrtika-taiparyatika, Uda-
yana's TatparyapariSuddhi and Raghiit-
tama’s Bhdsyacandra. The work naturally
became enormous in bulk and it is not
surprising that it took for its completion
so many years and so much energy of the
author and as many as 1800 pages in
print.

This reprint of the great work is issued
in response to the increasing demand of
the scholars.

ISBN : 0-89581-754-3

Rs. 500
(FOR FOUR VOLUMES)

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



| PURCHASE!

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



THE NYAYA-SUTRAS
OF GAUTAMA

WITH THE BHASYA OF VATSYAYANA AND THE
VARTIKA OF UDDYOTAKARA

Translated into English
With notes from Vachaspati Mishra’s ‘Nyaya-Vartika-
Tatparyatika@’, Udayana’s ‘Parishuddhi’ and
Raghuttama’s Bhagyachandra

by
MAHAMAHOPADHYAYA

GANGANATHA JHA

Vol. I

MOTILAL BANARSIDASS
Delhi Varanasi Patna Madras

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



THE ~S1°TIC SOCIETY
CALCUTTA-700016

ace No Z/é ‘L.:Z.Q-?...-n--..

Oate.... [ Y. 3% o
SL o= OAGR &7

© MOTILAL BANARSIDASS

Head Office : Bungalow Road, Delhi 110 007
Branches : Chowk. Varanasi 221 001
Ashok Rajpath Patna 800 004
6 Appar Swamy Koil Street, Mylapore,
Madras 600 004

First published : in Indian Thought, 1912-1919
Reprint : Delhi, 1984

ISBN : 0-89581-754-3

Printed in lndla by Shantilal Jain, at Shri Jainendra Press
A-45, Phase I, Naraina, New Delhi 1100 28 and publlshed by
Na:endra Prakash Jain for Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi 110 007.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



CONTENTS

The Soul is something distinct
from the sense-organs

The Soul is distinct from the Body

The Soul is different from the Mind

The Soul is Eternal

The Exact Nature of the Body

The Sense-organs and their Material Character

The Sense-organs: One or Many

Examination of Objects of Sense-organs

Transient Character of Buddhi (cognition)

Examination of the Theory that Things of the World are
Undergoing Destruction Every Moment

Buddhi is a Quality of the Soul

Budgdhi is not a Quality of the Body

The Mind

The Body is formed under the influence of the Unseen Force

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com

1067
1104
1146
1152
1172
1180
1218
1244
1265

1293
1329
1383
1395
1400



Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



Discougse II.
Doaily Lesson 1.
Section (1).
[Sttras 1—3]. .
The *Soul is eomething distinct from the Sense-organs.
Bhasya.
Introductory to Sd. (1).
[P. 127, L. 1 to L. 10].

The Instruments of Cognition have been examined; we
now proceed to examine the Objects of Cognition. And the
Soul being the foremost among the Objects of Goguition,t
it is the Soul that we proceed £0 examine now.

The questxon to be considered is—Is the Soul (whlch is
spoken of as *{’ ) only an aggregate of the Body, the Sense-
organs, the Mind, the Intellect, and Sensations? or is it
something (hﬁ‘erenb from these?  * Whence does such &
doubt arise? " 1t arises from the fact that Designation is
found to be of both kinds.t By ‘ Designation’ here is meant
the expressing of the relationship of the Agent with the
Action and with the Instrument of that Action. This Desig-
nation is found to be of two kinds—(1) In one we have the
Composite Whole designated by its component parts—i.e.,
¢ the tree stands by the roots,” ¢ the house stands by the pil-

It is doubtful whether or not the connotation . of the term ¢ Soul ’ is the same
asthat of the term ‘Atman.’ But we retain the ordinary terin *Soul,’ as it is more
intelligible to the Eoglish reader, who applies the term ¢when reference is made to
continuity of being beyond the present,’ in such ordinary expressions as ‘the Im-
mortality of the Soul” ¢Spirit’ or ¢Sel€’ would perhaps bea more apt rendering
of ¢ A¢man.’

+ The Soul is foremost, because it is the most important, and also because it is
the most loved by man ; ‘it is for the sake of thie Soul that all things are dear'—
says the Upanigad ; and lastly because in the Enumeration aleo (in 8. 1-1.9), it is
Soul that is mentioned first ; hence in the Examination alse it is taken up first.—
Bhagyackangdra.

The Tufparye remarks—Though it is stated here that Sonl is going to be
examined, it is the definition or differentiating characteristics of the Soul that is go-
jug to bo examined. This will be clear as we proceed.’

1 That this sentence was regarded, by some people, as a Stitra is indicated by
the Parishuddhi, which remarks that this scutence is Bhasya, not Sifra.
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1068 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

lars’ [where what is spoken of as the Instrument, i.e., the
Roots or the Pillars, isa component part of the Agent, the
Tree or the House] ; and (2) in the other, we have a thing
designated by something totally different from it; i. e., ¢ one
cuts the tree with the axe,’ ‘he sees with the lamp’ [where
the instrument, Axe or Lamp, is something entirely different
fromthe Cutter or the Seer]; —now with regard to the Soul
there are such designations as, ‘ he sees with the ‘eye,’ ‘ he
cognises with the mind,’ *he ponders with the intellect,” ‘he
experiences pleasure and pain with the body’; and in con-
nection with this, it is uncertain whether in these we have
the designation of the Aggregate or Composite of Body,
Iutellect &e. by means of its components [i.e., the Body &ec.
spoken of as Instruments are only the component parts of
the Buperiencer, Seer &c., which is thus only an Aggregate of
the Body &ec.], or tho designation of one thing (the Seer
&c.), by means of things different from it [i.e., the Body &c.,
spoken of as Instruments are different from the Experiencer,
Seer, &c.]
Our opinion is that in these expressions we have the
designation (of the Agent) by something difterent from itself
li.e., the Soul is different from the Body &c.].

“Whyso?”
[The answer is supplied by the Satra (1) ].
Varlika.
Introductory to Si. (1).
[P. 338, L. 1 to P. 349, L. 20]

The ¢ Objects of Cognition’ having been mentioned next
after ¢ Instruments of Cognition,” now begins the ezamination
of those Objects ; so that we are going to examine now those
things, the mistaken notions in regard to which brings about
Birth and Rebirth, and the right knowledge of which be-
comes the cause of the cessation of Birth and Rebirth. Of
these things Soul being the foremost, it is Soul that we pro-
ceed to examine, “ What is there to examine in regard to
the Soul?” What is to be considered is whether the Soul

is, or is not, something different from Body, Sensc-organs,
Mind and Intellect.
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BHASYA-VARTIKA 3-1-1 1069

“ No such enquiry is called for; as the thing itself is
something unknown, Difference and Non-difference (from
Body &c.) are qualities; and a quality can subsist only in
an object; and in the present case we find that the object in
question is absolutely unknown; and so long as the Object
is unknown, we cannot have an enquiry into its qualities.
Hence before proceeding with the inquiry, it behoves you to
establish the existence of the Object itself.”

There is no necessity of establishing the existence of the
Soul ;—firstly, because this has already been done under
St. 1-1-10; .. it has been proved uuder
that Sitra that there is such a thing as
Soul; and this having been already established, the
subsequent enquiry (as to its being different or otherwise from
Body) should follow as a matter of course ;—secondly, becauce
there is no diversity of opinion on the point ; there is no one
who denies the existence of the Soul; the difference of
opinion arises only in regard to the particular character of
this Soul ;—such opinions being held as ‘the Body only is the
the Soul,’ ¢ Intellect und the rest are the Soul,” ¢ the Aggre-
gate of Body &c., is the Soul ’ and ‘the Soul is something
entirely different from these ’; certainly such diverse opinions
could not be held except by persons who admit the existence
of the Soul; hence (this being already admitted) it is only
right that the enquiry as to its ¢haracter and qualitiez be
proceeded with;—and thirdly, there is not the least chance
of any proofs being put forward in support of the view that
‘ the Soul does not exist’ ; there is no proof in support of the
non-existence of Soul ; and it is for this reason that there is
no diversity of opinion on that point.

Var. P. 339.

“ What you say is not right. For some people have
positively declared that ¢ there is no Soul, because no such
thing is produced; their argument being—* There is no Soul,
because no such thing is ever produced,—it being exactly
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1070 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

like the Hare's Iforn (which being not produced, does not
exist).”

Our answer to this argument is as follows :—

The two terms ¢@¢mi nasti’ (* there is no Soul’) are mutual-
ly contradictory ; that is, this term ¢ Soul’ as co-ordinated with
the term “is not ’ does not express the fact of Soul being an
absolute ¢ non-entity* ; and what is the reason for that? The
~eason is simply this :—The terws Soul’ denotes an entity,
something existing, and the term ‘is not’ denotes the denial
of it; now whenever and wherever the existence of a thing
i3 denied, it clearly means that it exists elsewhere; e.g.,
when the term * jar’ is co-ordinated with the term is not,’ it
does not mean that the jar has no existence at all ; all that
the expression *there is no jar’ means is to deny its existence
only at a particular time and place ; the meaning being either
that it does not exist at a particular place, in the house for
instance ; or that it does not exist at a particular time, at
present, for instance; so that any such denial, as ©it is not
before a certain thing’ or ‘it is not above a certain thing,’
eannot proceed except from persons who admit the jar to be
an enlity. Similarly, as regards the denial, ‘there is no
Soul,’ does it deny the existence of tha Soul at a particular
point in space ? or at a particular time ? If the former,
then such denial can not be right in regard to the Soul, for
the simple reason that the Soul does not occupy any space
at all ; so that a denial in regard to any point in space can-
not deny the existence of the Soul. If what you mean is that
¢ the Body is not the Soul,'—then, we ask, who is the person
that holds the Body to be the Soul, against whom you urge
the denial?  “The denial is in the form that there is no
Soul in the Body.” Who says that the Soul is in the Body
against whom that denial could be urged?  ** Where,
then, is the Soul ? ” The Soul is nowhers. ““ Then daes
it not exist at all ?” Certainly, it is not that it does not
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BHASYA-VARTIKA 3-1-1 1071

exist at all; specially because the denial
you have urged is in a specific form [ ¢ there
is no Soul’ being, as shown above, only a denial of the Soul
in regard to a particular time or place]. ¢ What then does
all this mean—the Soul is not in the Body, it is not in any-
thing else, and yet it i3 not that it does not exist?" The
meaning is simply this: We speak of a thing as it exists ;
and as the Soul exists in nothing, we speak of it 80.* Nor
again, is it right to deny the Soul in regard to any point
of time; because none of the three points of time has any
bearing upon the Soul ; inasmuch as the Soul is an eternal
entity, none of the three points of time can bear upon it.t
That the Soul is eternal we shall provelater on under Sttra
3-1-19.  From tlis it follows that there can be no denial of
the Self with regard to any point in time,

Var. P, 340,

Further, one who puts forward the denial of the ¢ Soul’

. has to explain what is denoted by the word ‘Soul? (that he
uses) ; we do not find a single word which i3 without some
denotation. If you understand the word ¢ Soul’ as denoting
the Body, eto., even so the inmer contradiction involved in
your assertion does not cease. “ How?" Because in
that case your assertion ‘there is mo Soul’ would mean
that *there in no Body, etec.’ “ What we mean by our
denial is that there is no such thing as that which you
assume as Soul.” But as a matter of fact, we do not
assume any such thing as the ‘Soul ;' a certain thing is said
to be ‘assumed,” when it is regarded as something which

© There is no such Universal Law that whatever exists must exist at some
point in space ; so that the denial of the Soul with regard to any poiots in space does
not necessarily imply its absolute non-existence.— ITd¢parya.

+ We cau speak of a thing as past, only when it does not exist at present ; we
can speak of a thing as future, when it does not exist in the present ; and we can
speak of it as being present, when its previous non-existence has ceased, and future
non-existence has not arrived. As none of thesa three conditions is applicable to the
Soul, it cannot be spoken of as cither ‘present,’ or ‘past’ or °‘future.—
Tatparya.
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1072 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

it is not, on account of its being similar to that something,
and hence having the properties of this latter imposed upon
it ; and certainly we do not regard the Soul as any such thing.
Consequently, when you make use ofthe phrase, ¢ that which
you assume as the Soul,” you lay yourself open to the ques-
tion—in what way do we assume the Soul? Do we assume it
as an entity or as a non-entily 2 1f we assnme it as an entity,
what is the resemblance between ‘entity’ and ‘¢ non-entity ’
(which according to you, is what the Soul is), by virtue of
which there is such an assamption of the Soul?* If you
point out any resemblance between the °Soul’ and the
¢ Not-soul,’ you admit the existence of the ¢ Soul;’ as there
can be no resemblance between entity ’ and ¢ non-entity.’
¢ The notion of * I,’ which really pertains to the Body, efc.,
you assume as pertaining to the Sosl ; and it is in this that
you are wrong. [This is what we deny when we say °there
is no Soul’).” Even 80, inasmuch as you admit the ex-
istence of something different from Body &c. as being the
object of the notion of ‘I, the inner contradiction in your
assertion does not cease.

If (in order to escape from all this difficulty) you assert
that—** it is by no means necessary that every individual word
must denote an entity ; as for instance, snch words as ‘Shanys’
‘(Void) and ¢ Pamas® (Darkness)t (do not denote any
entity)” ;—this also will not be right;
as this does not save your assertion from
the ¢ inner contradiction ; ’ [the words you cite are not with-
out: denotation] ; the denotation of the word ¢ Sh@inya’ (Void)
is as follows : a substance that has no one to guard or pro-

Var. P, 341,

®The Soul, which ex-hypothesi is a non-entity, must resemble the entity, before
it can have the character of the latter imposed upoan it, and hence be assumed as an
¢ enlity ? Now what is that resemblance or similarity ?

1 At first sight it would seem that throughout this paragraph, ¢ famzs’ should be
read as ‘nabhas ;' but from 1. 3 on P. 341, and IL 11 et. 8eq. on P. 346, it is clear that
¢ tamas’ is the right reading.
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tect it becomes ‘fit for dogs,’ and hence comes to be called
¢ Shanya,” which etymologically means °shvabhyo hitam,’ * fit
for dogs; *—as regards the other word ¢ Tamas’ (Darkness),
it denotes such substances, qualities and actions as are charac-
terised by non apprehension [i.e. non-apprehended substance,
quality and action); that is to say, in a place where there
is absence of light, [and substance, etc., are not apprehended],
the word ¢ famas,’ ¢ Darkness,’ is used, as denoting those
Substances, etc. Further, when you assert that the word
*famas’ does not demote anything, you go against your
own (Bauddha) doctrine, according to which Tamas (Dark-
ness) is that which comprises the four entities (Colour, Taste,
Odour and Touch). From all this we conclude that there
ie no word that does not denote something.

Then again, when you assert that ©there is no Soul '—
you make an assertion contrary to your own doctrine.
“ Howso?” [The following passage occurs in your own
scriptures] “ O ! Bhadania, Colour is not ‘I,’ nor are Sensation
Faculty, Cognition, I, O Bhadanta; similarly Colour is not
yon; nor are Sensation, Faculty, and Cognition ¢you.’ ”—In
this passage, the ‘Skandhas’ or °States’ mentioned are
denied as being the object of the notion of ‘I;’ and this
denial is a qualified one (pertaining to a particular phase of
that notion), and not a general (unqualified) one of ‘the notion
completely ; one who does not admit the Soul should put
forward an unqualified denial, in the form ¢there is no 7,
there is no you’ (and not that °this and that is not I’ eto.
etc.) “ By denying each of the:S4andhas one by one, it is
implied that the notion of ‘I’ pertains to the Aggregats of
these.””  In that case it behoves you to point out what is
that ¢ Aggregate’ apart trom Colour and the other Skandhas
or ‘ States’, to which (you say) the notion ‘I’ pertains, If
you admit of the ‘Aggregate’ as something distinot from the
¢ States ' themselves, then it becomes a mere differ-
ence of names; what we call ¢ Soul’ you call ¢Aggre-
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1074 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

gate.’ If, on the other hand, the “ Aggregate?® is non-differ-
ent from the ¢ States,’ then it is not possible to conceive of
it in the singular form ‘I, as we never find a singular
word applied to several things. As a matter of fact, Colour
and the other *States’ either severally or collectively
are not the ‘Soul;’ hence the notion of ‘I’ as applied to
them, comes to be the conception of a thing as what it is not.
“Well, let it be a wrong notion (i.e. the conception of some
thing as what it is not) ; what harm does that do us?”
Why does it not harm you ? As a matter of fact, also * wrong
notions’ bear the semblance of some *right notion’ [hence
if the notion of ‘I’ in regard to the ¢ States’ is wrong, it
must be right in regard to sowething else; and this some-
- thing else is the Soul].  Further, one

who does not admit the Soul can never
make any sense out of the Bauddha philosophy. Nor can it be
said that in the Buddhist philosophical literature there is no
passage (asserting the existence of the Soul); because we find
it distinctly mentioned in the Sarvabhisamayast¢ra. Thus it
is clear that when the Bauddha asserts that ‘there is no Soul’
he goes against his own doctrine. The Sa¢ra speaking of the
Soul is as follows :—* O ye mendicants! [ am going to point
out to you the burden as well as the carrier of the burden :
the five ‘states’ are the burden and the Pudgala is the
carrier of the burden ; he who holds that thers is no Soul is a
man with false noticns.’

As regards the reason, ‘because it is uot produced’
(which has been put forward by the Opponent on P. 339, L. 6,
as proving that there is no Soul),—what it does mean is the
denial of something totally different (from the existence of
the Soul ; as it denies only. the fact of itsbeing produced).
Further, ¢ produced’ and ‘not prodaced’ are properties of
things ; now what thing is it that is ¢ produced’ and what is
that which is ‘not produced’? That thing is ¢ produced ’
whose existence is due to & cause; and that thing

Var. P. 342.
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BHASYA-VARTIKA 3-1-1 1075

is ‘not produced’ whose existence is not due to a
cause. [So that all that your promiss ¢because Soul is
not produced’ meansis that the existence of th® Soul is
not due to a cause, and not that there is no existence of
it]. “ Why (should the term ‘not produced’ be taken
to mean this)? " For the simple reason that the
negative particle denies production; in the term ° not pro-
duced’ all that the negativo particle signifies is the denial ¢¢
¢ being produced,” the meaning of the whole term being that
the thing spoken of has no production or birth; so that tho
statement ¢ the Soul is not produced’ does not deny the Soul
(but only its ‘being produced’); just as the expression
¢ this vessel i3 without water’ (does not deny the vessel, but
only ‘its containing water’). If the term ‘not produced ’
means the denial of the very ewistence (of the Soul), then the
premiss becomes the same as the Proposition [the Proposi-
tion being that ¢ there is no Soul’ and the Premiss meaning
that ‘the Soul has no existence '}. Further, ¢being not pro.
daced’ is a property ; and no property, except Szmavaya or
Inherence,’ * can exist by itself; and the ouly thing in which
1t can subsist (according to your Premiss) is the Soul, Hence
your Premiss becomes ¢ contradictory’ [indicating the esis-
tence of the Soul, and hence contradicting your Propo-
gition that ¢there is no Soul']. Even if you hold that
* though the Property (being not producad) is there, the thing
with that property does not exist,”—even thon you do not
escape from the incongruity that a property can novar subsist
by itself, Then again, what is the meaning of the express-
ion ‘becanse it is not produced?’? If it mean that there
18 no birth, then the said premiss becomes impossible ; as the
Soul has its birth, ¢ What is the ¢ birth ’ of the Soul?”
The ¢ birth’ of the Soul consists (even according to the Baud-

* Samavdya is admitted to subsist by itsclf, becanse if a subtratumn were neces-
sary for it, it would subsist in that substratum only by the Samavaya-relation ; so
that there would be au endless series of ¢ Sawaviyas ?
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1076 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

dha) in its becoming connected with a fresh aggregate® of
Body, Organs, Intellect and Sensation. “ What we mean
by the Seul being ¢ not produced’ is that it has no cause.” In
this case, it may be that you do not go against any of your own
doctrines; but the premiss becomes ¢ Coatradictory’ (prov-
ing the contrary of your Proposition) ; as the thing that has
no cause is eternal; so that in setting about to prove the
ron-ezistence of Soul you prove its eternality ; hence your
premiss becomes ¢ contradictory.” In fact the Premiss itself
is contrary to the Proposition: Your Proposition means
that ‘there is no Soul,’ and your Premiss asserts the perma-
nent exisience of the Soul ; hence, inasmuch as one asserts the
non-existence of the Soul, and the other its exisience, there
is clear contradiction hetween your Premiss

Vir. P. $43. "
and your Proposition.

The above reasonings also serve to reject all premisses
(put forward in support of the Proposition that ¢there is no
Soul "), such as—(a) ¢ because it has no hefu,’ (4) ¢ because no
cause of its birth can be pointed out,’ (¢) ¢ because it is not
an effect,’ (d) ¢because it has no cause,’ and so on; all of
which are open to objections similar to those urged above
{(against the premiss ¢ because it is not produced ’).

Now as regards the example that you have cited —* like
the Hare’s horn,” this also is an example that is impossible
(not applicable to the ocase in question). “ Why so?"”
The term ¢ hare’s horn’ denotes a relationship (subsisting
between the Hare and the Horn); so that when you deny
the existence of the ® hare’s horn,’ it means the denial of that
relationship, and not that of the Horn. “ We can have for
our example the relation of the Hare and the Horn”  That
also will not be right (i.e., it will not suit your reasoning) ; as

9 The term ‘ Nikdya,' translated here as ‘aggrogate,’ has been explained by
the T'#¢parya as a technical term standing for sach corporeal encasement ot varying
grades, as thoze belonging to gods, wen, aniwals and so forth,
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at sometime or other it may be possible for the Horn to have
some sort of relation to the Hare.* ¢ But this will be
contrary to all popular notions.”  You mean that the as-
sumption that there is Horn on the Hare will be opposed to
all popular notions; but in reality there is no such opposi-
tion ; what the popular notion demies is the relation of
cause and effect; what people mean is that the Horn is
neither the cause nor the effcet of the Hare; that is to say,
between the Horn and the Hare, there is no such relation of
cause and effect as there is between the Horn and the Cow ; f
and certainly the denial of the relation of cause and effect
does not mean the denial of the very ezistence (of the Hare's
horn); for when one thing is neither the cause nor the effect
of another thing, it does not mean that the thing does not
exist ; for instance, ¢ Dévadatti’s jar' [which ezists and is yet
neither the cause nor the effect of Dévadatta]. Then again,
when one asserts that  the Hare’s horn does not exist,” he
should be asked—is this meant to be an Universal Negation, or
only a particular negation ? If it be meant to be the former,
that would not be right; as no such negation is possible;
that is to say, if the statement ‘the Hare’s horn does not
exist ' is a universal negation (the negation of all Horns, in
relation to the Hare), then it would mean that the Horas of
the Cowand other animals also do not exist ; and this would be
absurd ; as certainly the Horns of other animals are not
non-existent.; If, on the other hand, the statement be meant
to be a particular negation, and what is meant be that some

© \Vhen the Horn of some other animal may be placed upon the head of the
Hare, the Horr. will have the relationship of Comjunction with the Hare.

+ If the Horn were a part of the Hare’s body, then it would be the constituent
cause of the Hare ; if on the other hand it were only an excrescence, like the wool
and nails &c., then the Horn would be the effect or product of the Hare.—Ta}pa:ya.

1 The denial of all Horns in relation to the Hare would mean that the Hare
has no sort of relation with any horns ; and this would not be right ; as between the
Hare and the Horn of the Cow, there is at least this relation that both exist at the
same time,
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1078 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

particular Horn is denied in relation to the Hare,—so that
what the denial means is that there does not exist any Horn
of which the [are is the effect, and of which the Hare is the
canse ; * and it is this relation of canse and effect (between
the Hare and the Horn) that is denied ;—the meaning of this
would be that the relation of cause and effect, which has been
seen elgewhere, is now denied ; and this would thus not be
an example in support of absolute non-sxistence.

These same arguments also serve to set aside such
examples as the ¢ Sky-flower’ and the like.

Another argument put forward by the
Atheist is—* there is no Soul, because no
such thing is apprehended ’; but this also is open to those
objections against the Proposition and the Example that have
buen urged against the above-discussed argument [ ¢ there
is no Soul, because no such thing is born, as we find in the
case of the Hare’'s Horn’|. [As the Proposition and the
Example are tho same in both cases]. Then as regards the
Premiss, ¢ because no such thing is apprehended,’—this also
is not right ; it is not true that the Soul is not apprehended,
because as a matter of fact tho Soul is actually apprehended
by means of Perception and other Instruments of Cognition.
The Soul is apprehended by means of Perception.—* How
s0?”—The cognition of ¢I,” which is independent of the
remembrance of the relation of any major or minor terms,
and which varies with the variations in the character of its
object (Soul), must be regarded as parceptional, just like the
Coguition of Colour and such things, In the case of a Cog-
nition in regard to which you yourself are in no doubt as to
its being * perceptional,’ when you ave called upon to explain
why it is ¢ perceptional, the ounly explanation that you can

Var. P, 344,

% Both editions read Q&g QA T FTY AY WAEY T KICYR ; which means
that that of which the Hare is not the cffect, is not the canee of the Hare. But we

have adopted the reading Jeg Y T ®T¢ I T LI 7 HKUR,
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give is that it is a Cognition independent of the remembrance
of the relation of any major and minor terms and which ap-
prehends its own object. You will perhaps argue that—
% though the said Cognition of ‘I’ is there, its object is not
the Soul.” O if that is so, then please point out what is
the object of that Cognition. ~ * Colour and such thingsare
the objects of that Cognition,”  If you mean by this that—
“ Colour and such things are the objects of the cognition of
“I' in accordance with the declaration that things are called
A¢man (Soul) because they are the originators (lit.:the cause
of the origination) of the Cognition®* of ¢I,’ ’—this can not
be accepted ; as it is not trus, and also because it has been
denied (by your own teacher); as a matter of fact, it has
been denied by your teacher that the notion of ‘I’ pertains
to Colour &c , in the passage—¢ O Bhiksu, noither I nor you
are this Colour.” 1lence it follows that Colour &ec., can not
forra the objects of the notion of ‘1’ Nor have we ever
found the notion of ¢ I’ appearing in regard to Colour and -
such things; there never is any such notion as ‘I am

Colour,’ ‘I am Sensation,” and so forth, “ But there are
such notions as ¢ I am fair,” ‘I am dark’ [where the notion
of ¢ [’ appears in regard to the Body).” There are no

‘such conceptions, we reply.  “ What do you mean?”
What we mean is that when one has the conception ‘I am
fair,” it does not mean that the observer looks npon his fair
complezion as his ¢ Soul’; in fact the statemeat ‘Aham gaural’,
‘1 am fair,’ denotes pnssession [standing for ¢ 4ham gaura-
ra@pavin’ or * Mama rupam gauram,’ the posssssive ending
being dropped.®* * But how do you know that it is as you say,

©The Tatparya explains the term ¢ Alumbana’ as Alumbyaté anéna; hence
equivalent to jidna, ¢ Cognition.’

+ The Ta¢parya votes that the Bhdgya, in its introductery remarks to Adhya-
ya III, has spoken of the conception ¢ I am fair,’ in the sense that fairness is attri-
buted to the Soul ; and the presont denial of the conception by the Vartika would
appear to be contrary to the Bhagya. But the fact of the matter is that the Bhdsya
has uot cited the conception as a right one, or as proving the difference of the Soul
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and that the conception (‘I am fair ') is not true in its literal
sense P "’ What your question means is—‘¢ what are the
grounds for regarding the conception as signifying possession,
and as also having dropped the possessive ending ? "’ We have
a ground for so regarding it in the fact that the conception
represents the ‘ I’ co-extensive with the *my’; that is to say,
in the conception ‘T am fair,” the term ‘I’ is found to be
used in reference to that (Body) which is also regarded as
‘my’ [i. e., we speakof the ‘ Body’as ‘mine’;and the con-
ception ‘ [ am fair,’ applies the term ‘I’ to the * Body'];
and from this co-extensiveness .of ‘I’ with ¢ my,’ it follows
that the term ‘I’ has dropped the possessive ending [and
really stands for ‘my’; so that the expression ‘I am fair’
is equivalent to * my body is fair.’] “ But in actually usage
we have found the term I’ used as co-ex-
tensive with ‘my,’ even though the two
refer to really different things,—where one is a great bene-
factor of the other ; that is to say, when one person is a great
benefactor of another (and as such fit to be spoken of as
¢ my benefactor,’” ¢ he is my friend’), we find the latter using
the expression ¢ he is what I am,” where ‘1’ is co-extensive -
with [‘he’ who should be spoken of as] ‘my.””  Our
answer to this is that we have already explained thab thi

Var. P. 345.

from the Body. The applying of the tern ‘1’ can be cxplained either as in the
possessive sense, or in a figurative sense. As regards the notion of ¢ iny Soul, where
the Sonl appears as distinct from ¢ 1, it is explained ou the analogy of the notion of
‘Rahu's head,’ where the head is not-differeat from Rihu.  The Parishuddhi
adds that thongh we have b)th kinds of conceptions —(a) ¢ I know* (where the ‘1’
appears as the kuow:r), and (b) ¢ mysel€’ (w'icre the Self or Soul appears as different
from ¢ L’), yet we are justiial in accepting the former as true in its literal sense,
and in regarding the latter as true only in a figurative or indirect sense ; because in the
case of the former, we never find any subsequent notion sublating it; that is,
we never have any such notion as that the knower is different from the ‘I ; while as
regards the notion ¢ nyself,’ there is this against it that, the Self or Soul is different
from the ‘I, that ‘I’ also may be spoken of as *my’ by another ; and so on and on,
there would bo an endless series of ‘I's’. In view of this undesirablo contingency,
wa are justified in regarding the notion ¢ iny-Self’ a3 only indirectly or fguratively
true,
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notion of ‘I’ appearing in reference to the five ‘states’ of
Colour and the rest, is a wrong notion, apprehending one thing
as what it is not.

Thus it is established that the Soul, being the object of
the notion of ¢I,” is something apprehended by direct Per-
ception itself.

How again the Soul is apprehended by means of Inference
has been explained undoz Stitre 1-1-10. There is Authori-
tative Word also (in the shape of scriptural texts declaring
the Soul to be a real entity).

Thus it is found that all these three Instruments of Cog-
nition, combining to point to the same thing, establish the
existence of the Soul. And any valid source of cognition
to the contrary * there is none. Hence the premiss—
*because the Self is not apprehended "—is absolutely untrue.

Further, the prenmiss—¢ bgcause the Self is not appre-
hended "—is doubtful also ; because ‘non-apprehension’ may
be due to three causes; there are three causes to which the
‘ non-apprehension ’ of a certain thing may be due ; it may be
due to the (absence of the) Apprehender, or to that of the
4 pprehension, or to that of the dpprehended Object; so that
whenever there is  non-apprehension’ of a certain thing (of
the Soul, for instance), it is always doubtful to whose absence
it is due. If you say that it is due to the absence of the
Object (Soul), then your premiss turns out to be the same as
your Proposition; and F cortainly the Proposition cannot

° That is to say, we do not kuow of auy source of valid cognition providing a cog-
nition contradicting and sublating the notion ¢ there is Soul ’; this notion, vouched for
by all three Sources of Knowledge, could be sublated only if a fourth more authorita-
tive source of knowledge gave rise to the notiou that *there is no Soul’ ; inasmuch
there is no such source of knowledge, the validity of the cognition ¢ there is Soul’
remains unshaken.—Parishuddhi.

1 You seek to prove your proposition ‘there is no Soul’ by the premiss ¢ because
Soul is not apprehended’ ; and younow suy that this ‘ non-apprehension of the Soul
is due to the non-ezistence of the Soul’ ; hense your premiss—' because the Soul is not
apprehen:led ' means the rame as ¢ because the Soul does not exist’ ; and your rcason-
ing this resolves itsolt into the following forin—*there is no Soul, because thers
's no Soul.’ l
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prove itself ; hence your premiss does not prove anything.
Further, you are putting forward ‘ non-apprehension’ as the
Probans proving the non-ezistence of the Soul (the Subject of
your syllogism) ; but what is the substratum of this ‘non-
apprehension’? If you admit that the Soul is its substratum,
[as you should, in view of the fact that the Probans, to be
effective, must subsist in the Subject], then you stultify your-
gelf ; holding that tho ‘ Soul is the substratum’® and yet that
‘it does not exist *!  If, on the other hand, the Soul be not the
substratum of the ‘non-apprshension,’ then what would be
the use of your Probuns? Certainly a Probans without a
substratum can not prove anything at all. “But non-
apprehension also does not exist [i.e., it i3 a negative quality,
and as such, need not have a positive entity for a substratum,
which can be necessary only for a positive quality].” In
that case (if ‘non-apprehension’ does not exist), what is
the meaning of the premiss ‘ becanse of non-apprehension’?
Certainly that which does not exist cannot be a probans. *
“ The nou-apprehension (is a real entity, and) is a property
subsisting in the Soul, which is assumed.” It behoves you
to explain in what form the Soul is assumsd? Do you assume
the Soul as a nonentity ? Or as an entity ? If you assume it
as an entity, then ¢ non-apprehension’ cannot belong to it; for
example, when the Post is assumed to be the man, the pro-
perties of the Post are not perceived. [Henece when the
non-ezistent Soul is assumed as an existing thing, there can be
no conception of its ¢ non-apprehension,’ which is a proporty
only of the non-existent thing]. IF, on the other hand, you
hold that ©non-appreheunsion’ is the property of the Soul
which is assumed as a non-entity,—then it is true that you
succeed in proving the ‘non-apprehension’ as the property
(of a positive entity), ; but your theory of ¢ assumption’ is

® Both editions read  qErETRATRAREMAY. Dut the right reading is TwEY
arqAeafagRefr |

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHASYA-VARTIKA 3-1-1 1083

rendered futile. “Why so?” For the simple reason
that ‘assumption’ is always false; that is,
‘¢ assnmption ’ always represents a thing as
what it is not; hence when you say that the Soul is assumed
as non-egistent, it means that in reality it is not non-ezis-
tent ; and if the Soul is really not non-existent, your propound-
ing of the ‘assumption’ becomes frustrated. Then again,
for what purpose is the Soul assumed to be non-ezistent? If
it is so assumed for the purpose of (providing a subtratum
for) the Probans (‘ Non-apprehension’), then, it may be that
the Probans, for whose purpose it was assumed, becomes pro-
vided with a substratum ; but the desired conclusion is not
established ; for when a man assumes, in the Man, the
qualities of the Post, and then puts forward those qualities
as his ¢ Probans’ (for proving the Mun to be the Post), the
fact of the Man being the Post is not proved thereby. ®
Thus it is found that ¢ because it is not apprchended ’ also is
not.a valid premiss.

Var. P, 346.

[ The Siddhantin puts forward an argument in proof of the
existence of the Soul].—The term Soul’ must have for its
denotation something distinct from the denotations of the
terms *Colour-state’ (‘ Name-state,” ¢ Sensation-state * and
*Cognition-state '),—because it is a single term, and not the
same as the terms *Colour-state’ and the rest,—like such
words as ¢ Jar ' and the like. The same holds good regarding
the notion of ¢ [+  “In this reasoning the Instance cited is

© You assume the existent Soul to be non-ezxistent and then put forward ‘non-
apprehension,’ which is a property of the non-existent thing, to prove that the Soal
is non-existent. This is just like the case where one assumes the man to be the Post,
and then puts forward some quality of the Post to prove that the Man is the Post.—
Tatparya.

¥ The Parishuddhi formulates this reasoning thus :-—~The noticn of ‘1” must
pertain to an object distinct from Colour &c.,—because it is a notion ¢f' a character
distinct from that of the notions of ‘Colour’ and the rest,—like the notion of the
‘Jar ' and such other things.

Adlatic Soci tv Calentta
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not true.”*  We have already answered this argument by
pointing out that the thing possessed of the quality must be
something different from the quality itself. [So that the
Jar, which is possessed of the quality of ¢ Colour,” caunnot be
the same as * Colour’}. * But your premiss is vitiated in
view of such terms as ‘Darkness’ and the like.” You
mean by this as follows—* The term ‘darkness’ is a single
word, and also not the same as the terms ¢ Colour-state’ and
the rest, and yet it does not denote anything; and the
same may be the case with the term ‘Soul’; ”’ —this however
is not right ; as it involves a self-contradiction on your part:
When you say that the term Darkness’ does not denote
anything, you contradict your own doctrine, under which
*Darkness’ is the °®container’ or ‘compriser’ (of Colour,
Tasto, Odour and Touch).t So far as we are concerned, we
do not accept the view that the term ¢ Darkness’ does not
denote anything [so that this cannot vitiate our premiss].
“1f you regard the term ¢ Darkness8’ as denoting a certain
thing, then you contradict the (Vaishdsika) Siitra, which
,declares that ¢ Darkness’ is mere negation of light, because
it is entirely dissimilar in its nature to Substance, Quality
and Action’ (Vai. Sa. 5-2-19).” } There is no force in
this objection, we reply ; as you have not grasped the mean -
ing of the Sutra quoted; what the Suitra means is that

® That is to say, according to us, Bauddhas, the ‘Jar’ is not anything distinct
from Colour &c.’ sll objects being only manifestationa of the State’ of ¢ Colour,
¢*Sensation’ &c. Hence if the case of the tern ‘Soul’ is analogous to that of the
term ‘Jar,’ the Soul cannot be something different from thesaid ¢ States’ of Colour &e.

T The reading is ¥AIAMY, as found in both editions and also in the Ta{parya ;

but the latter points out that INTY stands for FRY. Seo in this connection,
- above Text, P. 341, where aleo a reference is made to the same Bau@dba doctrine.

1 The Oppoaent urges this objection under the impression that, when the
8Siddhantin asserts that the term * Darkness ' denotes a certain thing, he means that
the term denotes a positive entity ; and this certainly would be eonirary to the Sifra
quoted, according to which Darkness. is only a negative entity, were negation of

light ; i.e., negation of all connection with such light as is endowed with manifest-
ed Colour.
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‘ what are denoted by the word Darkness are such Substancs,
Quality and Action as are devoid of all connection with
light.'* Thus there is nothing in our theory that goes against
the Stitra.

Others again, having stated the Proposition in the form —
¢ the living body is not with Soul '—put forward, in support
of it, such premisses as ‘because it exists’ and the like.
This also is not righi; becavse none of the alternatives
possible under this is admissible. Forinstance, what is the
meant by the Living Body being ‘not with Soul *? (a) If
it means that the Body does not serve any useful purpose
for the Soul, then there can be no corroborative instance
(sach as would be accepted by both parties); as (according
to us) there is nothing that does not serve a useful purpose
for a Soul. () If again, the meaning is simply the denial
of the Soul the meaning of the Proposition bemg that ©the
Soul is not the Body,’ then our answer is—
who is there that regards the Body as the
Soul? [i.e. We also do not hold the Body tobe the Soul; so
that the denial is futile]. ~ Then again, the negative preposi-
tion ‘nis’ [noiin the term ¢ Nirdafmakam,’ ‘not with Soul’]
signifies the negation of what follows it [i.e., ‘not with Soul’
means the negation of something with Soul]; so that it be-
hoves you to explain what is that which is ¢ with Soul’; for
in no case do we find the negative preposition *nis’ prefixed
to a term denoting a non-entity; for instance, in the term
Nirmashakam’ (the preposition ais’ is prefixed to the term
¢ Mashaka,” which denotes a positive entity, the mosquito].

Var. P. 347.

® Hence there is nothing in the Sigra to justify the view that the term
‘ Darkness’ denotes nothing.

The T@4parya remarks—It would have been a much simpler answer to the
Opponent's objection to point out—(1) that even as denoting a negative entity, the
term ‘ Darkness ' cannot be said to denote nothing, and (2) that when we say that
the term denotes a certain thing, we do not necessarily mean that it denotes a positive
entity. But the Varfika has et the Opponent or his own ground, thereby shaking
s vauity,
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(¢)If again the statement *the Body is not with Soul’ is meant
to deny the Soul in the Body, then the reasoning proves what
is already admitted by all; for whon is there who holds
that the Sonl subsists in the Body? (d) If then, the state-
ment means that ‘the Body has no connection with Soul ’,
then, there can be no corroborative instance ; [as, according
to us, there is nothing that is not connected in some way or
other, with the Soul].  Lastly, all the aforesaid four cases
would mean the denial of a particular character in regard to
the Soul; and this would imply the admission of the Soul
itself, in a general way; so that what was sought to be
denied becomes admitted !

[Another argumsent put forward by the Atheist is]—*¢ The
term ‘Soul’ denotes something transient,— because it is
composed of letters.” ®*  But, in the first place, in view of
the term ¢eternal’ (which is composed of letters and yet
denotes something not transient), the premiss of the above
reasoning is found to be untrue; and secondly [the term
¢ Soul’ in your reasoning, can stand either for the Body &e.,
or for something otber than Body &e.]. If the term ¢ Soul *
stands for the Body &c., then your argument becomes super-
fluous [as it proves only that the Body §c., are transient,
which, as admitted by all parties, does not require any proof];
and if the term ‘Soul’ stands for something other than the
Body &c., and your Proposition declares it as denoting
something transient, then the existence of something other
than the Body &c., becomes admitted ; and this goes against
your doctrine [by which there is no entity apart from the
Body &e.]

°® The argument is thus stated in the Tdtparya—* Every word composed of
letters denotes something transient ; as we find in the case of such words as ‘ Jar’
and the like’; and if the Soul is somethiug transient, it must be a mere Idea ; so that
the argument proves that the word ¢ 8oul’ stauds for Ides, and not for any lasting
entity. This therefore comes to be a denial of the Logician’s ¢ S8oul.’
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Thus it is found that the more we examine the doctrine
of there being no such thing as Soul, the more incapable
we find it of bearing the force of reasoning.

[One of the main arguments in support of the existence
of the Soul isthe one put forward in Sankhyakarika, that,
inasmuch as all composite objects are fonnd to be for the
suke of something other than itself, and as the Body is a
composite object, the Body must be for the sake of some-
thing other than itself; and this something is the Soul:
Against this the Opponent raises an objection].—‘* Inasmuch
as the Eye and the ather organs are composite objects, they
must be for the sake of something other than themselves ;
as we find in the case of such composite thiugs as the Bed-
ding, the Seat, and the like : but even so the said organs also
must exist for the sake of some other composite object
[and not for any such uon-composite and immaterial subs-
tance as the ¢ Soul’].”  If you mean by this that—*it is
true that composite things exist for the sake something other
than themselves; but it is only some other composite thing
for whose sake composite things are found to exist; as we
find in the case of such composite things as the Bedding,
the Seat &c. [which exist only for the sake of the Body that
uses them, and the Body is only another composite subs-
tance),”—our answor is that the very admission of the
*Composite’ (as distinct from the component, Colour &c.)
involves a self-contradiction on your part: You (Bauddhas)
do not admit of any ¢ composite ’ apart from the °states’ of
Colour and the rest; and unless some ‘other composite’ is
admitted, it cannot be asserted that ‘cowmposites exist for
the sake of other composites’; while if such a ‘composite’
is admitted, it goes against your doctrine. “ All that we
‘mean by putting forward the reasoning is to point out an
undesirable element (invalidating factor) in the argument of
our Opponent (who tries to prove the existence of the Soul
by the premiss that ¢Composites exist for the sake of
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others’).”  If you mean by this that—* We do not admit of
another * Composite ’ ; all that we mean to point out is that
the premiss of our Oppouent is open to the objection that -
one Composite is never found apart from another Composite ; .
and in fact whenever a thing is found to exist for the sake
of something else, this something else is always a composite
substance,”—our answer in that case is
Vir. P, 348, that this is not true,—(a) hecause it involves
gelf-stultification, and (4) because what has
been urged is not admitted. That is tosay, in the first place,
(b) according to the philosopher who holds the Soul to be
sometning distinot (from the Body &o.), no composite subs-
tance serves the purposes of annther Composite Substance,
[e.9., the Bedding serves the purpose, not of the Body, which
is & camposite substance, but of the Self ensouling that
Body]; and the pointing of an invalidating factor can be
effective only when what is pointed out is accepted by both
parties ;—and secondly, (a) what has been urged implies
self-stultification also : that is to say, when a reasoning is
put forward in words intended to convey a ocertain sense, if
it were really iuvalidated by imposing upon it a sense entire-
ly at variance with what the words were originally meant to
convey, then, such a process wonld put an end to (and invali- -
date) all Inferential Reasoning. “Why so?” Beoause
io this way, even that inferential reasoning which is accepted
(by the Bauddha) would become invalid; e.g., even the pre-
miss ¢ because it is a product,’ urged in proof of the proposi-
tion that ¢ Sound is non-eternal,” would become invalidated.
“ How ? ‘ Being a product,’ being iunvariably concomi-
tant with ¢ non-eternality,” proves non-eternality ; and it also
proves the character of ‘being something devoid of pain’;
and just as it proves this character of ‘being something
devoid of pain,” it also proves the character of ¢ being not
apprehended by the auditory organ’; so that (by imposing
all this import upon the premiss ¢ because it is a product’),
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one might put forward the ressoning ‘Sound is not appre-
hended by the auditory organ, because it is a product, like
the Jar &o.’, [and this will be regarded as really shaking the
validity of the original valid inference ¢ Sound is non-eternal,
because it is & product like the Jar &c']!*  ‘“But in the
last reasoning put forward, [ Sound is not apprehended by -
the auditory organ &ec. &c.,’] the Proposition itself is opposed
to a fact of Perception ¢ t so that no premiss put forward in
support of that Proposition can ever be valid [and as such rea-
sonings caunot invalidate any inferential reasonings, the
method adopted by us can not put an end tfo the entire
inferential process].” Well, in that case, the proposi-
tion that ¢ the Eye &c., are for the sake of other com- '
posite things,’ (put forward by the Bauddha) is opposed
to Inference and Scripture ;—and further, when you postulate
the * other composite’ (for whose sake the Eye &o., accord- .
ing to you, exist), that also remains a Cumposile; so that
that also should exist for the sake of another (third) ¢ Com-
posite ’ thing ; and so on and on, there would be an unending
series (of ‘Composites’). And as no one can justify the
assumption of such an infinite series of ¢ Composites’ (and
it is necessary to postulate a point where the series comes
to an end), that point where the series comes to an end would

* When the Logician makes the statement ¢the Eye &c. are for the sake of '
others,’ all that he means to prove is that the ‘Composite ’cunsisting of the Body,
the Organs, Sensation and Cognition is for the sake of something distiLot from
these ; and not that they are for the sake of another Composite. 8o that when he
puts forward his premiss, it must be taken in the sense in which he intends to take
it ; and there is no doubt that when taken in that sense the premisa does prove the
proposition it i3 meant to prove. If however, his opponent imparts to the premiss
a meaving not intended by the propounder himself, and then finds in it elements of
invalidity,—and this were taken as really invalidating the original premiss, then all
influential reasoning would come to.an end, as by imposing upon the premiss a
meaving that is not intended, any numbar of invalidating factors may be found in
every reasoning. ' )

T The text uses the term ‘ Anumana’ ; but what is eant is a faot of Percep-
tion ;—that Sound is perceived by the auditory organ is a faot of perception, and
this is contradicted by the Proposition that ‘ Sound is not apprehended by the audi-
tory organ.’
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be a ‘non-composite’ thing. It follows from this that if
there i8 no ‘ non-composite * thing, then in the absence of the
‘ non-composite’ thing, it is not possible to account for the
existence of the * Composite ’; [as, in the manuner shown above,
the postulating of the * Composite,” without a ¢non-composite'
involves the assumption of an infinite series of ¢ Composites ’];
so that the denial of the ‘non-composite’ involves a self-
stultification on your part; as without admitting a ¢ non.
composite,’ it is not possible to admit the ¢ Composite.’

If the Opponent should take up the position that he does
not admit of Inference [if every instance of it is liable to
rejection in the manner shown above],—he should be asked
why he does not admit of Inference. IF he says that *there
can be no Inference, because every Inference is found to be
sublated by Inference,”— he puts himself beyond the pale
of reason, and is also himself confronted by an Inference.*
Then again, if there is no Inference, how is there a Cognition of
things beyond the reach of the senses?
That is, if there is no Infereace, by what means
is a supersensuvus thing to be cognised ? It will not be right to
asgert that * Supersensuous things are cognised by means of
Soriptures ; ” because there ars many such things as are not
dealt with by Scriptures.  “ How so?” There are
several things which form the subject of Inference, and
which are not dealt with by Scriptures; for instaunce,
we infer the cause of the rumbling of clouds; and there is
neither Perception nor Scripture bearing upon (affording
any idea of) such cause.

EE————

Var. P. 349.

It has been proved that there is such a thing as Soul.
Now, in regard to this Soul, there arises a Doubt from the
fact that Designalion is found to be of both kinds (Bhagya,
p- 127, 1. 4-5). “What- is this Designation ? " By

® loference —either of Componites, or of the existence of Prapa &c., says the
Tatparya.
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¢ Designation’ here is meant the empressing of the relation-
ship of the Agent with the Action and with the Instrument of
that Action—says the Bhasys. The *action’isof Seeing,
. the ¢ instrument’ is the Eye; and relationship of these—
action and instrument—is designated by the expression he
sees with the Eye.’ Such desigoation is of two kinds:—
(A 1) In one we have™the Composite whole dssignated by its
component parls ; e.g, ‘ *he tree stands by the rools’ ; the term
¢ Composite whole? stunds for the Tree; which is made up
of several component parts ;—(A 2) in some cases we have
the desigunation, by one part, of other parts; that is, in the
case of a thing which is composed of several heterogeneous
component parts, the perception of one part leads to the
coguition of the other parts, we have such designation as
‘ the house stands.by its pillars,’ *—(B) We have designation
also of one thing by something tolslly differsnt from it; e.g.,
¢ he cuts with the axe’ ; whero the Aue is the ¢ instrument,’ cut-
ting is the *action’; and the relationship of these with the
Agent is expressed by the words ‘ he cuts with the axe.'—
Now, we have such a designation as ¢ he sees with the eye’;
and in connection with this there arises the doubt as to
whether it is the designation of one thing by something
totally different from it (B), or of the composite whole by
its component parts (A 1), or of one part by. other ‘parts
(A 2). Or, the ‘designation ' meant may be that of the
relationship of the Agent with the ¢ action,’ tha ¢ instrument ’
and the ‘objective’; as we find in the expression ¢he sees
the tree with the Eye’;—and such designation also we have
(in regard to the Soul)—*he experiences pleasure and pain
with the body.' And in regard to all such designations also
there arises a doubt a8 to what is the truth, The truth is

®To the examples cited in :he Bhisya this hss been added with a view to
include the case of the designation ¢ the house stands by its pillars,’ where the house
ie not a ¢ composite whola,’ in the true seuse of being composed of howogeneous
parts ; composed, as it is, of heterogencous pillars; and heterogeueous things cannot
constitute any single cowposite whole,
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that in these expressions we have ths designation of one thing
(the Agent) by something different from it—says the Bhagya.
“Why so?” -
[The answer is given in the next Sttra|.—

Satra (1).
BEOAUSE THE SAME THING IS APPREBENDED BY SIGAT
AND BY ToucH.
Bhdsya on S, (1).
[P. 128, L.2 to L. 11].

[As a matter of fact, we find that it often happens that]
one thing having been apprehended by Sight, that same thing
is apprehended by Touch also ; [the idea in the mind of the
perceiver being] ‘that thing which I saw with my eyes I
now touch with the organ of tonch,” or ¢ that which 1 touched
with the organ of touch I now see with my eyes’; which
meuns that this latter idea recognises, or recalls, the two
perceptions as apprehending one and the same object and
baving (belonging to) one and the same Agent;—and this
one agent cannot be either the Composite or Aggregate [com-
posed of the Body and the Sense-organs] or the Sense-organ.*
Hence that Agent,—who is the apprehender (perceiver) of
the said one thing by Sight and by Touch, and who (in the
manner shown above) recognises the two perceptions as ap-
prehending the same object, as having an Agent and as
brought about by different Instruments,—is somethingt en-
tirely different (from the Composite or the Sense-organ) ; and
this is the Soul.

“ Why cannot the two perceptions be regarded as having
thoir ‘one Ageat’ in the shape of the Sense-organ ?’

A Sense-organ can recognise or recall only that ap-
prehension which has been brought about by itself, and not

the apprehension of another thing, brought about by another
Sense-organ,

© Because the Agent wnust be diffecent from the Instrument *—says the BAdsya-
changdra. That is to say, the Sense-organ, being the Instrument in the perception,
cannot he the Agent of that perception ; nor can the Composite or Aggregate bo the
Agent ; as the Sense-organ, which is the Instrument, forms a component of that
Cormnposite, and the Instrument must be quite different from the Agent.

t ‘Somethiog,’ ¢ bhifa,’ here stands for a real thing, something vouched for
by Valid meaus of cognition.~Bhdgyachangra.
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“ Why cannot the two perceptions be regarded as having
their ‘ one agent ' in the Composite or Aggregate?”

As a matter of fact, the Agent must be one who remains
the same, while cognising (recalling) two such perceptions
as have been brought about by two different Instruments
(i.e., Sense-organs), and belong to (i.e., have been accomplish-
ed by the Agency of) that same Agent himself; and certain-
ly the 4ggregate cannot be such an Agent.

“Why ?”

Because what we urged above in connection with Sense-
organs—that ‘ one sense-organ cannot recall the apprehen-
sion brought abont by another Sense-organ’—does not cease
to apply, with equal force, to the case of the Adggregats
also.®

Vartika on Si. (1).
[P. 350, L. 2 to P. 351, L. 18].

Because the same thing 18 apprehended by Sight and Touch
[we conclude that in the expressions referred to we have the
designation of one thing by something different from it].

The term *darshana’ (Sight) in the Stitra stands for that
by means of which one sees, i.e., the organ of
Sight, the Eye; similarly °Sparshana,’
‘ Touch,’ stands for that by means of which one touches, i.e.,
the organ of Touch, Having perceived a thing by Sight,
one recognises when he perceives it again by Touch; the
the recognition being in the form ‘I am fvuching what I had
scen,’ or ‘I am seeing what I had touched,’—here we find that
two perceptions of the same thing are recalled ; a thing is
said to be “recalled’ or ‘recognised’ when it is found to be
perceived and remembered at the same time.t

An objection is raised :— Sight and Touch bear upon
such things as the Jar ard the like; hence the reason set

Var. P. 350.

® The ¢ Composite ’ is only a name given to several things combined together ;
and what is ‘ several’ cannot be one.—Bhdsyachangra. A

1 In the case in question having seen the thing previously, when one comes to
touch it subsequently, and at the same time remembers it as having been seen on a
previous occasion, he has the * recognition ' of the thing.
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forth is irrelevant.” If you mean by this that—* the
perceptions of sight and touch pertain to (have for their
objects) such things as Jar and the like,—~and hence they
can not prove the fact of the Soul being different (from the
Composite of Body &c.), for the simple reason that what
is brought forward as the reason does not subsist in (has no
connection with) it (the Soul),”—then our answer is that
what you say is not right, as you have not understood the
meaning of our S7fra: What the Suitra means to put for-
ward is the fact of the poreeptions of Sight and Touch having
the same Agent (and not of their having the same Object) ;
and such being the case, there need be nothing wrong if the
said perceptions are regarded as proving the difference (of
the Soul) from its qualities,—this following as a necessary
corollary [from the fact of the Self being the Agent (in the
shape of Body &c.,) of both perceptions]. Bat it is not
true that the thing is different from its qualities.” We have
already shown that the object eadowed with qualities is
something different from the qualities themselves.

[Another objection is raised against the original argn-
ment]—* The recalling or recognition, may be regarded as
due to the relation of cause and effect [i.c.,, the Composite of
Body &c., that does the touching, comes after, and is the
product of, the Composite that has done the previous seeing ;
and it is for this reason that the two perceptions are recog-
nised as belonging to the same agent].”

This has already been answered by us under Sa. 1-1-10
[where it has been pointed out that there is no such recogni-
tion of two things as being the same, in cases where the
causal relation betweeu the two is quite clear ; e.g., we never
have such recognition as ¢ the cloth is the same as the yarns ).
Further, as a matter of fact, we do have recognition in cases
where there is no sort of causal relation at all; and hence
your premiss is not true,
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Or again, the Sitra may be taken as putting forward the
fact that every act requires an actor; the sense being that
* sight,’ the act of sevirig, and ‘touch,’ the act of fouching,
being perceptions of the nature of actions, indicate the exis-
tence of the Actor (the Perceiver); for we never see an act
without one in which it subsists.  **But the object (seen
and touched) might be the required substratum of the acts;
just as we find in the case of the action of being born (which
subsists in the thing dorn, and not in that which gives it
birth).”  This however is not right; for we find certain
acts even in the absence of their objects; e.g., there is the
act of remembering, where the object (remem-
bered) is non-existent ; and certainly what has
ceased to exist cannot be the substratum of an act. Hence
we conclude that that which forms the substratum of che acts
(of seeing and touching) is the Soul.

[Another objection to the S§#{ra]—** As a matter of fact,
the perceptions of sight and touch have for their objects
Colour and such other qualities, and not the Jar and such
things [so that it is not correct to say even that they have

the same object, and all the less so to say that they have the
same Agent].”

Var. P. 351.

This is not right, we reply. Because in actual experience
we find that, even though there is no perception (by Sight or
Touch) of any such qualities as Colour and the rest, there s
perception of things possessed of those qualities; for
instance, when one perceives a thing without perceiving its
qualities, he has the perception of the thing possessing those
qualities,*—e.g., when a piece of rock-crystal is placed over
the blue colour, even though there is no perception of the
blue colour, [as the reflection of the colour in the crystal does
not fall in the line of vision], there is perception of the crystal

_itself ; and similarly when a line of cranes flies along in the

® Read ufifireweay: for afyfivencay:
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sky at pight, even though their white colour and such other
qualities are not perceived, yet there does arise the percep-
tion of their being ®birds.’ Similarly then, we can have the
perception of the Jar without the perception of its Colour &o.
Aud because there is ¢ recognition ’ (of the thing as being the
same, though the perceptions are different, in a case where
the Jar, on the former occasion, was secen, and on the
latter occasion, is touched), it follows that the 4gent must
be differsnt (from the perceptions, the thing perceived &o.) ;
but there can be no doubt that ths object of the two percep-
tions is one and the same ; for there could be no such ‘recog-
nition ’ if the objects of the perceptioas were different ;—as a
matter of fact, wo do have such ¢ ecognitions’ as, ‘[ am now
touching what I had seen,’ or ‘I am seeing now what I had
touched ’; hence we conclude that the two perceptions have
one and the same object.

It will not be right for the Opponent to argue that—
“ the two perceptions of Sight and Touch have the Composite
(of Body &c.) for their Agent [so that even though it may
be admitted that the perceptions havs the same Agent, it
does not follow that this Agent is something different from
the Body &c.]”. Because there is nothing to contravene
the notion that the Composite is diverss (and not one) ; the
¢ Composite’ is made up of ‘ Components,’ and the ¢ Compo-
nents ’ are certainly diverss; and it cannot be right to
regard what is itself diverse as the cause or basis of ¢ Recog-
nition’ (which must be based on wunity); for the simple
reason that in actual experience we never find any ‘recog-
nition’ in connection with such cognitions as have more
than one Agent or more than one object.  * But the two
cugnitions may be regarded as proceeding from one Sense-
organ (which would account for the said recognition,”  If
you mean by this that—*the Sense-organ which is the
instrument of the perception of Touch is the same as thet
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which is the instrument of the perception of Sight "—then
our answer is that this is not right; as one cannot be the
object of the other; that is, the Organ of Sight can © recog-
nise’ only what is perceptible by itself; the recognition
that could be bronght about by the Eye could only be in the
form ¢ this thing is the same as what [ had seen’; and it
cannot bring about any recognition in regard to Touch, as
Touch is perceptible by an entirely different organ (and not
by the Eye). [So that any single Sense-organ could not
bring about any such recognition as ¢ I am seeing now what
I had touched’]. TE such recognition (by a single Sense-
organ) were possible, then there would be no need for any
other Sense-organ (save that one); that is to say, if any
singls Sense-organ were capable of recoghising several
objects, then there would be no need for the creating of
several Sense-organs (for the perceiving of the several
objects ; the single Sense-organ being capable of providing
the perception of all) ! *

Safra (2).
| Says the Opponont] —* WHAT HAS BEEN PUT FOR-

WARD IN THE PREOEDING SOUTBA IS NOT RIGHT ; FOR THERE
18 BESTRICTION AS To osjeors.”” + (Su. 2).

Bhasya on Si. (2).
(P, 129, L. 2 to L. 11].

¢ The intelligent perceiver need not be something differ-
% ont from the Composite of body &c.—* Why ?’'—Because
“ there i8 resiriction as to objects. ''hat is, the Sounse-organs

° According to the Ta¢parys and the Purishuddhi, the portion of Vartika,
p. 352,116 to p. 353 1. 8 printed in both editions at the end of Si. (3), should
come here. )

484. (1) has put forward the fact of ¢ Recognition ’ as proving tha conclusion
that the perceiver is the Soul, something different.from the Body and the ?ense-organl
&o. lu this Sifra, the Opponent, while admitting the fact of Recogn.itlon, demurs
to the conclusion ; the sense being that, Recognition does not necessarily prove the
caistence of something different from the Sense-organs ; for even if such a Soul were
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“are restricted in their scope of things (perceived by their
“ instrumentality); 6.9, Colour is not perceived without
“ Visual Organ, while it i8 perceived when the Visual Organ
“ is there ; and when between two things it is found that one
“ appears while the other exists, and does not appear when
¢ the other docs not exist—it follows that one is of (belongs
“ to) the other®; hence the perception of Colour must be
“ regarded as belonging to the Visual Organ ; that is, it is the
“ Visual Organ that perceives the Colour, Similarly in the case
*“ of the Olfactory and other organs. Thus then, inasmuch
4 ag it is the Sense-organs that perceive their respective
“ objeots, these (and not anything else) should be regarded
““ as the Iatelligent Perceiver; for the sinple reason that the
“ presence and absence of the perception of objects is found
* to be in strict accordance with the presence and absence of
“ the Sense-organs. Such being the case, what is the use of
‘ postulating & distinot Intelligent Being (in the shape of
“ Soul’)?”

t The answer to the above is that the premiss put forward
being doubtful, the reasoning becowmes fallacious. What has
been put forward is the fact of the presence and absence of
perceptions being in accordance with the presence and
absence of the Sense-organs ; but it is open to doubt whether
this fact is due to the Sense-organs being the intelligent per-
ceivers, or to their being mere instruments belonging to an-
other Intelligent Perceiver, and thus being the causes of the
said Perceptions ; the said fact can certainly be accounted for

there, it would not be omniscient, it could perceive only a few things, not all ; aud as
such it would be limited in its scope in the same manner as the Sense-orgaus are.
What advantage then can be gained by postulating a distinct entity in the shape of
$Soul,’—Purishuddhi.

This is somewhat different from the explanation in the Bhigya.

© 8o that ip the casein quaestion when it is found that perception appears
while the Sensc-organs exists,'and does not appear that while the organs does not
exists,—it follows that the Perception belongs to the Bense-organ ; i.., the Sense-
organ is the perceiver.—Tatparya.

+ The Parishudgdhi remarks that this anawer is of the Parvapakja argumeut
presented in the Bhdsya ; the answoer to the argument in 8a. 2 is given in 80. 3. The
Fhasyachandra eays that this is the Bhasyakdra’s own answer to the Pilrvapakpa
argument.
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also as heing due to the Sensc-organs being eauses of Percep-
tions, even though only as ZJustruments belonging to an Intel-
ligent perceiver.*

Vartika on Su. (2).

[F. 352, 2 to L. 10].

It is not right, as there 18 resiriction as to objects, says the
¢ Sutra. Thatis to say, it is the Sense-organs that should be
“ regarded as intelligent (agents), becanse there is restriction
“as to ohjects ; the meaning of this last clause being—be-
“ cause the conuection between objects and instrumentsis
‘ restricted ; as we find that there is perception of Colour (the
‘ object) when the Visual Organ (the Instrament) is present,
‘ and there is no perception of Colour when that organ is
*“ not present ; acd when belween two things it ie found thut one
“ appears while the other exisis and does not appear whils the
“ uther does not exist, it follows that one is of (belongs to) the
“ other (Bbasya) ; so that when we find that the perception
“ of Colour appears only when the Visual Organ exists, we
* conclude that the perception belongs to this organ. Simi-
“ larly in the case of other Sense-organs. Such being the
* case, what is the use of positting an intelligent agent,
* distinct from these organsp”

[The answer to this argument, given by the Bhdsya
is as follows]—This cannot be accepted ; as the premiss put
forward being doubtful, the reasoning becomes fallscions;
the doubt being as to whether the said ¢ restriction us to
objects’ is due to the Sense-orgauns being the intelligent agents,
or to the fact of these organs being instruments belonging
to some intelligent agent, The said ‘restriction’ is possible
also on the basis of the postulate that the Sensc-organs are

® All that the fact of the presence and absence of one thing Leing in accord-
ance with tl.e presen:e and absence of another thing, proves is that the latter is the
cause of the former ;and it cannot prove any such conclusion asthat the latter is
the int.lligent agent of the former, or that there canbe no other intelligent ageut.—
Bhagyachandra.
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only instruments belonging to some intelligent Agont; as
we find in the case of the Lamp, that (at night) there is
perception of Colour when the Lamp is present, and not
when it is not present, and yet the perception of Colour does
not belong to the Lamp [simply because the Lamp is not itself
intelligent, but only the instrument in the hands of some
intelligent Agent].
Bhagya on Su. (3).
[P. 129, L. 11 to P, 130, L. 7].

As regards tho argument urged (in S2. 2)—* becanse

there is restriction as to objects’’ —the answer is—

Sitra (3).
IT 1S BEOAUSE THERE IS RESTRICTION AS TO OBJECTS

THAT THERK MOST Bt A SoUL; HENOE THIS CANNOT RE

DENIED.* (S0. 3).

If there were no ‘restriction’ in regard to the objeots
perceived by any single Sense-organ (and that alono were to
perceive all objscts], this woald maan that that Sense-organ
apprehending all objeots is the omnisicent and intelligent Per.
eciver ; and (under the cirenmstancis) who counld evar infer
the existence of any intelligonce apart from the said organ ?
So that, it is because there is restriction as to objects appre-
hended by the several Sense-orgauns that we are lod to infer
the existence of an intelligent Agent, distinct from the
Sense-organs, who is free from the said ¢ restriction as to
objects,’ and (hence) omniscient, (i.e,, capable of perceiving
the objects perceptible by all Sense-organs). We now put for.
ward instances representing the funotioning of the Intelligent
Agent, which irresistibly point to the said coaclusion that
the Intelligent Agent is distinct from the Sense-organs)t :—(a)

There is restriction as to ubjects ;—otie organ brings about the perception of
only & few objects, not of all ;—this shows that the organs nust be non-intelligent ;
this thereforo renders it necessary to postulate the existeuce of the Soul as the intelli-
gent agent, operating on the organs. Hence what bas boen urged by the Opponent in
proof of the organs being intelligent agents, poiots to a conclusion entirely to the cons
trary.—Tifgarya Bhasyackdndra.

+ The printed text reads qeqfireraeg, which does not suit the context ; the
Tayparya and the Bhdsyachandra both read QAR The Tiifparya construes the

two clause: ARTAFTYTARTEATSITR, and AATTIAZIYARX a8 one sentence ; this is
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The Intelligent Agent, on perceiving Colour (of a certain
fruit for instance) infers the Odour and Taste which he has
perceived in the past; or on perceiving its Odour, he infers its
Colour and Taste ; and so on in regard to other objects;
-—(b) then again, having (at one moment) seen the Colour,
he smells (at another moment) the O-our ; or having smelt
the Odour, he sees the Colour ; all which goes to show that
the Perceiver recalls (and reviews) the perception of all
objects, without any fixed order of sequence ; and all this per-
ception subsists in (belongs to) one Intelligent Agent,* and
not to anything else (in the shape of the Body or the Sense-
organs &c.) ; and [and this is s0 not only in connection with
perception through the senses, but] tho same
Percoiver also recalls and recognises various
such cognitions as Perceptional, Inferential, Verbai and
Doubtful, bearing upon several objects; e.g., (1) he hearstho
Scriptures, which bear upon all things,—and apprehends the
meaning (of the Scriptures), which is not perceptible by the
Auditory Organ (by which he hears the syllables pronounced
in‘a certain order),~-(2) he reviews and recognises the syllablas
ag forming words and sentences,—(3) and he recalls the laws
bearing upon the denotation of the words ;—which shows that
the single Perceiver cognises a number of s-veral objects
which are not capable of being apprehended by any single
Sense-organ. Now this “absence of restriction as to ths
objects apprehended,” which points to a single Perceivor of
all things, cannot bs turned aside (to prove the intelligence
of Sensc-organs) t Thus it is found that the assertion—e
¢ the Sense-organs being the intelligent Agents, what i3 the
use of postulating a distinct intelligent Ageut P '—is" not
right.

Bha. P. 130,

what we have followed in tho translation. Tha Bidsya:henlra takes tho two
separately ; according to this, tho translation would run thus : What has been just
snid irresistibly poin s to the conclusion that the Soul is something quite distinct ;
and we now proceed to cite an instance of the functioning of the [ntelligent Agent.’

® Agis shown by such well recognised notions as~** I, who had seen the Colour,
now smell the Odour.'—Bhdsyachandra. : .

¥ The Bhasyachandra reade qgeqT for ssgaeyy aud explains it as ‘ distinctive
feature’ ; tho passage in that case would mean that the aforesaid distinctive feature
of the all-porceiving Agent cannot be attributed to the Sensc-organs.
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Vartika on Su, (3).
[P. 352, L. 10 to P. 853, L. 8].

Further, the reason put forward—bocause there is restric-
tion as to objects—proves a conclusion quite contrary to
what it has been put forward to prove; and it is with
a view to show this contrary conclusion that we have the

Satra—1It iz becanse thera is restriction as o objects that thers
must be a Soul, hence this cannot be denied (S@t. 3). That is,
just because the Sense-organs are restricted as to their
objects, it is necessary that there be somsthing, distinct from
them, which is not so restricted ; if there were any single
Sensc-organ capable of apprehending several kinds of objects,
and it were not restricted as to its objects, then, who could
have any justification for infering the existence of an intelli-
gent Agent other than that organ ¢

* As a matter of fact, (a) Intelligence must belong to the
Soul,—because being indepondent, it is not, like the Visual
and other Sense-organs, restricted as to objects;—(b) the
Soul cannot be non-intelligeat,—because if it wers so, it
would, like the Visual and other organs, not be indepen-
dent +  * These arguments cannot be right, as they are not
based upon any affirmative premiss,.” If you mean by this
that —* the reasoning does not state anything to indicate the
positivo concomitance (with the Probandum, Intelligance) of
the absence of restriction as to objects, which has been put

© According to the Titparya and the Parishuddhi, tho wholo of this paragravh
should be at the end of S8i. (1). But we havo retained it here, as both editions print
it hére, and the arguments here put forward are connected with the ‘restriction of
objects,’ which forms the subject-matter of Sitras 1 and 3.

+ The Tatparya states these argumentsas follows :—(a) That should be regard-
ed as intelligant which is actually found to be connected with, to permeate through,
allkinds of Cognitions, Right, Doubtful, Wronz and Reminiscensial,—because it is
only such an entity that is independeat and unrestricted as to objects,—all that is
non-intelligent is found to be not independent and restricted as to its objects,—as we
find in the case of the Visual and other organs.(b) (Which is based upon independence
only)—The Boul,—that, i, the one entity found permeating through all kinds of
Cognition—cannot be non-iutelligent &c.
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forward to prove the Soul to be the intelligent agent,—and
that in the absence of: positive concomitance, it cannot be a
right Probans,” —then our answer is that what you say is not
right ; as in the reasoning put forward what is meant to be
the infallible or invariable indicative is the
negative concomitance; that .is to say, the
Probans put forward is a negative, and not a pasitive, one;
and the force (capability to prove the conclusion) of the
negative Probans counsists in the infallibility or invariable
character of its negutive concomitance (i.e., the universality
of the negative concomitance between Iulelligencsa and Res-
triction asto objects); and this Universality of the negative
relation is clear from the fact that everything that is non-intelli-
gent is found to be restricled as its object,  * But in that
case being Odorous might be put forward as proving
the Mternality of Earth” If you mean by this tha
~—* if even in the absence of positive concomitance, a
purcly negative Probans were really effective, then, why
could not we have being Odorous as an effective probans
in the proving of the slernality of earth? [as in this
also we would have the true universal negative concomitance
in the fact that everything,—Water, Air &c., that is no¢
odorous, is found to be mot-eternal],””—our answer to this is
that such a probans could not be valid, a3 it is precluded from
both ; that is, Odvurousness is precluded from (i.e., not invari-
ably concomitant with) elernality as woll as non-sternality
[Lence it camnot prove either]; such however, is not the
case with the non-restriction as tn objects (which we have put
forward as our probins); hence while non-resériction is a valid
pr bans (in proving the intelligent character of tho Soul),
Odorousness is not so in the proving of Eternality of Earth).

Var, P.353.

-End of Section (1)

S ———
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eclion (2).
[Sutras 4-6].
The Soul is distinct from the Body.
Bhasya on Su. (4).
{P.130, L. 7 to P. 1381, L. 8].

* For the following reason also the Aggregato of Body
&o., is not the Soul; “the Soul is sometlunrr dlffereut. from
these :—

Satra (4).
[Ir Tar BopY were THE SouL, THEN] THERE WOULD BR

NO SIN ACCRUING FROM THE BURNING (KILLING) OF A LIVING
Booy.t—(Sa. -t).

® The Parishuddhi inkroduces this section as follows : —The first section hav-
ing established the cunclusion that the Soul is sowething distiyet from the Sense-
organs, some peaple might urge the following argument.—*“ We admit that, being
restricted as to their Objects, the Sense-organs cannot be regarded as intelligent; but
the Body could -very well be regarded as the iutelligent Agent, because there is no
such restriction in regard tothe Body; as is vouched for by such notions as ‘I, who
am fat and fair, am, vow in iy old age, touching what I had scen in my youth’
[where fatness, fairness, oldness and youth, all belong to the Body], which shows that
the Siddhanta argumeat puat forward in Si. (1) is applicable to the Body."”

It is with a view to meet these people that the Author proceeds with this second
section,

+ The Bhasyachandra, construes the Sitra thus—(a) the term Shariradahéd
may be taken to mean the burner of body ; Shariraddhikd ; or as Shariradihe safi
{atkartari, ‘on the burning of the body, to the person doing the burning ',

The Parishugddhi reinarks that ‘burning’ here stands for destroying, killing,
and ‘sin’ for all such qualities as would be capable of producing their results in the
future; the sense of the argument being that if the Body is the Soul, then there
can be uo such things as Virlue and Vice, qualities which are believed to subsist in
the Soul, only with a view to account for the expericnces of our proseut life, which
are belioved to be the results of the Virtue and Vice accunmulated by us during our
previous existences ; if the Body were the Soul, it must perish at death ; hence it can
have no such qualities attaching to it as would continue in future lives, when the time
for the retribution of those qualities would come ; ar.d thus the theory that the Body
is *he Soul would do away with all notions of Virtue and Vice,

The Td¢parya adds that this argument can have no force against the thorough.
going Materialist, who admits of no Virtue aud Vice ; but it will be effective against
the Bauddhas, who, while denying the Soul, do admit of Virtue aud Vice.
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The term ¢ Body’ here stands for the ‘living creature,’
the Aggregate of Body, Sense-organs, Intellects and Sensa-
tions. \When this ‘ Body’ of a living creature is burnt by a
person, there accrues to him the ¢ Sin’ of killing a living
creature ; und it is this sin that is called (in the Sitra)
‘pafake.’ Such “sin’ there could not be, as there could be
no connection between such *sin’ and the Agent who did
theact,* and what the ‘Sin? would be connected with
[i.e., to whom its results would accrue] would not be the
Agent who did the act. Four (according to the Opponent)
the Agent being nothing more than an Aggregate or Com-
posite, a series of (momentary) Bodies, Sense-organs, Intel-
lects and Sensations, the Composite or Aggregate that is
destroyed (disappears) at onme moment must be iotally
different fromn that which appears at the next ; and inasmuch
as you regard the ‘series’ a3 consisting of mere appearances
and disappearances, you cannot get rid of the fact that
(according to yon) there is a difference (between the two
Aggregates in the series); as the Aggregate of Body and
the rest [which appears later] would bs the substratum of
difference [from that which has gone before];t for (accords
ing to you) this later Aggragate is held to be quite different
(from the preceding Aggregates).} Such being the case

That the above is the scuse of the arguments propounded in the Sitra is clear
from what follows in Sd. 5 ef. ssg. If Sid. 4 had stond aloue, it would have been
mach simpler to explain it as—* If the Budy were the Soul, then the barning of the
dead body wonld involve a sin ; but as a matter of fact it does not ; hence the Body
canuot be the Soul ;' or as—* the body having been burnt away after death, nothing
in theshape of Virtueor Vicecauld rervain behind tolead to re-birth'.

© As the Body, whioh is the only Agent, has, according to the Opponent, ceased
to exist the very mowment that the act has been doue; 3o that it does not exist at the
time that the ¢ sin ® manifests itself or its results. The results of sin accrue to a
person after death, orat a timo other than that at which the act has been done; as-
oording to the Opponent, the Body being the ouly Agent, and it having only a momen-
tary existence, to whom conld the sin or its resulta accrne? Ilenc: the ‘sin’ cannot
be re;carded as subsisting in the Agent; this, says tie Bhigyachandra,is what is
meant by the phrase ¢ there could be no sin.’

+ That which appears later being that to whom the Sin and its results would
acorue, and that which has gone befors being that by which the act was dove.—
Bhagyachandra.

{ The Bhasyachandrt reads SAYEATIYNY etc., according to which the passage
would mean—* Though such is your view, yet as a matter of a fact, the Aggregate to
whom the results acorue is actually recognised to be the substratum of non-difference
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(according to your view), that creature, consisting of the
Aggregate of the Body &c., who does the killing, does not
have any connection with the result of that killing, and what
is conoected with the result is not that by whom the killing
was done.* So that, the two (the doer and the esperiencer
of resulis) being entirely different, it comes to this that one
(the preceding ¢ Aggregate’) who did the act becomes dis-
sociated from what he did (and from its consequences), while
one (the later Aggregate) who did uot do the act becomes
saddled with it (and its consequences). And if the said
¢ Creature’ is one that is liable to birth and destruction [as it
must be, being only an Aggregate of the Body &c ], the hirth
of such a ‘creature’ could not (according to the view of the
Bha, P. 131, Oppouent) be due to his past actions; t and

this would mean that there can be no poine
in leading the life of a ¢ Religious Student’ for the purposes
of Release (from birth and rebirtb).}

Thus then it is found that if the living creature were only
an Aggregate of Body &c. there would be no sin accruing
from the killing of a living body; and this certainly is most
undesirable ; from which 1t follows that the Soul must be
something different from the Aggregate of Body &ec.

from the preceding Aggregate.’ But by the interposing of this remark, the connection
between the presentation of the Qppounent’s views and the .contingency urged in the
Sifra and pointed out in the next sentence of the Bhagya—ud wfe &c.—beconies
lost.

® This, says the Vidr{ika, is put forward, not as a proof of the Soul, but only
as indioating the objectionable fcature in the theory of those who deny the Soul,

+ Tne only plausible explanation of the birth of man and the diversity of his
conditions during life is that all this is due to the necessary consequence of his acts
during previous lives. If the ‘mman’is only a‘bundleof body, organs etc.,’ this
explanation would lose its value ; as this  hundle’ &c., is found to perish entirely at
death ; so that one ta whowm the conditions of next birth would accrue would not be
that same ¢ bundle’ which did the acts leading up to those conditions.

{ According to tho Baudgha, if one wishes to be released from rebirth he should
lead the pure life of the Religious Student. But if the man is nothing more than the
bundle of body &o., his existence would naturally come to an end with his death ;
and this would be a total Release from Rebirth ; asthe Body &c., born subsequently
will, in no case, be the same a3 the preceding ones. Why then should one undergo
the rigorous discipline of the Religious Student ?
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Vartika on Su. (4).
[P. 353, L. 9 to P. 857, L. 16]

For the following reason also the Soul must be something
different from the Body §c.; it eannot be the mere Aggregate
of these—"*there would be no sin accruing from the killing of
a living Body! The term *body’ here stands for the ¢ living
creature,’ the Aggregate of Body, Sense-organs, Intellecls and
Sensations ; when this * Body' of a living creature is burnt hy
a person, there accrues to kim the ‘sin’ of killing a living
creature, and it 1s this sin that s catled * pafaka’ ; such. ¢ sin’
there could not be, as there conld be no connecbion belween such
‘sin’ and the Agent who dil the act, and what the *sin’
would be connecled with would nob be the Agent who did the
the act. (Suys the Bhiasys).  *“ Why so?” Because ac-
cording to the person who does not admit of the ¢Sonl’ as
somoething distinct, the A ggregate of Body, &e., that does the
act is different fror that which expericuces the results of that
act ; and thus this theory involves the absurdity that for the
person who did the act, it becoines completely lost (its results
not aecruing to him), while it falls upon one. who had nothing
to do with the act; and this would eertaiuly be a most
undesirable contingency. IMeunce it must be helil that that
one eutity which is both the doer—{of the act) and experi-
encer (of its results) is the ¢ Soul’,*

This Sutrd is meant to point out an objection :w:unst.
the view of those persons wlio do not admit of the Soul; it
is not meant to put forward a proof for the existence of
the Soul, _

[The Opponent says]—* [In the case of the Body being
“ regarded as the intelligent Agent] the conceptions of
“of ‘doer’ (of acts) and *experiencer’ (of their results)
“ with regard to it can be explained as being due t3 the fact

® The Ta¢parya remarks that though in some cases the results of an act do accrue
to s person different from one who did the act,—e. g. the results of the Skraddha

rites nerformed by the Son accrue to the Father,—yet the common rule is that it is
the doer of an act who experiences its results.
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* that there is the relation of cause and effect (between the
* preceding Body which did the act and the succeeding Body
“ which experiences the results); just as we have in the case
* of Remembrance. That is to say, in the case of Remem-
* brance it is found that there is a single series of eonceptions
“ wherein one conception is the cause of the other,—and
Vir.P.354, i this same series we have [the perception],

‘¢ the resultant impression, as also the subsequent
* Remembrance [and yet the whole forms a single Series] ;
“ and exaotly in the same manner, there is single Series of
“ of ¢ Body and Miud’ (which consists of a number of bodies
“ and minds in which one is the cause of the other), and in
 this same Series we have the Body that does the act as
‘¢ also that which experiences its results; so that both the
“ doiny and the exzperiencing belonging to the members of
¢ the same ¢ Series ', our theory does not involve the absurdity
“ that ¢ for the person who did the act it becomes completely
“ lost, while it falls upon him who had nothing to do with
@ it.” There would have been such a contingency, (a)if the
* act brought its results to a *Series’ different from the
s ¢ Series ' that did the act,—or (b) if you were able to prove
“ that the ezperiencer is actually ths same individual (and not
 the Series) as the doer. As a matter of faet, neither of
¢ this is found to be the case. Hence our theory eannot be
* gaid to involve the said absurdity.”

There is no force in all this; as the answer to it has already
been given. We have already pointed out that the mere
fact of there being a Series does not get did of the fact
that the individuals constituting the Series are different from
one another. Then as regards the assertion (of the Opponent)
that doing and experiencing are not found to belong to the
game individual, wo have already proved this (in Su. 1) by
the fact that the the * recognition ’ of several cognitions (by
the same Agent) can be explained only on the basis of those
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Cognitions actually belonzing to that same Agent. “ But
it might be as in the case of the Paddy and its seed.”—The
meaning of your argument is as follows:—“In the case of
the Paddy-seed it is found that when the sprout grows out
of the seed, there is destruction of the original Seed, and
the appearance of the sprout, the stalk andso forth, due
to the favourable effects of several things (the earth, water
&c.), all which leads (ultimately) to the appearance of the
Seed again (in the shape of the corn growing out of the
plant) ; in this case there is no one individual thing permeat-
ing throngh the entire Series of phenomena (from one seed
to the other); and yet there is this restriction that the
paddy-seed can grow only out of the sprout that grows out
of the paddy-seed [and the former seed is the cause of
the lattor seed]; exactly in the same manmner (in the case
of the doing of acts and experiencing of their results) we
have & ¢ Series ’ of causes and effects, and the act having
been done by one member of the ¢ Series’,—this is followed
by certain modifications in the inner mind (which also
forms a member of the Series),—from which follows the
result of that act [so that even though there be no single
entity permeating throughout this Series, yet we may havo
the restriction that the result belongsto a member of that
same Series which also includes the doer of the act).”
This is not right ; as there is continuity of the constituent
particles of the Seed. What we mean is that tha analogy
of the paddy-seed is not applicable to the case in question;
as what happens in the case of the paddy-seed (growing into
the plant) is that the constituent particles of the same Seed
renounce their former composition or arrangement, and
take up another composition; and in this modification of
the form of composition, what happens is that the particles
of earth (in which the Seed has been planted), combining
with the water-particles, and heated by the internal heat,
bring about a eertain juice ; and this juice, operating upon
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and along with the constituent particles of the Seed, be-
comes modified into the form of the sprout &c.; so that
there isa continuity of the particles of the Seed thronghout;
and it is not right to say that—* from the seed that has
been entirely destroyed there grows out the sprout- &e.,
and yet there is recognition &e. &e.” “But the fact
of the matter being that the Seed is reduced to atoms,
what bhas been urged against your view still remains in
force.”  Your meaning is as follows :—* Even admitting
Virp.gss.  What the Seed renouncos its former composi-

tion and takes up another,—what happens is
that the Seed is reduced to atoms, and all that remains of
it are only atoms; and certainly tho atoms of one kind
(uf Seeds) do not differ from those of another kind;
e. g. the atoms of the barley seed do not in any way differ
from the atomns of the paddy-seed ; so that even though the
atoms (to which the paddy-seed has been reduced) are not
possessed by any distinguishing peculiarities (that would
differentiate them from the atoms of the barley-seed),
yet, by reason of the fixity pertaining to their causal relations,
they become the precursors of, and bring about, the sprout
of paddy ouly (and not that of the barley); and exactly in
tho samnd manner, in the case in question also, the fixity
(of the °recognition of perceptions’ belonging to the same
¢ Series’ of Budies) will be due to the relation of canse and
effect (as holding between the present Body and the Body in-
to which it becomes modified at the next moment.”—This is
what you mean ; but it is not right, ; as what you bhave urged
is not admitted ; we do not admit that the seeds in sprouting
are reduced to atoms; because as a matter of fact, seeds
(when sprouting) are actually perceived by us in all forms
and conditions What we find is that starting with the initial
swelling of the seed (by moisture) ending up to the condition
just preceding the appearance of the subsequent crop of
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geeds (in the plant that has grown out of the former seed),
there is a whole series of products of the growing seed (in
such forms as the sprouting, growing of the stem, leaves &c.},
and not a single one of these products is found to be in the
form of atoms; for if the; seed had ever been reduced to
atoms, there would be some point (during the growth of the
seed into the plant) at which it would be imperceptible (as
atoms cannot be perceived by us). “If what you say
is true, and things are never reduced to atoms (and are not
bnilt up out of atoms), them, inasmuch as at the beginning
of creation the whole Universe is in the form of atoms, there
would be no creation of things at all ; for at the time that
the Universe is in the form of atoms, there do not exist
ary such particular classes as the‘ paddy ’ and the like ;
and as regards the bringing about of such particular classes,
it will have to be admitted that they grow out of the atoms
(which alone exist at the beginning of Creation); and just
as at the time of Creation, so on all future occasions also,
it must be the atoms to which the sprouting seed has been
reduced (out of which the next crop of seeds grows).”® This
argument has no force; as it is answored by what we
have already said : the answer to this also is that as a matter
of fact, there is percoption of the growing seed in all forms
and conditions through which it passes. At the beginning
of Creation what bring about the particular classes or kinds
of things like the paddy-seed &c. is 'a particular Unseen
Force ; this Unseen Force (in the shape of tho Dustiny of the
beings going to be born) brings about the paddy and other
things for the benefit of the beings; through this Unseen
Force, God brings about the combination of the' Atoms
in such a manner that various kinds of compounds,
in the shape of the paddy etc, come into existence.
This same explanation applies also to such (compound)

® This argument of the Opponent is based upon the miscouception that what the
B:ddlantin has urged is that things can never grow out of atoms.
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objects as the Jar &c. What we lay stress upon is that (later
on) seeds (in growing) are mnot destroyed and reduced to
atoms ; and one reason for this is that we actually see the seed
(growing into the plant) in all forms and conditions (through
which it passes). “ But it is impossible that modifica-
tion should set in at an intervening stage.”* If you mean
by this that—** whenever substances, that are found in the
form of constituent causes or finished nroducts, undergo a
modification, this modification cannot set in them at an
intervening stage, for the simple reason that the heat that
brings about the modification, caunot get at the entire subs-
tance a{ that stagoe [only the points at the upper surface
coming into contact with heat, which thorefore, could have
no effect upon the inner particles],”—our an-
swer is that this is not right; as there is nothing
to prevent (the entering of the heat-particles into the inner-
most parts of substances). What you have urged would
have affected our position if the cempound substance (the
finished product, as distinguished from the compounent atoms
in their uncombined state) had obstracted the entering of
heat-particles ; as a matter of fact it does not obstruct it ; so
that, not being obstructed, the heat can enter the innermost
parts of the substance [and bring about its modification, with-
out reducing it to atoms].  * But there is nothing to show
that compound substances are not obstructions,” It is
not true that there is nothing to show this; we actually
pereeive such to be the case in the percolating Jar : when we
see the entire Jar with water percolating through its pores,
we find that the Jar does not offer any obstruction to the
fluidity (of the water), and this fluidity, brings about the flow
of water, without obstruction ; this a fact that we actually
seo with our eyes. If the entering (of the Fluidity) into the

Var. P. 356.

®This objectivn comes from the philosopher who holds that wheu a thing under-
goes modification, the moditication sets in in the atoms themselves, and these modi-
fied atoms theu combive and bring about the wmodified product,
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component parts of the Jar were to bring about the destruc-
tion (disruption of the component atoms) of the Jar, then it
would not be possible for us to see the percolating Jar
(which, ez-hypothesi, would have been destroyed); and the
percolating jar having been destroyed, all the water contain-
ed therein would cease to be held by it.* Further, if com-
pound substances wero destroyed, tho perception of things
obstructed and unobsiructed would be simultaneous ; that is
to say, if one thing (Heat or Fluidity) entering iuto another
thing were to destroy the latter, then at the time when the
rays of light emanating from the Kye enter into thke rock-
crystal, or such transparent objects, (through which objects
on the other side of the crysial are seen), that transparent
object should be destroyed, and (this intervening object
having disappeared) the thing on the other side of (obstruct-
ed by) the crystal should be perceived at the sams mo:ent
as the thing on this side of (not obstructed by) it [which is
absurd]. For these reasons wo conclude that the analogy
of the Paddy-seed does not hold good in the case under
discussion.

[A further argument against the Opponent’s theory is
put forward]—Under tho theory of the philosopher according
to whom a new set of skundias or * stutes’ appear simul-
taneously with the destruction or disappearance of the pre-
ceding * states '—the appearance of the new set of ¢ states’
cannot be said to be due to ¢ £arma,’ the acts (of the preced-
ing entity) ;'and if the appearance or birth of entities be not
due to their acts, then there would be no point in regarding acts
as bringing about good or evil (to the doer of the act). * But
the act would be done with the notion of being happy [the

® While according to the view that the water enters into the pores of the jar
and does not destroy it, only that much of water trickles ont as enters those pores ;
so that in this maaner all the water would flow out in this case alsy, but only after
a long time ; while if the jar were destroyed, all the water would flow out at once.—
Tatparya.
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idea in the mind of the doer being ¢ may I be happy by this
act’].”*  If you mean by this that *the entity itself
does the act with the idea, that he may, by the act, be happy
and freed from unhappiness,”’—this cannot be right; as (by
your theory) the happiness is not experienced by the entity
that does the act. As a matter of fact, when some one
entity has actually experionced pleasure (resulting from a
certain act), and that sams entity also remembers the rela-
tionship (of cause and effect) between the pleasure and what
had produced it,—then alone can that same entity take
up or employ (a1t some future time) that which had brought
about the pleasure; when however [the eutity itself has but
a mom wutary existence, and} the impressions of the entity
are such as underg) destruction in a moment, the entity
can have no remembrance of the connection between the
pleasure and what brought it about; so that it is not possi-
ble for such an entity to undertake an act with the motive
of deriving pleasure from it. Nor, under this theory, would
it be possib e for any effort being put forth for Final Re-
lease ;' as such ¢ Release’ will have been accomplished with-
out any effort; t that i to say, the entity naturally becomes
‘released ' (by reason of its existence having entirely
ceased) the very moment that it comes into existence; and
hence it would be entirely futile to lead the life of a religious
student (as laid down in Buddhist scriptures) for the purpose
of obtaining ‘Releass’; nor is there any need of ‘cate-
chism,’ such as we find in the Buddhist scriptures,
where the Buddha is describd as questioning the
mendicants)—‘ [ expect you have been duly instructed by

Var. P. 357.

° The Bauddha view being that thongh the *Aggregate-of States’ which doves the
act speaks of itself ag ‘1, it is in reality a plorality of momentary entites,—yet
under the glamour of ignorance aud illusion, it regarde itsclf as a single entity, and
expects that by doing a certain act it would be bappy or free from some unhappi-
ness.—T'a{parya.

1+ When the entity is destroyed iu a moment, it is released from all future
expericnce.
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me,'—when they answer—* we have been duly instrncted *; be-
cause the reformation or the refinement (du» to training) can-
not accrue to the past, present, and future entities (which, ac-
cording to the Bauddha, are what constitute every *per-
son’); the said reformation cannot accrue to the future en.
tities, simply because they do not exist at the time (that
the instruction takes place) ; similarly with the past entities ;
then as regards the present entities, it is impossible for thewn
to undergo any reformation ;. for the very character of the
‘present’ is such tliat the present thing eannot be affected
by any reformation ; as (according to the Bauddha theory
that everything perishes as soon as it comes into existence)
there can be no point (of time when the thing actually exists),
at which the reformation or refinement could accrue to
it. “ But the pefinement would bo possible by reason of
the two things, the refinar and the refined, coming into
existence at the same moment.” This also i3 not right;
as if the two things came into existence at the same mo-
ment, there could be no. restriction as to which is the refiner
and which the refined ; that is to say, between the two things
there would be nothing to dstermine that ¢ this one must
be the refiner and that one the refined.”  “ What happens
is that, through the help of the refiner tho refined thing is
enabled to bring about a particnlar kind of effect ;' and
it is this capability of bringing about a particular kind of
effect that is called *refinement.’” This also cannot be
accepted ; as the very name ‘refined’ being impossible (for
you), how conld yon assert that this is the ‘refiner* and that
the ‘refined’ ? Unless one thing produces a peculiarity in
another thing, the former cannot be called °refiner,’ nor
the latter the ‘refined’ [and no such producing of peculiari-
ties is possible unless the thing continues to exist during a
certain time,]  If it be held that,—* what the instruction
(of the Teacher) does is to bring about the non-produec-
tion (non-appearance) of such (worldly) tendencies as had
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not come into existence (were still in the futwre),”’—this
also cannot be right; as the ¢ non-appearance’ of what has
uot come into existence is already there ; that is to say, the
said non-appearance of such evil tendenceis as have not
come into existence, being already there (i.e., not non-exis-
tent), what is there of it that could be brought about (by
the instruction)?® From all this it follows that it is not
right to say that “the leading of the life of the Religious
Student is for the purpose of Final Release.” Such is the ob-
jection against one who does not admit of the Soul as some-
thing distinct (from the Body &e.).
Satra (5).
[The Opponent says]—* EvEN ON THE BURNING OF
THAT [AGGREGATR OF BoDY ETC.,] WIIOH 1S ACAUMPANIED

BY THE SoUL, THERE COULD BE NO SIN; AS THB SouL I8
SOMETHING ETERNAL.” (Si. (5).

Bhasgya on Si. (5).
[P. 131, L. 5 to L. 8].

““Even for him, according to whom what is born is the
% Body endowed with a Soul, no sin could accrue, from the
“act of burning, to the burner. “Why #*”” Beeause
“the Soul (postulated by him) is eternal ; and certainly nc
st one can ever kill what is eternal. 1f it could be killed, it
“would not be eternal. So that, while aceording to one
“ theory (that there is no such thing as Soul) the killing
¢ (not being sinful) does not lead to anything,~according
““to the other (that there is such a thing as Soul, and it is
“ eternal), killing is ivpossible.”

Vartika on 8i. (5).
[P. 857, L. 18 to P. 360, L. 19]

“ Even on the burning of that §c.,—says the Sutra, The
“ 19eaning is that the philosopher who holds that there is such

9 At the time that the tendencies bave not come into existence, their non-exis-
tence is already there ; and we do not need any instruction to bring about this non-
existdnce.
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“ a thing as Soul and it is eternal,—for him also there can be
“ no killing and {hence) no results from killing. There can be no
« killing, for the simple reason that the Soul is oternal ; nor can
“ any results accrue to the Soul, because (by its very nature)
“ the Soul is something that is not modifiable (by
“ anything accruing to it). People quoto the follow-
“* ing verse, which embodies the same idea :—‘By rain and heat
“ what effect can there be on the Akasha? It is leather on which
% their effect falls ; if the Soul is like leather, it is not eternal ;
% while if it is like the Akdsha, then results cannot accrue to
“it,"—So that we find that, while according to ons theory
“ the killing does not lead to anything, according to ths other
“ killing is impossible (Bhasya).

“ ‘But,’ the upholder of the Soul says, ‘killing is possible,
“ under the theory of the Sa#khya (who do admit the Soul);u
* as according to them Buddhiis modifiable; so that for them
“ the Body, which is only an aggregate of causes and effects
¢ (in the shape of Buddhi, Ahatikara &ec.), being modifiable,
% js liable to destruction ; and it is this same aggregate that
“ experiences the results (accruing from the sin of killing a
“ body,) as itis in this that the resnlts becoms manifested.
“ [So that according to this theory, the killing is quite pos-
¢ gible, and so also is the accruing of the results of that
¢ killing to the agent that did the killing].’

¢ This is not right, we reply ; as there is no abandoning
“ of the preceding condition ; that is to say, just as the Soul
“ does not abandon its preceding condition, and on that ac-
«“ gount the results of actions are not heldjto appear in it,—so
« the Buddhi (of the Sasnkhya) also, being eternal, can not
« gbandon its former condition [so that the results of actions
“ cannot appear in this either]; if you say that Buddhi does
% gbandon its former conditions, then (our answer is that)

®The Tafparys ruinarks that the author iutroduces this discussion for the
purpose of showing that on this subject the Saikhya is inthe same boat with the

Nai;ayika.

Var. P. 358.
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“ this would be incompatible with its eternalily; i.e.; the
* ‘abandoning of former conditions ’ cannot be compatible with
“ ¢ eternality.” With a view to escape from this difficulty, you
“ may say that what you mean is that there is variation in the
% conditions (of Buddhi ; and not in the Buddhi itself). But
“ even 80 the ¢ Self-contradiction’ or ¢ inconsistency’ will not
‘“ cease; asa thing is not different from its * condition ’; so
“ that there being no difference butween the ‘conditions’ and
“ the thing to which the couditions belong, variation in the
‘ conditions would mean variation in the thing itself [so that
% the Buddhi, by undergoing variations, would cease to be
* eternal). Hence inasmuch as this theory involves
* the notion of momentary modlifications (of Bud ki), itis
‘“open to all the objections that can be urged against the
“ Bugdha theory of ¢Sumskdras,’ ¢lwpressions,” which
¢ undergo destruction every moment. ‘But it is like
¢ gtruightuess and caroalare.’ What you mean is that
¢ —* when the finger is curved and again straightened,
 gvon though there is difference between the straightness
* aund the curvature, yet the finger remains the same; and
¢ they are not something different from the finger;in the
* sawe mauner, even though the conditions might vary, the
* Budjhi would remain the same.” But what you say is not
*“ true; as the two are entirely different ; that is to say, the
“ straighiness and curoature are something entirely different
“ from the finger ; and it is only natural that while one thing
¢ (the Straightness or Carvature) undergoes variation, a
“ totally different thing (the Finger) remains the same. As
* regards the case in question on the other hand, there is no
 guch difference between the thing (Buddhi) and its owa
“ conditions. Hence the aualogy (of the Finger) does not
“ hold good.  Then again, what is ‘Straightness’ and what
* ig *‘Curvature'? The ‘Curvature’ of the Finger is the quality
“ of its being contracted, and ‘Straightness’ is that of b ing
« extended again ; and it has already been shown that qualities
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‘“ are something different from the Substance to
 which they belong. [Hence there can be no doubt
# ag to ‘straightness’ and ‘curvature’ being something different
% from the finger]. ‘The same is the case with Buddhi
¢ also. If you mean by this that when the conditions of
« Buddhi undergo modifications, the Buddhi remains the
“ same, while the conditions go on chauging, and Buddhi is
¢ gomething different from the conditions,’—-our answer is that
“ this is not right; as it goes against your doctrine ; according
“ {0 your tenets thera is no difference between the property
“ and the thing possessed of the property ; so that when you
% assert that there s difference (between Buddhi-and its
% conditions), you renounce the said tenet, From all this
“ it follows that, just as you decline to attribute Pleasure and
¢ Pain to the Soul,on the ground that, being eternal, the
“ Soul could not really experience pleasures and pains,®—
“in the same mauner Buddhi being eternal, Pleasure and
“ Pain caunot be atiributed to it, for the simple reason that
% the ground of *eternality ’ is the same,”

[Having thus disposed of the Sankhya, the Opponent next
puts the following question o the Naiyayika] —* What is it
that is done for the elernal Soul, by Virtue and Vice (morality
and immorality) ? "

Answer,—They bring Happiness and Unhappiness,

Question.~* What do these latter do for the Soul ?”

Answer—They bring about cognition ; that is, there ap-

pear in the Soul the cognitions of Happiness and Unhappi-
ness ; and it is this cognition that may be said to be brought

Var. P. 359.

© The Siikhya view is that, there beiug no difference between a thing and its pro-
pertics, i Pleasure and Pain really belonged to the Soul, there could be no variations
in them, as the Soul itself is something eternal and hence not variable ; so that we
could nut accouut for the apparent diversity iu the pleasures aud pains experierced ;
and for this reason Pleasure and Pain should be regarded as belonging to, and being
tho moditication of, Primordial Matter, Prakr}i, which is, by its very nature, modi-,
fiable.
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about by them ; and it is such ¢ cognition * that goes to cons-
titute the Soul’s ¢ experience.’ *

As regards the argument urged (p. 358) by the Oppo-
nent in the verse beginning with—¢ What effect of rain and
heat is there on the Akasha,’—our answer is that rain
and heat do to the Akasha exactly what they do to leather.
What do they do to tke leather? They bring about its
connection with themselves ; and the 4%isha also becomes con-
nected with the rain and heat in the same manner as leather
is.  “But if the Akasha is connected with rain and
water, in the same manner as leather is, then, like the lea-
ther, it should be non-eternal”.  If you mean by this
that—* Akdsha should undergo modifications by being
connected with (under the influence of) heat and rain, in
the same manner as leather is changed by counection with
heat and rain ”’,—our answer is that this cannot be, as the
premise (urged by you) is not true; what is connected with
rain and heat (in the case of the leather) is only the atom
(composing the leather), aud certaioly the atom is some-
thing eternal. ¥ Further, when you call the leather *non-

® Virtue and Vice belong to the Soul, and are somcthing distinct from it, and
variable ; and they bring about Happiness and Unhappiness, which also are pro-
perties of the Soul. The sensc of all this is as follows :—The ‘help’ that can be
accorded to au elernal thing cau consist ouly iv the bringing about in that thing
of some variable properties; and not in the producing of some change in the thing
jtself ; as this would be incompatible with its eternal character. There is no
doubt that the property is something differcat from the thing to which it belongs;
and is not of the same nature as this latter. And in ordinary experience we find
that though there is as much diffurence between Smoke and Fire, as between Smoke
and Caunel, yet there is causal relation between Fire and Sioke, and not between Fire
and Camel; aud this is due to the very naure of things; similarly, even though there
js as much difference between Soul and Virtue-Vice, as between Soul and Akasha,
yet there is the relation of quality and qualified botween the Soul and Virtue-Vice, and
not petween Soul and Akdska, nor between Akdsha and Virtue-Vice —J'atparya.

+ The T'i{parya remarks that this answer has been given by the Vargika from
the point of visw of the Naiyayika hiwself ; it has no force agaiust the Bauddha,
who does not admit of the eternal Atom. Hence he puts forward anothcr auswer,

in the uext passage.
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eternal’, do you mean that it is destroyed by connection
with rain and heat, or that there is destruction of its subs-
tratum due to the disruption of its causes (in the shape of the
component particles)? What we say is that it is destroyed by
reason of the disruption of the component particles of which
it is composed ; and as there are no such component particles
in the case of Akasha, thore is neither ¢ disruption of par-
ticles’ nor destruction’. Then again, even in the case
of things that are conmnected with raiv and heat (and are
made up of compouent particles) [such as stone, for instance}
we find that they continue to exist (even under the influence
of rain and heat); so that it is not right to regard the connec-
tion (of heat and rain) ag a cause of destruction ; if the
connection of rain and heat were the cause of destruction,
things under their influence could never coutinue tc exist ;
and yet such things do continue to exist until there ap-
pears some other causo of destruction. IE
(by bricging forward the case of leather)
you mean that—* while in the leather, rain and heat bring
about its expansion and contraction, they do not do so in
Akasha,”—our answer is that this also is not right ; as none
of the alternatives possible is really acceptable: For in-
stance, what i3 the meaning of the expression ¢ expansion
and contraction of the leather’? Does it mean (e) that it
becomes large and small? Or (b) that it undergoes cone
junctions and disconjunctions ? (a) It cannot be tho former;
¢expansion and contraction’ cannot mean becoming large
and small ; for the dimension of a thing must remain the same
s0 long as the thing lasts. So that so long as the thing
(the leather) remains the same, its dimension (whatever it
is) cannot change [so that any amount of rain or heat cannot
alter the dimension of the leather, which cannot beco:ne
larger or smaller]. (5) If on the other band, the ¢ expansion
and contraction ’ of the leather be regarded as ‘conjunctions
and disjunctions,’ this also cannot be right; as the leather is

Var. P. 360,
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a single thing, and there can be no conjunctions and disjunc-
tions in a single thing [%. ., unless there are two things at
lenst, there van be no conjunction or disconjunction]. ** Why
is it then that people speak of the leather undergoing expan-
sion and contraction P ” Well, (when the leather is said to
! contract ’) what actually happens is this :~—when heat is ap-
plied to the leather, its coraponent parts, without losing their
character of ‘ product’ (i.e., without being reduced to atoms),
combine amorg themselves, but even though these combinations
finally settle down to the form of an object, this object is not
anything different from the leather ; 8o that the new combin-
ations really subsist in the component parts, which have
combined among themselves ; and they are attributed to the
leather only indirectly,—this attribnting being due to the
fact that the leather subsists in (is made up of) the same
thing (i.e., the same component parts) in which the combin-
ations inhere ; and it is in view of this figurative attribution
that people speak of the ¢ contractior: of the leather ’; thongh
in reality it is not the leather that contracts. Similarly,
when by the contact of water there is disjunction among the
component parts of the leather,—but which do not lose their
form of the product substance,~this disjunction among the
parts comes to be spoken of as the ‘ expansion of the leather.’
Then again, there is no instance of modification ; that is to
say, there is no instance of a thing undergoing * modifieation ’
without being destroyed ; in fact the very term ‘modifica-
tion’ means the appearing of a different thing (in place of
the thing said to be modified). If however you call that
“modification’ when a thing changes its colour and such
other qualitier,—when for instance, the Jar changes its colour
(from black to red), if you regard the Jar as having under-
gone ‘ modification,’—then such °modification’ appears in
the Soul also; for in the Soul also, there is disappearance of
Happiness followed by the appearauce of Unhappiness or the
disappearance of the Oognition of Happiness followed by the
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Cognition of unhappiness [and Happiness and Cognition are
only qualities of the Soul].

Thus it is established that the experiencing of Happiness
and Unhappiness belong to the Soul, which is itself eternal
(unchanging).

Satra (6).

[ The answer of the Siddhantin to the Paroa-
paksa argumentin 88, 5]—Nor so; (A) se-
OAUSETHE * KILLING' IS OF THE RECEPTANLE OF
EFFEOTS AND OF THAT WHICH BRINGS ABOUT TdOSH
eFrEOTS, [(B) OR BECAUSE THE ¢ KILLING ' IS OF
THE REOEPFACLE OF EFPECTS, WHIOH IS WHAT
BRINGS ABOUT THESE EFFEOTS].*—Su. (6).

Bhagya on 8a. (6).
JP. 131, L. 10 to L. 24].

(A) What we say is, not that *Killing’ consists in des
stroying the eternal entity, but that it consists in the destroy-
ing of the ‘ receptacle of effects '—i.e., Body—and of ¢ that
which brings about those effects,’” in the shaps of the ap-
prehension of their respective objects—i.e., the Senss-organs,—
both of these (Body and Sense-organs) belonging to a living

® The Bhasya has supplied two explaunations of the Sitra, the difference being
due to the different ways of construing the compound SYgP¥g®e2. Under (A) it is
treated as a Dvandva, which gives the meaning ¢the recsptacle of effects’—i.e., the
Body—and that which brings about the effects—i.e., the Sense-orgaus ; while uader
(B) the compound is treated as Karmadndraya,—the sense being—* the receptacle
of effects, which is what brings about those effects’—the Body.

The Nydyastfravivarana reads the Sagfra as tmfatm_nud
explaingit to mean that the killing of the body dvues not do away with the Unscen Force ;
‘offect’ in the Sdtra standing for the * Unseen Force of Merit and Demerit,’ the
‘receptacle’ syrarg and  bringer about’ aaf of that Force is the Soul; and there is
Wrg—i.c., non.destruction of that Soul. It adds that the Sdfra cannot mean
that * It is not right to say that there can be no sin even on the ‘Killing of tho
Body with & Soul ; as thero is Destruction of the Soul, which isthe bringer about,
aed of the connection, TMY of the Body, g,

Vighoan3gha accepts the second (B) explanation given in the Bhayya.
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entity which by its very nature, is indestructible; and this
¢ destroying’ takes the form of striking or causing pain,
i.e., disorganising, by bringing death or by tearing ir out of
its bearings,*  * Effect’ here stands for the feeling of plevsure
and pain ; and of this the Body is the ‘receptacle,’ t.e., the
abode, the substratum;—and the Sense-organs are *those
that bring about’ the apprehension of their objects ;—and
it is the destroying of both these (as belonging to the Soul)
that constitutes * Killing;’ and not of the eternal Soul it-
self, Consequently what has been urged by the Opponent
in Su. 5—that ¢ there could be no sin even on the burning
of that which is accompanied by the Soul, as the Soulis
something eternal’—is not right.

It is only the person holding the view that ¢ Killing *
consists in destroying the entity itself that is open to the
charge that his theory involves the absurdity of an act
being destroyed (ineffective) for him who did it, and falling
‘IIJPOH him who did not do it (as urged in the Bhigya P. 130,

. 16).

In regard to the point at issue there are two alternative
theories —viz. (a) the ¢ Killing ’ consists in the total destroying
of the entity itself, or (b) ‘ that it consists in the destroying of
the ¢ receptacle of effects and that which brings about the
effects,” these two belonging to the entity which is itself
indestructible ;’—~there can be no third alternative. Of these
the view that there is destruction of the entity itself has been
negatived; what remains is the other view, which has been
found to be true (in ordinary experience).

(B) [The Bhasya puts forward a second explanation of
the Sttra]—We can also construe the term ¢ Karyashrayae
kar{ricadiat’ as follows—* Karyashraya,” ‘the receptaclo
of effects,’ is the aggregate made up of the Body, the Senss-
orguns and Intellect’—becaunse it ia in this aggregato that tho
eternal Soul feels pleasuro and pain; it forms its abude
‘receptacle, ’ because it is only in the said Agaregate, and in
nothing else, that the feeling appears ;—this same aggregate
is also regarded as the ‘ Kurfri,’ the *bringsr about,’ of

"‘Bringing death’ refers to the Body ; and “tearing it out of its bearings "
to the Sense-organ. * Prabandhochchhidah is explained by the Bhadsyachangra
8s * deatroying ite conuactions,’ samban Jhochchhit §ib ; and the Td¢parys adds that
ano causcs pain by striking the Body, as also by tearing tho Eyc out of its sockets.
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the fecling; as it is by reason of, throngh, the said Aggre-
gate,—and never without it—that the feeling comes ahout ;—
and it is the striking or eausing pain or disorganising of
this Aggregate that constitutes * Killing,” and not the de-
stroying of the eternal Soul. Hence what has been urged
in Sti. 5—that * there could be no sin even on the killing of
the body accompanied by the Soul, because the Soul is
eternal "-—is not true.»

Var{ike on Sa. (6).
[P. 360, L. 19 to P. 362, L. 1}

Tho Opponent has said :—*‘Inasmuch as the Sonl i3
eternal, there can be mno answer to the objestion that no
killing is possible."—But this is not right ; as the *killing’
can be explained in a different way: That is to say, even
thouzh the Soul is eternal, the possibility of *killing’ can
be otherwise explaingd. In order to show this explanation we
have the Sutra—Not 81, becauss the killing is &u. §e.—What wa
say is, not that ‘killing’ consists in destroying
the eternal entity, but that it consists in the
causing pain to, disorgauising, bringing death to the Body and
the particular Sense-organs that are the instruinents of the
feeling of pleasure and pain,—both of these (Holy and the
Seussorgans) belonging to the Soul, which is, by its very
nature, icdestructible.

Var. I, 361,

{The Opponent, the Bauddha, lolliag the visw that, so
long as it is possible to take the term * killing * in its ordinarily
accepted connotation, there can be no justification for impos-
ing upon it an indirect or figurative connotation, asksj—
“How is one to know this (that the torm *killing’ means as
described, 7 ”

Well, it follows from the fact that both parties admit of
the ‘killing and the experiencing of its results’; as a matter

® The Aggregate ot Body &c, is called the ‘receptuéle' in the sense that it i3
as favourable to the appearing of the fecling as the very container of the fecling.
1t is called * Kar{gi' the bringer about, of the feeling, in the sense that it forms un
agency in th2 bringing ahout of the feeling.—~BAdsyachangra,
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of fact, both parties admit that there is ¢ killing” (of things)
and that the resulis of the act of killing have to be ex-
perienced ; and such ‘killing’ can be explained only on one
hypothesis (of an etarnal entity, in the shape of Suul). As
regards the other hypoti.esis, whereby there is nothing but
momentary tmpressions (sensations),—under such hypothesis,
what is there that could be ¢killed’ ? And (under this hy-
pothesis) the destruction of all things is spontaneous, (every-
thing being destroyed the very moment that it comes into
existence), and does not stand in need of any cause to bring
it about ; so that whose operation wonld be required (who
could be regarded as doing the killing)? “ But one is
said to %ill auother when he becomes the cause of his
appearing in a form eutirely different from his former form.”®
Even so the use of the term ‘Kkilling’ is only figurative or
indirect, and not in its direct connotation, since you apply it
to the irth of another form [and cectainly birth is very far
from being killed}.  * This argument has no force, as it is
equally applicable to both of us; as under your hypothesis
also the principal thing (Soul) ¥ is not killed.””  True; for
me also the ‘killing’ is of the ®receptacle of effects’ and of
‘that which brings about these effects ' [and this use of the
term is purely figurative]; but there is this difference (bet-
ween us) that under my hypothesis, the Soul that undergoes
the experience of the effects of an act is the same that
bronght about its own body &c., and did the act; so that this
does not involve the absurdity of anyone undergoing the
effects of what he had never done; while under your hypo-
thesis [as there can be no one entity having any continued
existence], it must involve both absurdities—that of the

® The Nihilist, for whom everything has a momentary existence, the only form of
‘killing® possible is when one thing becomes the direct cause of the other tiving losing
its one momentary forin and taking of another.

t ¢ Praihana’ may be taken as standing for the Sdikhya ¢ prakpiti,” Primordial
Matter. But fromn what follows, it appears better to take it as above.
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effects of an act being lost tv one who did the act, and that
of their falling upon one who had nothing to do with it. For
thess reasons the only alternative lefv to us is to admit that
“killing’ is possible only under the hypothesis that there is
such an eternal entity as the ¢ Soul.’

In the Sa{ra, the term ‘receptacle of effects’ stands for
the Body, as it is through the Body that experiences are
undergone ;—*those that bring about the effects’ are the
Sense-organs, as it is through the instrumentality of these that
experiences are brought about. Or, taking the compound
as a Karmadharaya, we may take the Body itself as denoted
by both the terms—* receptacle of effects’ and *that which
brings about the effects? In reality, Soul is the real doer
(of acts) and ezperisncer (of their effects).  “ What do you
mean by being the doer or by being the ezpariencer? " One
is regarded as the ‘doer’ (of an act) wheun the knowledge,
the wish to act and the effurt put forth, all three subsist in
him ; and he is called the ‘ experiencer’ when there inheres
in him the feeling of pleasure and pain. And
as neither of these can apply to the Body, it
is called ¢ doer’ only because it is through the Body, that the
Doer acts.

Vir. P. 362.

Section (3). (Sttras 7-14).
Refutation of the View that the Visual Organ is one only.

® There is much c¢infusion in regard to this section. As a matter of fact,
up toSd. 27 we have the same prakarapa, dealing with the Soul, and proving, by a
nnmber of reasonings, that the Soul cannot be the same as either the Body, or the
Bense-organs, or the Mind, or a mere aggregate of all these. But Commentators have
made sub-divisions of the prakarana, in view of the nature of the arguments put
forward. Hence the Nylya-sichinibandha makes one prikaranma of Sitras7-14,
wherein it isshown that the Visual Organ is not one, but two, and hence the Soul,
which is ons, cannot be this or any other organ. So also the JT'd{parya andthe
Bhasyachangdra ; though the latter is not very precise as to its prakarana-divisions,
and deals with the whole subject of the Soul being distinct fromn the Body &e. as under
a single prakarana ; but in its explanations it accepts the samestages as the Nydya-
sidchmidandha and the T'afparya.
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Bhdsya on Saira (7).
[P. 131, L. 24 to P. 132, L. 6.]

For the following reason also the Soul must be regarded
as something different from the Body &c. :—

The footnote in the printed Bhagya-text asserts that the Virtika does uot accept
the Bhdsya interpretation of this prakarans ; it says'that the fact of the Soul being
something different from the Sense-organs having been alcaady established, there
would be no point in introduciag the sama subject over again ; hence it offers another
explanation—takiog Sitras 7 to 1l as embodying the view that the Visual Urgan
is one only.

The Bhasys proceeds on the basis of the assumption thit the organs are two ;
while the Vartika denies thisat the very outaet. It is cleat the Bhdgy« has been led
to proceed on the sail assumption, by reason of the ease with which it supports the
argument in favour of a single Soul operating though several organs, According to
this view, 88, 7 embodies the argument that when we see a thing with one eye on
the first occasion, and then subsequently with the other eye, we have the recogni-
sion of the thing a3 being the same as that seen on the previous occasion ; which
gshows that there has been a common percsiver, and this is Soul.—~This is answered
by the Opponent in 8i. 8 by the argument that the Eye'is one and the same in the
two sockets ; hence on both occasions perception being by the same Eye, it is only
natural that there is Recognition.—This is answered in 8d. 9, which tries to show
that tha fact urged in 81. 7 can not be explained otherwisa thau ou tha basis of s
single intelligent (Soul.—S1. 10 contains the Opponent’s rejoinder.—This is finally
disposed of in 8a. 11, where itis coucluded that the Eyes are two, not one, hence
the argument of Recognition remains unshaken,

The Vartika and Vishvanatha’s Vrigti take 80. 7 as embadying only the argu-
ment based upon Recognition in general, and then objact to its introduction on the
ground that this matter has already been dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarapa,

The Vartika, and with that the Vrifi of Vishvanitha, takes Satra 7-11 as put
in for the purpose of demolishing the view that the existence of Soul is proved by
the fact (urged in Si1. 7) that there is recognition by the right eye of what has
been seen with the left eye ; and in course of the refutation of this view there comes
in the subject of the Visual organ being one or two. Ritra 7 is explained, by
the Bhigyna, as also byths Virgika, as embodying the argument that the. existence
of Soul isproved by the Recoguition urged in 8d. 7 ; but while the Bhignyal and the
Tafparya and the Bhagyachandra, accept it as Siddhinta, and so carry on the
Prakarana to Si. 15 [and this appears to be the rational interpretation of the Sagrae as
they stand],—the Vdrfiks, holding to the view that the Visual organ is one only,
could not accept this interpretation of 81. 7-11. Hence it regards the argument
propounded in 8d. 7 as put forward simply for being refuted. The Vargika
propounds this refutation from P. 362, L. 7 onwarde.  In course of this refutation,
the unity of the Visual organ being put forward, the opponent asks (P. 363, L. 8)
what explanation there is of the ordinary idea that there are two eyes.—In S1. 8,
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Safra (7).

Brcause THERE 1S RECOGNITION WITH THE OTHER
EYR oF WHAT uAS BEEN SEEN wWiTH THE LEFT Kve. *
(St. 7).

When one applies to, or connects with, the same object,
two Cognitions, which appear at different times (one appear-
ing ofter tha other),—there is what is called ¢ Recogmtion®;
this ‘recognition' appearing in the form ‘[ see now what
I had cognised (seen) previously’, ¢ this is that same object’;
and thers is such ‘ recognition’ in a case where the former
cognition was with the left eye and the subsequent one
with the right eye,—thie recognition being in the form * that
same thing which I saw on the previous occasion (with the
left oye) [ am now seeing (with the right eye).” Now if the
Sense-organ itself wers the intelligent perceiver, no such
‘recognition’ would be possible, for what is seen by one
cannot be recognised. (or remembered) by another. There
is no doubt however that there is such ‘Recognition’, Hence
it follows that the intelligent perceiver is something different
from the Sense-organs.

the Siddhdntin explains this.—This explanation is objected to in S1.9.—The real
auswer to this objection is given by the Var{ike in P. 363, L. 16, et. s¢q.—S1. 10
is explained as the answer given by ‘ some people’ to the objection urged in S, 9 ;
and then 8i. 11 is explained as refuting this answer of ‘some people' as also the
original Parvapaksa.

The weak points in this interpretation of Sitras 7-11 by the Varfika and the
Vritgi are as follow—(1) Nowhere elsodo we find the Sitra starting a section with
s gratuitous argument in support of the Siddiinta view,—simply for refuting it ;
and (2) according to this explanation, the author of the Sitra fails to answer the
Opponent’s argument in 8i. 9 ; and the only answer that he puta forward (in Si. 10)
he himself refutes in Sa. 11.

From the above it wili be seen that on Siitras 8-11 there can be no agreement
between the Bhdsya and the Varfika. Hence we are not placing the Vargika on
each of these Stitras below its Bhdsya ; we shall place the whole Virtika on
Sitras 8-11 after the Bhdsya on these.

® The conclusion derived from this ¢ because &c. ' is that there is a Soul who
is the ageot of the sssing and the recognising. But according to the Nydyasalravie
varaga the conclusion deduced is that the Visual Organ is one only. See preceding note,
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Vartika on 8u. (7).
[P. 862, Ll 2-6.]

For the following reason also the Soul is something
distinct from the Body &c.—Beacause there is recognition
§c &c. (says the Stitra). What the Stitra means is that a
man recognises with his right eye what he has previously
seen with the left eye. This recalling of cognition or Recogni-
tion must proceed from (be preceded by) remembrance ; from
which it follows that the several cognitions involved in it
(the first perception, the second perception, the remembrance
of the former perception, and the recognition of the object of
the latter perception as being the same as that of the former)
must belong to one and the same agent, [and this one ageut
is the Soul].

[This argument is not sound, according to the Vartikas,
as is clear from its Introduction to the next Sitra.]
Safra (8).

[Says the Opponent]—*THE ABOVE REASON-
ING 1S NOT RIGHT; FOk THE ORGAN (IN REALITY)
18 ONE ONLY, AND THE NOTION OF DUALI1Y ARISES
FBOM THE ONK ORGAN BEING DIVIDED BY THE
NASAL BOoNB.”—{S1u. 8).*

Bhisya on Su. (8).
[(P. 132, L1 9-10.]

[Says the Opponent]—* As a matter of fact the Visual
Organ is one only; it is divided by the nasal bone, and when
the two ends (parts) of the organ, thus divided, are perceived,
it gives rise to the notion that there are two organs ; just as
it happens in the case of any long object (like the Bamboo
for instance).

SThe T&¢parya says—* This Siitra objects to the reasoning of 84. 7, on the basis
of the view that the Visual Organ is one only.’—The Bh7gyachandra says—' What
the Opponent means to urge in 83. 8 is as follows—* What has been urged in 8a. 7
would be right if there were two distinct visual orgaus; but according to our view
it is not so ; for the visual organ is one only.’
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Satra (9).
[ 4nswer.]—Tue ORGAN OANNOT BE REGARD-
ED AS ONE ONLY ; AS (WE FIND THAT) WHEN ONBE

(EYE) 18 DESTROYED, THE OTHER IS NOT DES-
rrovep (SQ. 9).

Bhagya pn Sa. (9).
{P. 132, LL 11-12.]

As a matter of fact, we find that even when one eye is
destroyed, or taken out of its socket, the other eye remains
intact, as is clearly indicated by the perce{)tion of things
(with the remaining eye).* From this it is olear that it is

not right to say that a single argan is divided (by the nasal
bone). -

Suira (1G).

[The Opponent's rejoinder.J—* THE aRGU-
MENT PUT FORWARD HAS NO FOROE ; AS EVEN ON
THB DESTRUCTION OF A FART TRE WHOLE {iS BTILL
FOUND (EFFEOTIVE).”

Bhagya on Sa. (10).
{p. 132, Ll 14-15.)

The reasoning,—that ¢ because one eye is not destroyed
on the destruction of the other eye (therefore the two eyes
must ba distinot)’,—is not right ;—~because, as a matter of fact,
we find that even when some branches of the tree are cut off,
the tree itself is actually found standing. [Similarly, on the
theory that the Visual Organ is one only, even when one
part of it, in the shape of the one eye, is destroyed, the
Organ itself will remain intact and effective).”

Satra (11).
[ 4nswer].—INASMUCH THR EXAMPLE CITED I8
. NoT TRUE |OB, INASMUOH AS THE OPPONENT'S
VIEW IS OONTBARY TO PEROEIVED FACTS], THE
peNIAL (IN Su. 10) CANNOT BE RIGHT.
© All Mes. reads W, which has been adopted in the translation.

«he Virtike reads frwqued fugrs, which means that the romaining Eyeis the fifar
the instrumont, of the perception of things.
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Bhagya on St (11),
(P. 133, L. 1 to L. 9.]

The Bhasya supplies two interpretations of the Stitra]—
(A) [The Opponent has urged, in S, 10, that the fuet of the
Visual Organ continuing to be operative even on the destruc-
tion of one Eye may be regarded as analogous to the case of
the whole tree continuing to remain even when one of its parts,
a branoh, has been cut off]—~As a matter of fact however, it
i8 not true that the Composite Product continues to exist
even when there is disruption of its component particles; for
if it did, then it would have to be regarded as eternal (which
is absurd). [What really happens in the case of the Tree,
cited in S@. 19, is that] in a ease where thero are several
composile wholes (making up a composite object), those wholes
are destroyed whose component particles are destroyed,
while those eontinue to exist among whose componeant
particles there is no disruption. *

(B) Or, we may explain the term ¢dristanfavirodhah’
of the S ra to mean being contrary to (incompatible wilh) a
perceived fact : that is to say,—(a) In the case of the dead
man's ekull we find that there are two holes, separated from
each other by the nasal bone, in the places where the eyes
existed; and quite distinct from each other ; this should not
be so if there were a single eye simply bifurcated by the nasal
bone ;—(b) sesondly, as a matter of fact, as itis found that there
i8 no certainty as to the destruction of one eye (necessarily
leading, or not leading, to the destruction of the other), the two
must %e regarded as entirely distinct ; and inasmuch as the
two eyes have their own distinct obstruction and destruction
(and the obstruction and destruction of one does not necessarily
mean the obstruction and destruction of the other), it follows
that they are distinct things;—(c) thirdly, when one eye is
pressed with the finger there is a divarication or aberration
n the contact of the perceived object with the rays of light

® Several composite wholes go to make up the Tree ; when a branch is cut off,
there is disruption of the component parts of this Tree ;1 the Tree cannot bot
be regarded as deatroyed ; what remnains behind is only a part of the Tree—one of
the several composites that wnade up the Tree ; it is recognised as the same Tree,
snd not only as its part, because of its similarity to the original tree.—Bhagyachandra.

Henoe the case of the Tree does not meet the Sigghdufa argument put forward
in 80. 9.
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emanating from the eyes, and (as a consequence) wa perceive
a divorsity in the object; this could not be the ocase if
there were only one Visual organ; specially as on the cessa-
tion of the finger-pressure the object i3 again perceived as
one only.# From all these well-known facts it follows that
it is not right to regard the organ as one only, simply bifur-
cated (by the nasal bone).
Vartika on Sutcds (8-10).
[P. 862, L. 7 to P. 864, L. 9].

[Sttra 7 has been explained to mean that, inasmuch as
there is recognition with the right eye of what has previously
been seen with the left oyo, it follows that the several
cognitions have a single Agent] —This however eannot he ac-
copted as right ; since this has already bsea established bafore
(in the foregoing sections), thers was no need for taking it
up again. Under Sa. 1 it has already been established that
the Soul is something distinet; and as this has been already
established, there was n> need for resuming the same subjact
again,

{There may be two answers to this objection]. (4) Som>
people point out that the present sectioa is intended to prove
that the Soul is something distinct from ths Sense-organs;

® The meaning of this passage, according to the Bhigyachandrs is as follows—
¢ When we close one eye aud pross the other with our fingar, we seo the object, the
lamp, as twe ; and when the presgure is remyved, we perceive the object as one only
or we have the recoguition in the form ¢ what I saw a3 two isene only ',

But the case moant to be cited appears to havs nothing to do with the olosing
of any eye. It refers to tha well-knowa phonoinenon that whea we look upon a
thing with both eyes open in tha ususl way, we perceive it as one, but whon wa
press one eye with the flager, we perceive the thing as two ; this is due to the faot
that in normal vision the rays of light e:nanatiug from the oyes coaleses when they
fule upon the perceivod thing, and this provides a single iinage of the thing, which
comes to be perceived as ons ; but when one eye is pressed with the finger, the rays
of light from that eye becone diveried from their natural course, and hence
fail to coalesce with the raya proceeling from the other eye ; 80 that tha light from the
eyes not coalescing, there are two imagoa of the thing, snd it is perceived as two.
All this cannot be explained except on the basis of the theory that the two eycs
constitute two distinct Visual organs.
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they declare that the present section serves to show that the
Soul is different from the Sense-organs.  But this explana-
tion is not right ; as this also follows from the same section ;
that is, it has been established in the foregoing sections that
the Soul is something distinot from the Body and the Sense-
organs. (&) Others put forward the answer that the present
Satra is intended to be cumulative ; they explain that ¢ recog--
nition with the right eye of what has been by the left eye’
13 put forward (in the present Siitra) as an additional argu-
ment (in support of the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing
section that the Soul is something distinct from the Sense-
organs).

As a matter of fact however, though other kinds of eumu-
Jative proof way be possible, what is said in the present Siitra
is not 8o admissible ; us it involves an incongruity. That is,
one who would put forward ‘the recognition with the right eye
of what has been seen with the left’ (as & reason for regard-
ing the Soul to be different from the Sense-organs) would
be contradicting (going against) reason. * What incon-
gruity, or going against reason, is there?' Tt is this :—If
the organ in question is several (as the argument pre-sup-
poses), it is not possible for both to be controlled by (or
connected withy) anything (in the shape of Mind or Soul)
simultaneously. That is to say, the Mind is atomic in its
nature and one only; and if there are two Visual organs,
both thess organs coull never be connected with the single
atomic Mind at one and the same time; and if one of the
Visual organs could apprehend things even without such
connection (of the Mind), [as S. 7 presumes], then it would
imply that the other organ operates (is effective in appre-
hending things) without being connected with the Mind;
and this would mean that the connection of the Mind is not
essential ; and if the organ is operative without such con-
nection or control, then it ceases to be an instrument at all ;
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for no instrament is ever found to be operative unless con-
trolled or directed (by something else). Further, if what
is said is true, then the seeing of things would be precisely
of the same kind, whether it be brought about by a complete
(perfect) Visual organ, or by an incomplete (imperfaot) one ; *
that is, inasmuch as no uncontrolled organ can be operative,
and the controlling Mind is one only,—it is only one of the
two Visual organs that would at any time be
connected with the Mind; so that the seeing
of things with one eye should be of the same degree as that
with both eyes. Lastly, the view put forward would be con-
trary to what has gone before; it has been declared, iu a
preceding section, that the number of Sense-orgaus is five
only ; so that, [if it is now asserted that there are two Visual-
organs, it would make the number of Sense-organs siw, and]
that conclusion becomes contradicted (by what is said now).
It may be asked—* If then the Visual-organ is one only,
how is it that it is actually seen as two?”  The explana-
tion of this perception of duality in connection with the
Visual organ is supplied by the following Satra (8). v
The Organ is ons only §e.—says the Siitra.  As a matter
of fact, the organ is one and the same, but with two substrata
(physical bodies). ‘What do you mean by the substrata of
the organ?’  What is meant is that the Visual-organ,
which is fiery (or luminous) in its nature, is affected by the
benefiting and hurting of the black pupil (or retina) which
is earthy in its nature ; it is found that when "there is some
beneficial effect on the pupjl, the Visual organ is also benefit-
ed, or when there is some hurt inflicted on the pupil, it reacts
upon the organ also ; that is, it continues to exist and see
things (according to the effects produced on the pupil); and
it is in view of this fact that the pupil is called the ‘substra-

® While as matter of faot we know that the man with one eye, or with his
eyes closed, is unable to see things as olearly as the man with both eyes open.—Ta¢-
parya.

Var. P. 863.
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tum’ (of the Visual organ). This is what has baen explained
under Si. 1-1-11. Whean the two ends of the sam3 orgaa
are perceived, they give rise to the notion of Daality; just
as in the case of a long object intercepted by somathing in
its middle, when one sees its two ends, he mistakes it to be
two objects.

Vartika on Su. (9).
[P. 863, L. 15 to L. 20].
The Opponent raises the following objection in Sa. (9)—
“ T'he organ cannot be regarded as one only §c.—3ays the
Satra (9). That is, when one aye is destroyed, or tsken out of
its sookel, tha other sye remains intact, still capable of serving
as the instrument of the perception of things.”

This is not right, we reply ; as the fact put forward is
capable of another explanation. In fact no person actually
perceives that the second organ remains intact; all that we
know is that Visual Cognitio still takes place ; and certainly
this can be explained as brought about by means of the
remaining substratum (the second physical body of the
organ); * this substratum (or physical body) is not the Organ;
the Organ (of Vision) is that one thing which operates through
this or that physical body. The ca3e is analogoas to that of
a room with several windows, whare ons window bzing closed
things are seen through the other window. [Similarly in the
case cited, what happens is that ome physical outlet
of this organ baing destroyed, the vision takes placas thro igh
the other outlet].

To the Opponent's objection (in S2. 9) some paople have
offered the answer that even on the destruction of a part the
whole is still found effective (3. 10). But this answer caanot
be accepted as the right one, for reasons given in the next
Sutra (11): That is, inasmuch as the ezampls cited §eo.

® The Visual organ is redlly one ouly, but it operates through two physical budie!;
the two eyes ; 80 when the one-eyed man can see, what happens is that, though one
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Says the Sttra, the meaning of this is as follows :—
As a matter of fact, no composite product remains when its
component causes (parts) are destroyed. If itdoes not remain
then how is it that the composite i3 actually perceived, even
after the components have been dostroyed ?” Who says
that a composite is actually perceived ? What happens
i3 that of the several composites ( of which a certain object
consists), that one is destroyed of whose component pacticles
there is disruption, while that, of whose components there
is not disruption, (continnes to exist, and) is perceived.

The rest is clear in the Bhagya.

Blhidgya ou Su. (12).*
[P. 133, L. 9 to L. 14.]

That the Intelligent Agent is something distinct from the
Aggregate of the Body &o. is also inferred—

FROM THR EXOITATION APPEARING IN ANOTHER SENSE-
ORGAN (THAN THE ONE THAT BROUGHT ABOUT THE PRECEDING
PERCEPTION) (S@1. 12).

When a person has tasted a sour fruit and found that its
taste is concomitant with a certain colour and smell,—if,
at some future time he happens to perceive its colour or
smell, by means of a sense-organ (of vision or odour,) there
appears an ‘excitation’ in the organ of Taste, which is totally
different (from the organ that has apprehended the colour or
smell) : that is to say, there is remembrance (through asso-
ciation) of the Taste of the fruit, which gives rise to a long-
ing for that taste, which brings about the flowing of the
liquid (saliva) from the roots of the teeth. This pheno-
menon would not be possible if the Sense-organs themselves

of the two bodies of the organ has been destroyed, it still works through the other
body. Sothat the phenomenon put forward does not prove that the number of the
organ itself is more than two. :

® According to the Bhdgya, Varlika, Td¢paryaand Bhdsyachandra,the Sifra
resumes now the subject-matter of proofs for regarding Soul as something different
from the Body &c. The T'aiparya goes on to remark—‘ Having proved, ou the
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were the Intelligent Agent ; as an agent can never remem-
ber (or recall) what has been perceived by another.®

Var{ika on SQ. (12).
[P. 364, L. 11 to P. 865, L. 4.]

That the Intelligent agent is something distinet from
Body &o., is also inferred from ths eacitation &o., (Sitra).
When a person has tasted a sour fruit and found that its
taste is concomitant with a certain colour and smell,—if
he happens to perceive the colour or smell, by means of a
sense-organ, there appears an excitation in the organ of
Taste. ¢ What is ezcitation?” Following on the re-
membrance of the Taste, there appears a desire, alonging, for
that Taste,—and this 'longing brings about in the organ of
Taste a flow, or connection, of the liquid from the teeth ;
and this ‘ flow of liquid’ is what constitutes the *excitation’

strongth of Recognition, the soundness of the notion of Soul as something distinot
(and also haviug, by the way, refuted thetheory that the said Recognition can be
explained on the basis of tho conceptiou that there is only one Visual organ operat-
ing throagh the two sockets), the Author now proceeds to put forward inferential
reasonings in support of the same theory. 1t should be borne in mind that the
Aathor has, in 8a. 7-11, put forward the phenonenon of recognition in support
of his view, simply for the purpose of convincing the opponent ; in reality the
existence of Soul is proved by ordinary cognitions by inference &c.

The Nylyasi¢ravivardna, which took Sd. 7-11 as putting forward the view
that the Vieual organ is one only, takes Sigras 8-15 also as dealing with the same
subject ; and according to this the present Si. (12) me:wns that “ what happens in
the case of men who have lost one eye, is that his former Visual organ, which
apersted through two physical bodies, is destroyed and another organ is produced,
operating through a single opening.”

®The whole process of inference involved here is thus explained by the
Tafparya— 3

The man perceives the colour and smell,—he remembers the Taste which he
bas associated with such oolour and smell—he then desires to experience the Taste
thus romembered—thie desire excites the organ of Taste,—this excitation appearing in
the form of the flow of saliva ;—on seeing this excitation appearingin the mouth of
a oertain person, we infer from this that the man has been moved by a desire ;—and,
from this desire we infer that the manhas had a remembrauce (of the Taste).
This rememembrance would not be possible, unless there were a single Agent, perceiving
things through the several sense-organs.
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referred to. Now, the ¢ romembrance’ herein involved would
not be possible if the Sense-organs themselves were intelli-
gent agents,’ becanse the impression (loft by perceptions
through the Sense-organs) having but a momentary existence,
{and hence it boing impossible for any impressions to con-
tinue from the mowmeat of perception to the momeat of re-
membrance,] any such remembrance would mean that what
has been originally percsived by one (organ) is remembered
by another (organ); and this is impossible.

[An objection is raised against the inferential reasoning
put forward in the Sutra]—‘‘ The ercitstion of the other
Sense-organ is a property subsisting in that other organ’;
and not subsisting in the ¢Soul;’—how then can it prove
the ‘Soul being different’ 7" *

‘What brings about the inference of the Soxnl being different
is not the ¢excitation of the other organ,’ bat the Romom-
brance (involved in the said phenomenon of excitation'. No
Remembrance is possible unless there is a single Agent
concerned with the original parception (and
the subsequent remembraunce) ; the reasoning
therefore is that Remembrance being an act, must stand
in need of an actor (agent), just like the act of being pro-
duced. And inasmuch a3, without Ramambrancs tho said
¢ excitation’ i3 not possible,— this directly psrceived ¢ exci-
tation’ has been put forward (in the Satra),—the premiss
actually intended (by the mention of the ‘excitation’) being
in the form ¢ because there can be no exeitation in the organ
of a person who has not originally perceived the Taste’; and
this is an entirely valid negative premiss.

® The Smoke perceived as subsisting in the Mountain proves the existence ot
fire in that same Mourlain ; it cannot prove the existence of anything in something
different from the Mountam. Hence in the presont cace, the ‘ excitation’ perceived
in the organ of Tuste can prove the existence of something in that same organ
it cannot prove anything —the character of being different, for inslance,—in regard
to the Soul,

Var. P. 365.
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Sn{ra (13).
[Objection]—* Tae aBove RBASONING IS NOT RIGHT ;
REMEMBRANOE HAS FOB ITS OBSEOT THAT WHIOH IS
REMBMBERED,”

Bhasya on Sa. (18).
[P. 188, Ll 16—17].

[Says the Opponent|—‘Remembrance is a quality and
proceeds from a certain cause ;* and its object is that which
18 remembered ; and the ‘excitation of the other organ’ (put
forward in Su. 12) is due to the said remembered thing, and
not to any sach thing as the Soul.”¢

Vartika on Si, (18).
[P. 365, Ll. 6—9].

“ The reasoning &8 not right, for Remembrance has for its
object that which is remembered,—says the Siitra. Remem-
brance is & property ; and its object is the remembered thing ;
so that, proceeding from its proximity (relationship) to the
remembered thing, Remembrance cannot prove the existence
of any such thing as the Soul, whose capacity (of bringing
about Remembrance) has nowhere been perceived. Just as,
for instance, the Sprout, proceeding from the proximity
(operation) of its own peculiar causes, does not prove the
existence of any such thing as the Jar, whose capacity (in
relation to the Sprout) has nowhere been perceived.”

® This cause consists in the remembered thing—adds the Bhasyackandra.

+ ¢ We do not admit of the Soul as that ir which the Cognition or Remembrance
subsists ; for us the Soul is none other than Cognition itself '—such is the senee of
the Opponent.—Bhdsyachandra.

Remembrance could be regarded as indicating the Soul, either as its cawuse or as
its odject ; the Soul could not be regarded as tlre cause, as the cause of Remembrance
is the impression left by its previous cognition ; nor could the Soul be regarded as
the object, &s the object of Remembraace is the remembered thing, Aad further,
since the ‘excitation of the sense-organ' may beexplained as due to the remembered
thing, it can not prove the existence of the Soul.—Td{parya.

The Nyaygsatravivarana explains the Sifra to mean that all that Remembrance
points to is thething remembered, and not to the fact of its being due to the same
sense-organ that had brought about the original cognition.
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Sﬂ!ra (14)0
[ Answar]—INAsMOOR AS REMEMBRANOE IS A QUALITY OF
TaE SouL, THE PENIAL (oF SoUL) 1s Not RiGET, (Si. 14),

Bhasya on Su, (14).
{P. 134, L. 2 to P. 135, L. 9.]

Inasmuch as the act of Remembering is found to be
such as appears only as a quality subsisting in the Soul, the
existence of the Soul cannot be demied. As a matter of
fact,* Remembrance is possible only as a quality subsisting
in the Soul; and certainly one does not remember what has
been perceived by another.t If then, Intelligence belonged
to the Sense-organs,—inasmuch as the several apprehen-
sions of things would be by diverse agents (in the shape
of the Sense:organs), either there could be no Recognition
at all, or even if Recognition were possible (even when Per-
coption and Remembrance belonged to diverse agents), there
could be no restriction as to objects (perceived through the
Sense-organs)} [there is no such incongruity under the view
that there is a single intelligent Agent for all cognitions and
remembrance ; for] the fact of the matter is that there is
one intelligent agent (in whom the cognitions subsist),
perceiving the several things, through the diverse instru-
wmentality (of the several Seuse-organs)§—who remembers
the things perceived on some past occasion; so that the ex-
istence of Remembrance is possible only as a quality subsist-
ing in the Soul, when perception and recognition both belong
to the same Agent, who 18 capable of perceiving several
things ; and it is not possible under the contrary theory (of
there being no such single Agent). And the entire business

€ Yadi' here signifies certainty.—Bhasyachardrw.

+ Any mere momentary ‘Soul,’ or the mere object ‘ Jer, cannot briag about
& remembrance in itself ; for perception and remembrance can not appear at the
same moment of time.—Bhdsyachandra.

t Thero could be no such restriction as that the Eye should apprehend Colour
only, and not Tusts ; and yet such restriction is accepted by both parties.—Bhasya-
chandra.

§ The Bhdgyachandra explains *bkinnanimiffal’ asimeaning ¢subsisting in
soveral bodies (during the several lives on Earth)’. But its appears simpler to take
it as above—'through the diverse instrumentality of the several sense-organs,’
which the BRdsyackax Ira takes as implied in ¢ Angkdrthadarehi’
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of living beings, which is based wpon Remembrance,
indicates the existance of the Soul ;—the * excitation of another
sense-organ ’ being cited only by way of illustration.

¢ Further [tho assertion of the Opponent caunot be accept-
ed), because it does not take tnlo account the real object of
Remembrance.® As a matter of fact, the assertion in Su, 13,
that * Remembrance has for its object the remembered
thing,"—has been made without due consideration of what
forms the real object of Remembrance.t As a matter of
fact, Remembhrance, which appears at the time when the thing
(remambered) is not actually apprehended, and which appears
in the form—* [ knew that thing” or ‘I had cognised that
thing,’ or ¢ that thing had been cognised by me,’ or ‘I had a
cognition in regard to that thing,'—has for its object, merely
the thing alone by itself, but the thing as previously cognised
and asalong with the notion of the cogniser,—the above fourfold
statement, which indicates the exact nature of the object of
Remembrance, serves one and the same purpose ; all of them
comprehend the cegniser (‘ 1°), the previous coynition (* knew
before’) aud the thing (‘this’).} Then again, as a
matter of fact, the Remembrance (or Recognition) that appears
in regard to a perceived thing comprehends three cognitions
in conneetion with the same thing, and all these cognitions
have the same cognising agent; they do not have several

© The printed text prints this as Su. 13. But there is no such Sutra in the
Nyayasich:nibaniha, nor in tha 8i. Mes. Tae Bi3iyickaniraalso doesnot treat
it as Sitra; and the Nyaysatravivarana callsit Bidsyakariyam S3fram. 1t is only
Vishvanatha whorcads it as Satra.

+Uaving shown ahova that without Soul ,there can be no Remembrance, the
Bhisys naw proceeds to refute the Opponent’s assertion that * Remembrance has
for its object the rewmc:nbered thing, and not the Soul."—Tafparya.

{ Of the four statements, in the sacond—jRifavinikamamumartham, the
Cogniser is expressed hy the verbal affix in ‘JAitavin ;'—in the third ‘ayamartho
maydjiistah’ the thing cognised is oxpressed by the verbal affix in ¢ jA3{ah ;—in the
fourth ‘asminnarths mama jkinamadiag’ the act of cognising is expressed by
tho verbal affix in ‘ja%aan ;' and in the first, the cognissr is expressed by the
coujugational affix in ‘gjiidsisam.’ The Bhisya uses the singular number in
&t1dvdky.um, in view of tho fact that the ageatin all is one and the same.—Bhdgya-
chandra.

All serve the same purpose of indicating the cogniser, the cognition and the
cognised.—~Tatparya. :
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agents. Nor are they without agents; they all have one
and the same Agent.* [The Recognition of a thing is always
in the form] ¢ What [ see now 1 had seen before;’ in
this the term ‘1 had seen before’ implies seeing (in the
pastas also the reculled conception of that seeing ; so that
the statement I have seen this before’ could not be made
if the sceing referred to were not of that same person (who
makes the statement); the statement ¢ I have seen this
before’ involves (as we have seen) two couceptions (the
sering and the recalled notion of it), and the statement
‘what | see now’ represents a third conception ; thus the
single act of Recognition, involving as it does three concep-
tions, cannot but belong to a single Agent; it could not
belong to several Agents; nor could it be entirely without
an Agent. Thus we find that when the Opponent makes
the statement—* there is no Soul, because Remembrance
has for its object the remembered thing,’ (St. 13)—he
denies a well-known fact, and loses sight of the real object of
Remembrance (as just explained). As we have seen above,
the Recognition (expressed by the sentence ‘I have seen
this before’) is not mere ¢ Remembrance;’ nor hasit for
its object the ¢ remembered thing * only ; t in fact it involves
Bhe p. 135 & recoguition or recalling of the direct cognition
) (the present sreinv) as also of the rememdbrance
(of the past secing),—all this belonging to a single cogniser;
that is to say, a single cogniser, being cognisant of all the
factors (involved in the conception under consideration),
recalls the several cognitions as belonging to (and subsist-
ing in) himself ; for instance, he it is who has such notions
as—-* [ shall cognise such and such a thing,’ ‘I am cognising
the thing,” * I bhave cognised the thing;’ and lastly, not
having cognised for a long time, and having an intense
desiro for cognising it, ha comes to have the notion ‘I have

® The preceding passage having shown that the Pirvapaksa view is against
verbal usage, the Author now shows that it is against a perceptible fact also. Here
¢ Remembrauce’ * Smrifi’ stands for Recagnilion ; the name being applied to this latter
on the ground of its reeemblance to Remembrance.~— Bhidzyachandra. -

+ The Bhagyachandr: explaine this sentence to mesn that ‘the recognition
is not mere Remembrance without an object, nor has it the remembered thing alone
for ita ohject.’ But from what follows, it appears better to take the sentence as
translated. The Bhagyachandra has itself pointed out that in the present context the
term* Smyiti’ * Remembrance’ generally stands for Recognition. ¢ m’
the reading of three Mes. and of the Bhdsyachangdra, gives better sense.
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discovered the real character of the thing ’ [So far in rezard
to the recognition of the cognition which has been shown
to be pertaining to all three points of tims]. Similarly, the
same Agent also recognises or recalls the Remsewmbrance,
which also pertains to all three points of time, and is ac-
companied by the desire to remember.

Now if the Being (who is the Agent in all these several
cognitions and recognitions) were a mere °series of im-
pressions’ (as the Opponent holds),—inasmuch as every
‘ Impression’ would (by its nature) disappear as soon as it
has come into existence, there could not be a singls *In-
pression’ which could do the apprehending of the Coguition
and the Remembrance,—~which apprehending has been
shown to pertain to all three points of time; and without
such comprehending (by a signle Agent) there could be no
Recognition (or Recalling) of Cognition or of R:membrance;
and there would beno such conception as I’ (sas, shall see and
have scen) or ‘ My’ (engnition s, w1s and shall be) ; just in
the same way as we have no such conceptions (as ‘I’and
*Mine *) with regard to tho bodies of other persons *

From the above we conclude that there is a single Agent
cognising all things and subsisting in all the bodies (with
which a person is endowed during his ‘numerons lives on
Earth), who recalls numerous cogunitions and remembrances ;
and by reason of whose absence in the bodies of other per-
sons, thers is no recalling (of the cognitions anl remem-
brances of other persons).

Vartike on Sa. (14).
[P. 365, L. 11 to P. 366, L. 11].

Inasmuch as Remembrance is §:—s3ays the Stitra. Asa
matter of fact, Remembrance does not proceel from the
remembered thing only ; for if it did, then in a case where the
man has the remembrance of a thing in the past, this
remembrance would be entirely baseless (having nothing to
subsist in, as the thing is not present at the time) ; and yet

® The Bhdgyachandrs explaing °dihinfuraval’ differently ;—* It should
not be forgotten that in the past aud present bodies (of an individual) there runs
the sam¢ Soul.” But it appears much simpler to take the phrase as in the trans-
lation.
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it is not possible for it to be baseless, being, asitis, &
quality ; as a matter of faot, no q uality is ever found to be
without a substratum. It could not be held to subsist in
the Senss-organ, as the original cognition was not apprehend-
ed by the Sense-organ [which, ez-hypothesi,being a tran-
sient thing, could not, at the time of remembrance, be the
same that did the original apprehending]; nor could it
subsist in the thing, as this also is non-existent (at the time) ;
nor lastly, could it subsist in the body, because all qualities
of the body are perceptible to all persons, to the persoan to
whom the body belongs as woll as to other persons [while
the Remembrance of one man is not cognised by another
person], And yet Remembrance, being a quality, cannot
exist without a substratum; nor can it be said that there is
no such thing as Remembrance. From all this it is olear
that the existence of Remembrance cannot be explained
except on the hypothesis that there is such a thing as Soul.

What we have said above also answers the following ques-
tion of the Opponent—how do you know that the power of
bringing about Remembrance belongs to an entity different
from the Body, the Sense-organ and the Object?” Because
the Soul is possessed of such power, which consists in its
being the substratum of Remembrance. Remembrance,
being a product, could never subsist without a substratum ;
every product that we see,~—e.g., Milk and the like—we see
subsisting in a certain substratum.

This same reasoning (which proves the Soul as being the
substratum of Remembrance) refutes the following Karika
(of the Bauddha)—‘¢ Any such entity in which
Cognition would subsist, exists neither in the
Eye (the organ), nor in colour (the thing Cognised), nor any-
where between the two ; in fact it neither exists, nor is it non-
existent.” ¢ Further to assert that a certain thing meither

® Acoording to the Bauddha, any li:bcmtung of Coguitions is Apratisaiikhydya,

indeterminable, you oannot determine what it is and where it is, nor- whether it is an
entity or a non-entity.

Var. P. 366.
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ezisls nor is it non-existent is a contradiction in terms, Nor
can this Karika be taken as denying the fact that Cognition
is something that must subsist in something. Why
so?”  Becanseit denies only particulars; as a matter
of fact, the denial—*it does not subsist in the Eye or in
Colour’—is only with regard to certain particular things.
It Cognition were such as subsisted absolutely without
a substratum, then any such particular denial as is contained
in the statement—*‘it does not subsist in the Eye §o.,'—
would be absolutely futile; for who has ever held the
view that Cognition subsists in the Eye or in Colour
—against whom such a denial could be addressed ? In fact,
when we come to consider the denial of substratum for Cog-
nitions (as put forward in the &arika), we find that it actual.
ly proves the existence of the Soul; as the statement in the
Karika can have no meaning, except on the suppositinn that
Cogunition subsists in the Soul.

Or, the Sitra may be taken as showing how a single
entity can apprehend and recognise a number of things,—as
has been explained above.

The rest is explained in the Bhdgya,

Seotion (4).
[Stgras 15-16.]
The Soul is something diflerent from the Mind.
8aira (15).
[Says the Opponent}—*THB CONOLUSION OF THE
SIDDHANTIN OANNOT BE ACOEPTED; AS THB REASONS AD-

DUOED IN SUPPORI OF THE NOTION OF * SoUL’ ARE ALL
APPLICABLE To THE MinD.# (Si. 15.)

Our numbering of the Satras should now be one less than that of the printed
edition of the Bhagya ; as we have not taken as ‘Sifra, what figures thers as Si.

(15).
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Bhagya on S4. 15.
(P. 185, L1, 11-14.]

“ There can be no snch thing as Soul distinet from the
% Aggregate of Body, Mind and the Sense-organs, (severally
¢ or collectively).* —Why so P—Because the reasons adduced
““in support of the notion of ‘Soul’ are all applicable to the
“ Mind. Inasmuch as the reasons that have been put
¢ forward in Sitras 3-1-1, ¢ seq., in proof of the existence
“ of the Soul, are applicable to the Mind,—~and as a matter
* of fact, the Mind is actually found capable of apprehending
* all things,§ it follows that the Souf is nothing different
“from the Aggregate of Bedy, Sense-organs, Mind and
*¢ Seunsation.”

Vartika on Sa. 15,

[No. P. 866, Ll 13-15.

“ The conclusion cannvt be accepted §c. §ec.—says the
“ Sitra. The meaning is that, the reasens that have been
“ adduced by you in proof of the existence of the Soul are all
¢ applicable to the Mind. Consequently it is not proved
“ that the Soul is something different from the Mind.”

Salra 16.

[4nswer]—INASMUCE AS THE INSTRUMENTS of
OOGNITION CAN BELONG ONLY To THE CoaNIsgRr, IT i3
HERELY A DIFFERENCE {N NAMES. (S@. 16).

Bhasya on Sa. 16.
(P. 185, L. 16—L. 23.]

[The Siddb&ntin answers]—Itis a well-known fuct that
the Instruments of Coynition belong to the Cugniser,—a fact
which is vouched for by such expressionsas ‘ he sees with
the eye,’ ¢ he smells with the nose,’ ‘he touches with the
tactile organ.’—Similarly the Mind alse is known to be only

© The reading JqUfATTA gives botter sense, though the two Puri Mes. and
the Bhdsyackandra read simply @qr®, ¢Severally or collectively’ has been added
by way of explanation, by the Bhagyackandsra. )

1 ¢Internal things’ like Pleasure, Pain,&o., and fexternal thinge,’ like the Jar
end the reet, are all founi to be amensble to the cognitive action of the Mind;
without the actien of Mind, no cognition of any kiulis possible.
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an ‘ Instrument,’ by means of which the Conceiver (the Agent
who does the seeing &c. with the Visual and other organs)
does the conceiving of ull things ; and on that account this
Instrument also niturally operates on all things; aud it is
by means of this Mind that the Qonceiver does the conceiving.*
Such being the case, it appears to us that while admitting the
existence of the Cogniser, you do not bear the idea of his
being named * Soul,” and you give him the name °¢Mind ;=
and though admitting that there is an instrument of conceiv-
ing, you canmot bear its being named ‘Mind,” So that
it turns out to be a mere question of mames,—there being
no difference of opinion as to the thing, the Cognising Soul,
itself.t If, however, you deny what has been said above,
that would mean the dropping out of all Sense.organs ; that
is to say, if you deny that to the Conceiver of all things there
belongs an instrument which brings about the conceiving
of all things,—and hold that there is so such instrument,—
then a similar denial may be made in regard to the instru-
ments of the cognition of Qolour &c. also, and this would
mean the total denial of all Sense-organs. §

° None of the readings given in the printed text is satisfactory. The bast read-
ing is supplied by thetwo Puri Mss.—weeg: wtfreqmfiraramr: ST a%-
Rt faed Fmemrae of.

The Td¢parya says—The term ‘ mafi,” ‘conceiving,’ stands here for remembrance
and Inferential Cognition ; and even though the immediate cause of these consist
in the impressions left by previous Perceptions, yet being cognitions, like the cognition
of Colour, they must be brouglht about by the instrumentality of an organ ; and as such
cognitione are found to appear also while the Visual and other orgaus are in operation,
it follows that the organ by which those cognitions are brought abcut is different
from those organs.

The Parishuddhi adds—Even though the term ‘mati’ is synonymous with
‘jndna’ and * buddhi’—all three standing for Cognition—yet what fe meant by * ma¢i’
in the present context is direct cognition, such as is preceded by a desire to cognise ;
and such a cognition cannot but be brought about by the inetrumentality of some
operative substance in contact with the body [aud this substance is the Mind, the
organ of conception].

The Bhagyachandra takes ‘mati,’ * conceiving,’ as standing for the cognis-
ing of 'leasure and Pain, i which the Mind is the only organ concerned.

1+ For 5§, the Bhagyachandra and the two Mes, read gy,

{1 The organ of vision is postulated for the explaining of colour-cogaition ;
the orgau of smell for that of smell cognition; and simiiarly the Mind is postulated for
the explaining of the conception of Pleasure and Pain. All these®organs’ thus
standing on the eame footing, if you deuny one you must dsay all. '
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Varlika on Si, 16. _
[P. 866, L. 17 to P. 367, L. 8}

You admit the existence of the Cognising Agent, and
hence also that of the Instruments ot Cognition, in the shape
of the Eye and the rest ; exactly in the same manner, you
can admit of the existence of tha Conceiving Agent, and
hence also of the Instrument of Conception ; and this * instru-
ment of Conception’' is the Mind, So thatit is a mere
quostion of different names. If (with a view to escape
from this) you were to hold that the Conceiver (which
according to you is the Mind) does the conceiving without
an insirument, then the Cogniser also could do the cognis-
tng without instruments ; which would mean the dropping

out of all Sense-organs.
Safra 17.

THERE 1S NO REASON IN SUPPORT OF ANY DIFFEREN-
TiaTION. (SG. 17.)
Bhasya on Sa. 17,
[P. 136, L. 1 to L. 9.]

Botwoen the organs of Vision &c. on the one hand
and the organ of Conceiving on the other] the Opponeut
makes a distinction: whilo he admits that for the Cog-
niser there are instruments or organs for the cognising
of Colour &c., he denies that there i3 any instrument for
the conceiving of all things. And there is no reason, or
justification, for any such differentiation; there is no rea-
son on the strength of which we could accept any snch
differentiation (between the two sets of organs). As a
matter of fact, Pleasure &c, are objects (of Cognition)
different from such objects as Colour and the rest; so that.
it follows that for their cognition there should be an organ
different from the orgaus for the cogaition of the latter ;
tho fact that Smell is not cognised by means of the Visual
Organ leads us to conclude that there is a distinct organ
in the shape of the Olfactory Organ; the fact that Taste
is not cognised by means of the Visual and Olfactory Organs
leads us to conelude that there isa distinct organ in the shape
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of the Gestatory Organ; and so on with the other organs
of Perception ;—exactly in the same manner, the fact that
Pleasure &c. are not cognrised by means of the Visual and
other organs, should lead ws to conclude that there is a
distinct organ (for the perceiving of Pleasure &c.); and
this organ is the one whose existence is indicated by the
non-simnltameity of Cognitions (see Si. 1. 1. 16); that organ
which serves as the instrument of the Cognition of Pleasure
&o. is that one whose existence is proved by the fact that
no two cognitions appear at the same point of time ; that is
to say, it is only by reason of the fact that at one time
the said organ is in contact with only one Sense-organ, and
ot with another, that no two cognitions are found to appear
at the same point of time, From all this it is clear that
what has been asserted in the foregoing Si{ra—that ‘ the
reasons adduced in support of the Soul are applicable to
the Mind '—is not true.

Varlika on St. 17.
[F. 867, L. 5 to L. 19].

There is no reason in support of any differentiation—says
the Sttra. The Opponent makes the distinetion that ¢ while
the act of conceiving is done without an instrument, the
aot of cognising is not so ”; but there is no reason justifying
such distinetion, Omn the contrary, we have the following
reason in support of the view that as the act of cognising,
80 that of conceiving alsois done with an instrument:—As
a matter of faet, Pleasure &c., as objects (of Perception),
are different (in nature) from Colour &o.; so that there
must be an instrument wheroby the Perception of them
is brought about; for it is found in the case of the cognition
of such things as Colour and the rest, that no cognition of
any object i3 ever brought about without an instrument ;—
|while there is this argument in support of the view that
the Perception of Pleasure &o. stands on the same footing
as the perception of Colour &o.] there is no reason in
support of any differentiation, such as ‘‘the perceptions
of Pleasure &, are brought about without an instrument,
and not 8o those of Colour &o. "
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Says the Opponent—*If every cognition should be
held to have an instrument, then the cognition of the Mind
also should have another instrument, as the Mind is the
object (of that Cognition).”®

Our answer to thia objection is—Yes, thore i# an instru-
meut for the Cognition of Mind also.  * What is that
instrument ?” It is that whereby the Mind is cognised.
“ By what is the Mind cognised?” It is cognised by
(inferred from) the impossibility of cognitions appearing
simultaneously.t In the case of one who has the direct
perception of Mind, the instrument (of that perception)
consists of the Mind-Soul contact as aided by certain
faculties born of yogic practices ; and the exact character of
these faculties being beyond our ken, we need not stop to
consider in what manner they aid the Mind (in its per-
ception)?  This same explanation also applies to the

® # And it will not be right to regard the Mind iteelf as the instrument of its
own Coguition ; as no instrument is ever found to operate upon itself. If then,
another instrument is postulated, then for the cognition of that instrument also we
shall require an instrument ; and 6o on ad infinitum. In view of all this it is best
to regard the Cognition of Pleasare &o. as being without an instrument.”— T'dfparya.

+ Mind is cognised, not by perception, but by inference, and this inference is
from the fact that cognitions do not appear simultaneousty (see Si. 1. 1,16).

When an effect is produced by the presenco of the Cause, that effect brings abost
the cognition of the cause. Similarlyjwhen the cognition of what indicates the Mind
(i. e. the non-simultaneity of cognitiung) ie brought about by the presence of
Mind, the cognition of Mind obtained by means of the said indicalice is one
that must be due to the existence of Mind. Nor does this involve the contingency
of the Mind operating upon iteelf ; for Mind isnot the instrument in the ezistence
of Mind ; nor is Mind the instrument jn the cognition of Mind ; and it is ouly in
these two cases that the Mind could be said to operate upon itself. The factis
that in the Cognition of Mind the instrument consists of the Mind along with the
cognition of its indicative; and certainly the Mind so gualified is not the same as
the Mind, alone by itselt.—Td¢parya.

$ The Parishuddhi is not satiefied with this explanation. It says—Some people
have Leld the view that faculties born of yogic practices are beyond our ken, But
this is not right. Noamount of yogic power can relieve an absurd contingeacy of its
incongruous character. The only difference between ©s ordinary men and the yogin
is that while our powers are;beaet with difficulties and obstructed by obstacles, those
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cage of the Cognition of the Soul,—in which also Mind-Soul
contact forms the instrument.

From the above it follows that the Soul exists and it is
something distinct (from the Body &c.); that it is many
(and not one) also follows from the same facts,~viz. (a)‘one
and the same thing is apprehended by touchand vision ’ (Sa. 1),
(b) ¢ What is secen by one is not remembered by another’,
and (c) ‘There would be no sin aceruing from the burning of
a body ’—all this becomes explicable on the theory that
there are several Souls,

Seuction (5).
The Soul is eternal.
(Stitras 18—26.)
Bhisya on Su. (18.)
[P. 185, L. 9—P, 137, L. 2].
[The question now arises]—The Soul, which has been

proved to be something distinct from the Aggregate of the
Body, &c.—is it eternal or non-eternal ? ‘* Why should

of the yogin are not so obstructed ; but that does ot mean that the yogin can go
against the nature of things. [Ilence even with the aid of yogic powers the
Mind could not serve as the instrument in its own coguition].  Other people have
offered the explanation that one Mind is perceived by the instrumentality of another
Mind ; this is how we can avoid the contingency of an instrument operating upon
itself.  But this view has been clearly rejected by Vachaspati Mishra.  The real
explanation therefore of the cognition of Mind lies in this that in the case of
ordinary men, while what forms the objsct of cognition is the Mind by stself, that
which formas the instrumentis the Mind as along with the notion of sts indicative,—
and in the case of the yogin also the Mind by itselfis the object of cognition, while
the Mind as aided by faculties bornof yoga is the instrument. So that in both cases
we have the eame explanation that the Mind by itself is not the same as the Mind
as accompanied or qualified by something else ; and hence there is no operating of
any thing upon itself. It further goes on to coutrovert the very conczption
that one and same thing cannot be both object and snstrument. There is no incom-
patibility between the two : a thing is called ‘ instrument’ whenit is operated by
the Agent ; and it is called ‘object’ when there bears upon it the effect of an
action mnot subeisting in, or belonging to, itself ; and certainly there is no incom-
patibility between these two : a thing can’ very well be operated by an agent,
and yot bear upon itself the effects of an action not subsisting in itself.
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there be a doubt on this point 7 This doubt arises
from the fact that both are seen; that is to say, things
known to exist are found to be of both kinds,—some eternal
and others non-eternal ; so that it having been proved that
the Soul exists, the doubt remains (as to its being eternal or
non-eternal),

The answer to the above question is that those same
arguments thai have proved the Soul’s existence also go to
prove its previous existence (prior to its being endowed with
the present body),—as is clear from the modifications under-
gone by this body (during all which the Soul's personality
18 recognised to be the same) ;#—and this Soul must exist
also after the perishing of this body, * Why so "

Stitra (18).

BECATSE THE NEW-BORN INFANT EXPERIENCES JOY,
FEAR AND SORROW,—WHICH CuULD FOLLOW ONLY FROM THE
CONTINUITY OF BEMEMBRANCE OF WHAT HAS BEEN REPEAT-
EDLY GONE THBOUGH BEFORE. (Si. 18).
As a matter of fact, it is found that when an infant is born,
he actually experiences joy, fear aud sorrow, even though

during his present life he has not perceived anything that
could give rise to joy, fear or sorrow; and that he actually

# Dihabhidas’ has been explained by the Tafparya as follows : ~The continuity of
theSoul's previous existence we deduce from the fact that duriug preeent life, while
the body is sezn to be changed, from childhsod to youth and from youth to old
age, the ensvuling personality is recognised to bo the same ; so that the *¢Recog-
nition,) which has been found to supply the principal argument in support of the
Sonl's existence, is also found to supply the argument for its existence prior to its
being endowed with the present body.

The Bhdsyachandra offers two explanations—(1) by one it makes pragdéha-
bhéda} as one compound, meaning ‘ because the present body (in youth) is differ-
ent from the one that preceded it (in childhood)’; and (2) by the recond it sepa-
rates ‘prak’ and takesit as qualifying ‘avasth@nam. The sense of the reasoning
is the same in both cases; which is in keeping with the explanation supplied by
the Tdtparys. The second dehabhéda¢ refers to the perishing of the Body.

The Parishugdhi suggests also another explanation of dehdbhidit: *The
fact of recognition proves the existence of the Recognising Agent, becauss the
Body is something different from that Ageut.'
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experionces these is inferred from certain clear indionti.ves. ¢
—these experiences could proceed only from the continuity
of remembrance, and not from any other source ;t—this
¢ continnity of remembrance’ again could not but be due to
previous repeated experionce; aud the ¢ previous experience’
could be possible only during a previous life ;—so that
from all this it follows that the porsonality continues to
exist even of after the perishing of the body.{
Var{ike on Su. (18).

[P. 868, L. 1 to P, 869, L. 15].

The question arises —is the Soul, which has been proved
to be something different from the Aggregate of Body &o.,
eternal or non-eternal ? [An initial objection is raised against
the whole section]—* The Anthor of the Bhigya has
explained this doubt as arising from the fact that both are
sesn. But such a doubt appears to be wholly unjustifiable.
The argnments that have been adduced to prove that the
Soul exists and that it is something distinct also prove
that the Soul continues to remain the same while the Body
changes ;—and this having been alrcady established, there
is no need for proceeding with the present section. "'§

® These * indicatives’ are in the form of ‘smiling’ and ¢ erying.’ Theinfer-
ence being in the form—‘the state of infancy belongs to a Soul experieucing
joy, fear and eorrow,—hecause it is accompanied by smiles and cries.’

Inforred from such indications as closing of the Eyes, throwing up of arms
and legs, and crying *—BAdgyachandra.

t iTheinfant's feeling of joy can only be accounted for as being due to his
remembering the pleasant experiences of his previous life,

1 The facts adduced prove that the Soul in the infant's body is one that
has bad a previous life and body ; 8o that it is proved that after the perishing of
that previous body, the Soul has continued to exist.

§* The Siddhintin has proved that the Soul is something different from the
Body, the Seuse-organs, and the Mind, he has also proved that while the Body
changes from infancy to youth and from youth to old age, the emsouling person-
ality continues to be recognised as the same ; and from this it follows as a necessary
corrollary that even on the perishing of the Budy, the Soul would cdntinne to
remain. And aes this is the sols purpose of the present section, this section need
not have been procceded with at all, "—Td¢parya.
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{ 4nswer]—Cerainly it would not be right, not to proceed
with the present soction,  “Why?”  Bacause while
(it is true that) the arguments adduced prove the continuity
of the Soul from birth to death, they do not prove that it
continues to exist also on the perishing of the Body. And
it i3 with a view to prove this that we have tho next
Sttra—* becanse ths new-born infunt experiences Joy &o.

The moaning of the Saira is as follows :—When the
infant is just born, his sonse-organs are incapable of appro-
hending things; and yet he is found to be experiencing
joy, fear and sorrow,—~these being inferred from sush
indicatives as smiling, trembling and crying (rospectively);—
theso can arise only from the continuity of remembrance,
and there can be such continuity of remembrance only
if thore has been & provious body. The ‘birth’ (of a
person) consists in his becoming connected with Body,
Sense-organs, [nteliigence and Sensation,~all these appearing
in an aggregated form.—*Joy ’ consists in the feeling of
pleasure at thie obtaining of a desired object after a deep
longing for it ;*— ¢ Fear’is the feoling of helplessness
that one has when he is anxious to get rid of the causes
tending to bring about undesirable things, and finds him-
self unable to do so.—~When one has bacomes separated from
a desired thing, and he finds that he is unable to rogiin
it, the feeling that he has is called *sorrow.’—It is tho
ezperiencing of these feclings that is spolkon of by the torm
Csampratip ffi’ (in tho Satra). Thore is what is called
‘abhyisa,’ ‘repatition,’ when thers are sevoral cognitions
of either the sama thing or the same form of thiag; e.g.,
it is said ¢ he has had a repzated taste of paddy’ [where
it is not the same individual paddy that has been ropeatedly

® (The term prdr{hand, ‘longing’ has been added, because there is Joy, not
80 much at the obtaining of a desired object, as at obtaining it after one has

had a deep longing for it'—Tdfparya.
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tasted, but the same kind of paddy]. We have what is
cslled ‘remembrance,’ when, after direct perception has
ceased, an idea appears subsequently in regard to the
same thing; and it is ¢recognition " when there is direct
perception of the thing along with its remembrance. By
‘continuity’ is meant the faculty or impression
which brings about the remembrance. ‘Smile’
consists int the joyous expression of the Eyes &c. following
on the remombrance of something that has given pleasure
and is considered desirable ;—and ‘crying’ consists in a
particular kind of sound accompanied by the shedding of tears,
and the throwing about of the arms and legs, [These are
indicative of the continued Existence of the Soul].

An objection is raised —* Inasmuch as Smiling and Orying
subsist in entirely different things, they cannot prove
the desired conclusion.”  If you mean by this that—
“ Smiling and Crying subsist in infancy and infancy does
not belong to the Soul, hence subsisting in a totally different
substratum, Smiling and Crying cannot prove anything in
regard to the Soul, "—then, our answer is that this is not
right ; because what is meant to be proved (by Smiling
and Crying) is the presence, in infancy, of a Soul affected by
Joy and Sorrow ;—the form of the desired conclusion ig—
* the stats of infancy is endowed with @ Soul affected by joy and
sorrow, §c., because it is accompanied by smiling and crying,
and ‘infancy ’ is a certain condition or property of age; just
like ¢ youth.'

What has been said above applies also to the conclusion
in the form that— infancy is endowed with a Soul possess-
ed of remembrance, faculty, previous cognitions and connec-
tion with a former body.”  “ How so?” Just as the pres-
ence of smiling and erying proves that infancy is endowed
with a Soul affected by Joy and Sorrow,—similarly ¢ the pre-
sence of Soul affected by Joy and Sorrow ’ proves the exis-
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tence of the Soul possessed of remembrance ;—the presence
of the Soul possessed of remembrance proves the presence of
Soul endowed with faculty; this latter fact proves the pres-
ence of Soul endewed with previous Cognitions; and the
latter proves the presence of Soul endowed with connection
with a former Body. In each of these, ‘youth’ serves as
the corroborative Example; since Youth is accompanied by
smiling and orying and it is also endowed with a Soul affected
by joy and sorrow, &c.; and so with every other form of
conclusion noted above,
Sufra (19).
[Objection]—" WHAT HAS BEEN PUT FORWARD 18

ONLY A VARIATION (OF THE TRANSIANT SoUL), RESEMBLING

TUE VARIATIONS OF OPENING AND CLOSING UNDERGONE BY

vaE LoTus AND orTHER FLOWEBS,”—(19.)

Bhasys on Su, 19,
{P. 187, L. 4 to L. 12].

[Says the Opponent}—~*“In the case of such transient
things as the Lotus and the like, we find that they undergo
such modifications as opening and closing; in the same
manner the frassient Soul may be said to undergo variations
in the form of experiencing joy and sorrow, [which there-
fore cannot prove the eternality of the Soul).”

This contention is not right ; as there is no reason. That
is to say, it cannot be shown that—- for such and such a
reason the experiencing of joy and sorrow by the Soul is to
be regarded only a3 a variation of it, like the variations of
opening and closing undergone by the Lotus and other flow-
ers ;"—in support of such a conclusion there is no Reason
based upon any kind of instance, analogous or otherwise.®

Under Bugras 1, 1, 34—36 it has been shown that a Reason that can prove
& conclusion must be based upon well-known corroborative instances,—these in-
stances being either per similarity or per dissimilarity, and as matter of fact, in sup-
port of the assertion put forward in this Sutra, by the Opponent, there can be no
Reason of either of these two kinds ; and the mere citing of the example (of
Lotus) cannot prove anything. [An example is effective only as puinting to and cor-
roborating & Reason or Premiss].—BAasyachandra.
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So that, in the absenco of a Reason, what has been urged
can only be regarded as irrelevant and futile.  Then
again, the instance cited does not do away with what we have
put forward as the eause of the Joy, &ec. ; that is to say, what
has been pointed out is that in the case of every ordinary
(grown-up) person it is found that in eonnection with objects
already experionced in the past there are fselings of joy, &o.,
brought about by the continuity of remembrance ;—and cer-
tainly this fact is not set aside by the mere citing of the case of
the closing of the Lotus, &c.; and [when this cannot be set
nside or denied in the case of ordinary grown-up men] it
cannot bo denied in the case of the new-born infant also.s
Further, the ‘opening and closing ’ of the Lotus consist only
in certain ‘ conjunctions and disjunctions ’ of its petals, which
are brought about by a certain actiont ; and action must have
a cause, a8 is clearly inferrable from the fact that it is an
action [similarly the action of the child’s smiling, &e. must
have a cause, and this canse can only be the remembering of
past experiences}} Such being the ease, what does the
citing of the instaace (of Lotus, &c.) serve to set aside ?
[Sinee it is found only to support the view of the Sigdhantin].

Vartika on Su. (19).
[P. 369, L. 17 to P. 870, L. 16].

“ What has been put forward is only a variation, &e. §o.—
“gays the Sutra. What the Sitra means is that, inasmuch
“ag we find - variations appearing in iransient things also,

® This appenrs to l:e the simple meanieg of this rentence. But according to
the Bhdsyachandra it means as follows :—‘ Just as it cannot be deniad that the
action of closing, &c. of the Lotus is due to & certain cause, so also it cannot be
denied that the infant’s action of smiling is due to a certain cause.” This argu-~
ment, however, is clearly put in the next sentence of the Fhdgya.

+The reading of the printed text is unsatisfactory; the right reading is
supplied by the two Puri Mss,, which is also supported by the Bhagyachangdra

M advrEsiad.
1 This passage is a little obscure; all manuscripts, except Puri B, read

mq fAargiry: oo in the printed text ; Puri Ma. B, reads m

which means—* tliat there is such cause in the shape of Action, (for the said con-
junctions aud disjunctions), is clearly inferred from the fact that these are actually
brought about, [and nothing can be brought except by the force of an action}.’
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“ what has been urged (in the tho preceding Sutra, as prov-
“ ing the eternality of the Soul) does not necessarily prove
*the desired conclusivn. ¢ What is opening and what is
“ closing?’  When thero is disjunction among the parts
“ of the flower-petals, but not to the extent of total disrup-
“ tion of the flower, there is what is called ‘ opening ’; and
‘ when thero is a conjunction among the petals, which still
‘“ continue to constitute the flower, thero is what is called
“ ¢ closing 'Y’

There is no force in tho Opponent’s argument put forward
(in the present Siutra); because none of the
alternatives possible under it is admissible (as
an effective argument against the Siddhanta). The reason-
ing put forward is that ‘what have been urged by the Sidd-
hantin are only variations of the Soul like the variations
of the lotus in tho shape of its opening and closing’;—now
is this example meant to prove conclusion (contrary to tho
Siddhanta)? Or is it meant only to show that the premiss
put up by Siddhantin is not true? If it is meant to prove
a conclusion,—tho mere citing of an example cannot prove
anything, unless some Reason is put forward; hence the
instance cited by the Opponent cannot prove anything.
If, on the other hand, it is meant to point out a defect. (in
the Siddh@inta argument),—then, in that case, (a) is it meant
to deny a perceptible cause (for the infant’s smiling &e.) ?
(b) Or is it meant to show that there are other causes (than
the one suggested by the Siddhantin) ? (e) Or is it meant
to embody an inference in support of tho view that the
Soul is liable to birth and destruction? (d) Or, lastly, is
it meant to show that the smiling &c. (urged by the Sig-
dhlintin) are merely fortuitous (like the opening and closing
of the lotus)?  (a) Ifitis meant to demy a perceptible
cause, this cannot be right; becausa what the Siddbantin

Vir. P. 370,
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has put forward is actually qualified as being perceptible;
that is to say, what he bas put forward is that—"'inas-
much it is; perceived !in {the case of the {grown-up person,
that whenever there are smiling and crying, there is present
also the Soul affected by joy and sorrow, on the analogy of
this we infer that when we perceive smiling and crying in
the new-born infant, there must be present a Soul affected by
joy and sorrow ;* and certainly there is nothing objectionable
in this. (b) Secondly, if the instance is cited with a view
to show that there are other causes,—even that would not
be right; for the very same reason that what has been
put forward by the Sidlhdatin is what is actually sean.
(c) Thirdly, if the instance is cited with a view to show that
the Soul is liable to birth and destruction,—that again can-
not be right ; for as a matter of fact, the Soul is a substance
and is ever incorporeal, and as such, like Akasha, it must bo
without cause (i.e., without beginning or end).t If (in opposi-
tion to this) it be contended that the Soul is a product, then it
behoves you to point out its cause, for the simple reason that
every product has a cause; all products are found to have
causos. (d) Lastly, if it is meant that the opening and closing of
the Lotus are fortuitous (and similarly the smiling and ery-
ing of the infant must also be fortuitous),—the answer to
this follows in the following Sa¢ra.

® When youeay that you are putting forward the case of the opening and
closing of the lotus with a view to deny the perceptible cause,—~you admit the
presence of a perceptible cause ; and as & matter of fact, the Siddhintin aleo does
point out perceptible cause. Nor can the Opponent deny the force of what is
actually perceived; for this would involve a self-contradiction on his part and
algo self-stultification, says the Parichuddhi; for if what is perceived cannot prove
anything, what poiat is therein citing the case of the ‘opening and closing of the
lotus’, which also is only something that is perceived.

+ Inasmuch!ac there is this valid argument in support of the conclusion that
the Soul is without beginning or end, no amount of mere examples can shake that
conclusion, The inference is in the form—* The Soul must bs without beginning or
end,—because it is an ever incorporeal substance,~-like Akasha.’
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Bhasya on Su. (20).
[P. 187, L. 12 to L. 21).

1f it be held that what we mean is that the opening and
closing of the Lotus are variations without any cause, and
similarly the Soul's feeling of joy and sorrow also ;—this

CANNOT ® BE RIGHT; BECAUSE AS A MATTER OF FACT, ALL
VARIATIONS OF THINGS CONSTITUTED BY THE FIVE RUDIMEN-
TARY SUBSTANCES ARE DUE TO SUNH CAUSES AS COLD, HEAT,
AND THE RAINY sEAsoON. (Sa. 20.)

In the case of things made up of the combination } of
the five rudimentary substances,—such as the Lotus &ec.,—it
is found that their variations appear when heat, &c., are
present, and they do not appear when these are not present};
and from this it follows that the said variations cannot be
without cause (fortnitous), In the same manner, the varia-
tions of joy, sorrow &c., should follow only from a cause;
they cannot appear without cause. And as a matter of fact,
there can be no cause for these variations save the continuity
of remembrance of what has been repeatsdly gone through
before.

Nor will it be right to infer, on the basis of the instance
cited (of Lotus &c.), that there must be causes for the pro-
ducing and destroying of the Soul.§

® Puri Mss. A and B, and the Bhisyachandra make this & part of the pre-
ceding Bhdsya ; while Siitza Ms. D, Puri Sitra Ms. the Nydya-sich nibangha and
Vishvndtha make it part of the Sitra. :

t ¢ Anugraha’ of the substances, cousist in the combining togetier of their
component particles—says the Bhdpyachandra.

1 The Lotus opens when touched by the heat of the Sun's rays ; it closes when
touched by the cold of the Moon's rays ; and the Kuiaja plant flowers when the
rainy Beason is on.— Bhasyachandra.

§ Such an inference cannot be right; as the eternality of the Soul (and henee the
impossibility of its being produced or destroyed) is proved by the phenomonon
of Remembrance, which cannot be esplained except on the basis of the eternality of
Soul.—Bhdsyachandra,

 The Bhdgya has added this in anticipation of the following argument—‘' You
have proved that the variations of the Lotus, and also those of the Soul, proceed
from a cause, and are not fortuitous; we accept that; but what do you say to this
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From the above it is clear that Joy and Sorrow &e.,
cannot appear without a cause; and it is not possible to attri-
bute these to any such other causes as Heat, Cold &c., (except
the Continuity of Remembrance &c.) So that the view set
up of the ()pponent cannot be right.

Var{ika on Su. (20).
[P. 870, L. 19 to P* 371, L. 4.]

What the SQitra means is that the variations of open-
ing and closing in the Lotus cannot be fortuitous. And
hence the citing of the instance cannot bean
effective denial of anything at all.

The term ! pasichdtmakavikarapam® (in the Siitra) does
not mean that the Lotus is a five-fold object ;* what it means
i that the Lotus comes into existence when there is com-
bination of the five rudimentary substances; and it is on this
ground that it has been called *paiichatmaka’; in reality
there is no object that is ¢ five-fuld’ (in the formor sense);
as we shall explain later on.

Bhagya on Su. (21).
[P. 137, L. 21 to P, 148, L. 8.]

For the following reason also the Soul should bo regard-
ed as eternal :—

Vir, P. 371,

Sutra (21).

[Tne Sout. MUST BE REGARDED AS ETEENAL] BECAUSE
OF THE DESIRE FOR MILK FROM THE MOTHER'S BREAST,
WHICH IS EVINCED (ON BIRTH) AFTER DFATH, 1 AND wuiCH
CAN ONLY BC DUE TO REPEATED FEEDIXu (in the past)—
(Su, 2L.)

inference—* the Soul must be something produced and destroyed, becauso it undergoes
variations,—like the Lotus'?"—This has been met by the Bhdsya by poiuting out that
the citing of a mere example caunot prove auything at all, as already pointed out
(P. 137, L. 5).

* qrareRtir is the better reading.

+ ¢ Pratya’—after doath ; i.e., in a person who, after having died, is just born
again'—BAdsyackandra.
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In the infant just born we perceive a desire for the
mother’s milk,—the presence of such desire being indicated
by the child’s activities (in the shape of the moving of its
hands and mouth towards the mother’s breasts). This
desire could not arise except from repeated experience in
the past. “ For what reason (should this be accepted)?”
In the case of all living persons we find that when they
are afliicted by hunger, there appearsin them desire for
food, which desire arises from continuity of remembrance
due to repeated experiences in the past; now iu the case of
the new-born infant, the appearance of such desire cannot
be explained except as being dns to repeated experiences
in a previous body ;—ani from this it i3 inferred that the
infant had a body previous to his preseat one, in which
body he had gone through repeated experiences of feeding
(which has given rise to his present desire for milk), From
all this it follows that what happens is that the Soal, having
(at death) departed from his previous body, has become
endowed with a néw body, and on being afflicted with
hunger, remembers his repeated feedings in the past, and
(accordingly) desires the milk from the breast. Hence it
cannot be true that there is a different soul to each of these
bodies ; it is the same Soul that continues to exist, even
after the perishing of its former body.

Varlika on Su (21).
{P. 871, L. 6 to L. 10,]
Becanss of desire for milk §c.—~Says the Si(ra.

In the newly-bora child we ses certain activities; and
from this we infer the presence of desire for the mother’s
milk. Thas the desire is inferred from tha activity,
—the desire leads to the inference of remsmbrance of
the past,—this romembrance leads to the inference of
impressions,—the impressions to that of previous cogni-
tion,—~and from this cognition we infer the existence of the
previous body ; the argument being form.-xll_y stated as before,

“ Why should this Sutra have been introduced, when
is herein put forward has been already dealt with in

Su. 3.1.18?”
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There is no force in this objection ; as the present Sttra
explains in a more particular manner what was indicated
only in a general way in the preceding Sttra. *

Sutra (22).
[Objection]—** TrB ACTION OF THE OHILD I8 ONLY

LIKE THE MOVING OF THE IGON TO THB MAGNET.” (S0. 22).

Bhagyd ou Su. (22),
[P- 138, L. 10‘1]-]

“In the ease of the Iron it is found that it moves
“towards the Magnet, even without any repeated ex-
% perience in the past ; and similarly the desire (and con-
*“ gequent aotivity) of the child for the mother’s milk may
%“come about without any repeated experience in the past
*[So that the activity of the new-born child does not
* necessarily prove past experience }.”

Vartika on St. 22.
[P. 371, L. 10 to P. 872, L. 2]

The present Stitra is meant to show that mere ‘activity ’
of the child is not an infallible indicative (of the conclusion
that it is meant to prove).

[The Varfika offers its own answer tothe Objection
urged in the Stitra 22]—There is however no force in this
objection ; as none of the alternatives possible is admissible.
For instance, is the drawing of the iron to the magnet due to
some cause P Or is it without cause P 1f itis due to some cause,
how is it known that it is 50 ? Well, as a matter of fact it is
found that Iron moves up to the Maguet only, and not to stone,
and it is Iron alone, and not stone, that moves to the
Magnet ; now from this restriction in the effect (i.e., in the
moving) it follows that there must be some restriction in
the camse [i.e., the movement of the Iron must be due to a
definite cause]. This reasoning does away with the view

@ In the previous Bigra we pointed to Joy &c. only as indicating desire in

general ; while the prascut 8dgra, points out not only a particular form of desire, but
longing.—Tatparya.
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that the moving of the Iron is merely fortuitous.  Now
then (it being decided that tho moving of the Iron is due
to a definite cause), is the case of the movement
of Iron put forward with a view to deny the
possibility of the child’s action being due to a visible cause?
Or is it put forth to show that it is due to other causes
(than the one to which the Siddantin has attributed it) ?
Or is it put forward with a view to propounding an argument
in support of the view that the Soul is liable to being
produced and destroyed ? Aad to all this we would offer
the same answer as before (Vartika, P. 370, L. 4, et. s=q).

Bhasya on Su. (23).
(P. 138, L. 11 to P. 139, L. 4].

{In answer to the Opponent’s argument in the preceding
Sagra, the Siddhantin asks]—Is this *moving up of the
Iron’ (that you have put forward) without any cause ? Or is it
due to a definite cause ? Without a cause

IT OANNOT BE, BECAUSE THERE I§ N0 SUCH ACTION IN ANY
OTHER THING (EXOEPT [R)N, AND THAT TOO IN THE PR0X=
IMITY OF NO OTHER THING EXOEPT MaGNETS)—(Sh. 23).

If, in the case cited, the moving up of the Iron were
without any cause (entirely fortuitous), then it would be
possible for stone and other things also to move up to the
Magnet, and there would be no ground for any such res-
triction (as that Iron alone, and no other substance, moves
up to the Magnet).

If, on the other hand, the moving of the Iron be held
to be due to a definite cause, then we ask—Who ever
perceives any such cause? [All that is perceived i3 that
the Iron moves up to the Magnet], As a matter of fact,
the sole indicative of the cause of an action is the action
iteelf, and (consequently) any limitations in the Action
indicates similar limitations in the cause, It is. this that
accounts for the absence of moving in the case of other
substances (than Iron).* [Hence from the limitation in

© What is the cause of the moviag up of the Iron to the Magnet placed near
it is its contact with the imperceptible rays of light emanating from the

Var. P.372.
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the Effect,—that the moving appears only in Irow, and
not in other substances,—we infer that there must be, and
this restriction must be due to, some corresponding limita-
tion in the cause of the Motion]. Now in the case of the
child also the acsion (of moving the mouth &c.) is found
to be restricied (in the sense that such actions appear in
the child ouly, and that alsoonly when near its mother,
and so forth) ; [all parties being agreed as to this action
of the child being due to the desire for mother's milk},
the ouly cause that can be indicated by the child’s desire
for the mother’s milk consists i the ¢ eontinuity of remem-
brance due to repeated feeding in the past,'—and the
mstance cited by the Opponent (that of the moving of the
}row to the Magnet) cannot point to any other ecause.® And
no effect can appear unless its cause is presens. Further,
the instance t cited by the Opponent cannot set aside what
i8 actually perceived (by all sentient beimgs) to be the causo of
the said desire [eg., everyone perceives in his own case that
when he sees sugar, his desire for it is due to his remembering
its swoctness tasted by him in the past.] From all this it is
clear that the citing of the instance of the lron moving to
the Magnet is entirely futile.

f{Another explanation of the ewpression anyalra pravrif-
tuabh@vati, in the Sutra is suggested | —7The moving of the
dron alwo is found to appear in the proimily of no other thing ;
that is, the Iron is never fournd to move up
to Stone |nor does it move up to a magnet
far removed from it]};—now, to what is this
restriction due ? If it is due to the limitatioms of its cause,
and such limitations in the cause are mdicated by the limita-

Maguet. 1f this were not 80, and the moving were due to something in the natare
of the Iron itscif, then every bit of Irom in the world would be constantly moving
towards the Magnet that lies buricd under the Sea.—~ Bhigyachandra.

Bha : P, 139.

® The printed text with its wrong punctuation, is wniutelligible. The passage
should read thus— o S YT ATV RGP I T ATERITRE A qT T CEreR=
WMIIGA ;. which is to be coustrued s follows—rgrerAragT ETCaT T T
W wfini) (eeafiod fafoe v, ) fifire g ( wadr L))
® qqraR ( TIRAR veR ) |

t The case of the opening and closing of the Lotas cited under Sa, 20—says
ke Bhdgyachandsa,
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tions in the action (due to that cause),*—then, in the case of
the Child also, the desire, appearing in regard to a restrict-
ed object (like the mother's milk, for instance), can be due
only to some restrictions in connection with its cause ; and
whether this cause consists in ‘the remembering of repeat-
ed experiences of the past, or in something elsa, is settled
by our actual experience : in our actual experience we have
found that in the case of living beings the desire for food
proceeds from the remembrance of past experience,

Varlika on St. 23. ,
This Stitra is meant to show that the child’s desire (or the
moving of the Iron) eannot b entirely fortuitous.

Bhisya on Su. (24).
fr. 139, L. 4 to L. 11}.

For the following reason also the Soul should be regard-
ed as eternal. “* Why?”

BrcaGSE PERSONS FREE FROM LONGINGS ARE NEVER
FOUND To BE BokN.}  (§a. 24),

What is implied by the Siibra is that only persons beset
with longings are born,} As a matter of fact, when a per-
son i3 born, he is born as beset with longings ; this ¢ longing ’
could be due only to the recalling to mind of things pre-
viously experienced; and this ‘previous experience’ of
things in a preceding life could not be possible without a
body; hence what happens is that the Soui, remembering
the things experienced (and found pleasant) by him in his
previous body, comes to ¢ long ’ for them ; this is what forins

° The two Puri Mes, read gfiwrcafrpr: auifeqrfraafagy ; which also
gives the eame scnse ; but the reading of the printed text is clearer.

t VisLvanagha, suspecting this Sdfra to be a mere repetition of what has been
said in 8, 22, in connection with the child’s desire for milk, offers the following ex-
planation.—In the former Sd{ra the child’s desire was put forward as brought about
by the remembering of the milk having been found,in,the previous life, to be the
means of a desired end ; while what is put forward in the present Sitra is the fact
of the said desire being due to ‘attachment,’ a condition that is applicable, not only
to human beings, but to all kinds of animals.

§ The Bhagyachandra rightly remarks that this implication is due to the two
negatives in the Sifra—Persons without atlackments are moé born ; which means
that persons that are bors are only those in whom attachment is present.  But
it becownes over-refined when it goes on to explain the simple expression ‘arfhdg
apadyatd’ tomeun *arghapattyd anumiyafs.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1168 THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA

the connecting link between his two lives; there are similar
links between his previous life and his life preceding that,
and between that and a life preceding that, and so on
and on (to infinity) ;—which shows that the connection of
the Soul with bodies has been without beginning ; and with-
out beginning has also been his connection with longings ; and
from this (beginningless series of attachments and consequent
bodies) it follows that the Soul is eternal,

Vartika on Su. 24.
[P. 372, L. 6 to L. 18].

The SHoul must be eternal, because persons free from
longings are never found (o be born—says the Siitra, At the
moment that a person is born, he is not found to be born
without longings; and because persons free from longings
are not born, it follows that they are born beset with attach-
ments. What is meant by * birth?* we have already explained,

“ What follows from the fact put forward in the Stitra

Longing is bronght about by the recalling of previously
experienced things; and no ¢longing’is possible unless the
8ense-organs are capable of apprehending their objects ; and
no ‘recalling of things previously experienced’ is possible
without remembrance.

Bhagya on Sa. 25.
[P. 139, L. 11 to L. 14].

(The Opponent asks]—‘‘How do you know that the
. Longing of the new-born child arises from the recalling
* of previously experienced things, and not

‘* THAT IT 18 PRODUOED IN THE SAME MANNER
‘ A3 SUBSTANCKS AND THEIR QUALITIES P (Sh, 25).

* In the case of ordinary substances that are capable of
¢ being produced, their qualities are found to be produced
* by certain causes (in the shape of fire-contact and the
s like),~—in the same manner, in the case of the Soul, which
“ is capable of being produced, its quality in the form of
¢ Longing may be produced by certain causes (in the shape of
“ Time and Place &oc.) ".*

@ Vishvanigha explaing this S0gra somewhat differently : ¢ Just as an ordinary
substance, like tbe Jar, is produced along with certain qualities ; so is the Soul also
Lorn, as along with the quality of attachment.’
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The assertion put forward (in the present Siitra) is only
a repetition of what has already been said before.

Var{ika on Siu. 25.
(P. 873, Ll 1-2.]

This Satra is meant to show that the facts adduced by
the Siddhantin do not necessarily prove the desired conclu.
sion.

This contention however has no force; as the answer
to it has already been given.

Satra (26).
[4nswer]—Ir 1s Nor s0; BEoAUsE Lonaina (anD
AVERSION) ARE DUE TO ANTICIPATION. (Si. 26).
Bhagya on Su. (26).
[P. 140, L 2 to L. 13].

The Soul’s longing cannot be said to be produced in the
same manner as Substances and their Qualities.—** Why ?’—
Becauss Atrachment and Aversion are 1us lo anticipation.
As a matter of fact, in the case of living beings experiencing
pleasures and pains from objects, Longing is found to arise
from anticipation or conviction [that such and such an object is
the source of pleasure, or of pain] ;—this * anticipation * arises
from the recalling to Mind of previously experienced objects ;
—and from this fact it is inferred that in the case of the new-
born child alco, the Longing must arise from the recalling to
Mind of the previously experienced object t On the other
hand, for $persons who hold the view that the Soul is produced
(or brought into existence anew, ateach birth), the appearance
of Longing must be explained as proceeding frowmn a cause

®The argument here urged is the same as that urged in Siigra 22 ; there the
argument was based upou the instance of the Ironand Magnet ; and in the present
Sigra, it is based upon the example of such ordinary things asthe Jar and the
like.

‘What the Bhagya means by this remark is that the answer to this argument
is also the same as that offered to SQ. 22'—T8¢parya.

+ The child recallsto mind the fact that the mother’s milk was a source of
pleasure ; and hence his longing for it,

$1n place of wRARYRINFTAIY, resd mm. which is the

reading of the two Puri Mss ; and also of the BAdgyachandra, which explains the word

ss AT wirwe qer: ey At arfergad.
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other than the] said ‘anticipation’ [as no such anticipation
from past experience is possible uuder this theory];—just
as the coming into existence of substances and their qualities
[which is due to causes other than ‘anticipation']. Asa
matter of fact however, it is not yet proved that the Soul is
actually produced ;* nor do we find any other cause for* Long-
ing,’ than the said ‘anticipation.” From all this it follows
that it is not right to say that—*the coming into existence
of the Soul and its Longing is like the coming into existence
of Substances and their Qualities,”

Some people explain the appearance of ‘Longing’' as
being due to a cause entirely different from ¢ anticipation,’
—such cause, according to them, being in the form of the
¢ Unseen Force ’ consisting of ¢ Merit—Domerit.” But even so
(under this theory also) the Soul's connection with a previous
body cannot be denied. For the said ‘ Unseen Force’ (of
¢ Merit— Demerit ’) could have accrued to the Soul only during
its connection with a previous body, not during its present
life.t Asa matter of fact however, ] it is well known that
Longing proceeds from complate absorption tn the thing ; and
this ¢ absorption '’ is no other than the repsated ezperiencing
of the object, which leads to the conviction or anticipation
(that such and such a thing is the snurce of plensure). What
particular kind of Longings will appear in a new-born Soul
will depend upon the peculiarities of the particular kind of
body into which it is born;§ what determines the special
kind of body in which the Soul is born is his past ‘ Karma’
(good or bad acts of the past); and the personality comes

® The printed text wratigly puts a stop after SrERTEITY:

4 As in the present life the new-born person has done no acts that could bring
to him Dharma or Adharae.
$ The author cites here a popular sayiug.— Bhdsyachandra.

§ This has been added in view of the following objection :—* 1f the Longiugs
in the new-born child are the result of the remembrance of past experiences, then this
would mean that, even in a case where a Soul, that occupied a human body in ite
past life, happens to be born in an elephant’s hody, the desires of this elephant oub
would be for such things as are sought after by human beings.” The answer to
this is that the character of the child's longings depond upon that of the body
oocupied by him at the time; and the longings in the elephant cub would be those in
accordance with the experiences gone through by that Soul in some remote previous
life in an elephant's body.—Tda¢parya.
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to be known by the particular name (of an animal) by reason
of the peculiar body with which it is equipped at the time.*
From all this it 18 clear that it is not possible for the said
‘ Longing ’ to be due to any other cause, except ¢ anticipa-
tion.’
Virtika on St. 26.

[P. 373 L. 4 to L. 7, also P. 572, L1.11-18].4

The Opponent’s contention is not right ; as Longing arises
Jrom anticipotion, * Anticipation’ stands hore for the wish
that one entertains for previously experienced things.

“The Longing may ba due to an Unseen Force.  If
you mean hy this that—" Longing does not necessarily imply
previons connection with a body, as it may be due entirely
to an Unseen Force,”—this cannot be regarded as an effective
answer ; it shows that you have not understood the meaning
of the Sttra: the Siitra does not mean that connection with a
previous body is the only cause (of Longing) ; all that is meant
is that the Soul's previous connectivn with a body is provoed
(by the presence of Lionging) ; and certaiuly this is not denied
when.you assert that ¢Longing arises from an Unseen
Force; '] so that what you have urged is nothing.

Longing proceeds from compl:te absor'ption in the thing &e.
—says the Bhagye.  The Body comes to be known as the

® The new-born personality is known as * man’ or ¢ elephant,’ not .because the
Soul is man or elephant, but because the Soul happens to be equipped with a human
or an elephantine body, This meaning, in fhe case of learned men, is figurative;
while in the case of iguorant people, it is a niiscouception— Bhdgyackandra.

The Vartika reads Arqedry Aregeaaqd which mcans that the Body comes
to be known as the * person ’ because it serves the purposes of the Soul.

+ The matter appearing as L. 11-18 ou P, 372 of the Bib. Ind. Edition clearly
forms part of the explanation of Sﬁ!g‘a.%; though the Benares Edition also puts
them under Si. 25, as in the Bib. Ind. Edition. We have however thought it right to
restore them to their proper place; under Si. 26.

§ As the Sigddhan{in also will admit this. The operation of the Unecen Force
is not in any way inconsistent with the view that the Soul lad several bodies in

the past.
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person, because it serves the purpose of the Soul ; *—just as
the reeds (that go to mako up the Mat, are called * Mat’).

What has been said before in regard to the Soul being
endoweod witb—a previous budy, previous experience, reniem-
brance and anticipation  may be brought in here also.

Seotion (6),

The Exact Nature of the Body.
[Satras 27—29]%
Bhasya on Si. 27.

[P. 140, L. 13 to P. 141, L. 6].

It has been explained that the comnection of the intelli-
gent Soul with the Body is without beginning ; this Body has
its source in the acts done by the Personality, and becomes
the recoptacle§ of pleasure and pain. In regard to this Body,
we proceed to examine whether, like the Olfactory and other
organs, it is composed of a single substance, or of several
substances. “Why should there be any doubt on this
point?”  The doubt arises from difference of opinion as

9 Though the Bhagya iu all Mss. reads ALFACATEF3E Y, both editions of the

Vartika read gty &o.

+* Anticipation’ indicates * remembrance,’—* remembrance ’ indicates ¢ previous
experience,’—* previous experience indicates * previous body.’

{ The Purishuddhi mentions Shri-vasta as raising the question why this section
does not form part of the foregoing scction,—inasmuch as this also explaing the
difference of the Soul from the Body. The answer given by the Parishuddhi is
that it is aecessary to have the ‘detailed examination’ of everything that has
besn ‘mentioned ;' and siuce the distinction of the Soul from fhe Body has been
already explained in the previous section, it now behoves us to examine in detail
the exact nature of the Body. Tlie real motive for this procedure has been ex-
plained by the Ta{parya, which poiuts out that when one knows the exactnature
of the Body and its appurtenances, he loses all regard for it, and hence acquires the
necessary degree of dispassion, which is necessary for Release.

§The Body is the ‘receptacle’ of pleasure avd pain only in the semse that
they serve the purpose of qualifying and differentiating it;it is the Soul that is the
actual ‘receptocle’ of pleasura and pain ; as a ‘ receptacle’ of a thing, in the
proper gense of the terin, must be such as forms its substratum, that in which the
thing subsists by inberence ; (and not merely the container.)—DBhdsyachandra.
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well * (as from the presence of diverse properties); people
have held the Earth and other material substances to be the
components of the Body, in varying numbers;t and the
question naturally arises—what is the real truth? [The
answer is supplied by the next S#{ra]—

Tne BobY MUST BE REGARDED AS COMPOSED OF THE
EARTH ; BRCAUSE WE FIND IN IT THE PECULIAR QUALITY
(or Eagra).3—(Su. 27).

The human body must be regarded as composed of Earih ;
—Why P—because we find in it the peculiar quality of Earth,
The Earth is endowed with Odour, and so is also the Body ;
—and inasmuch as Water and the other material substances
are odourless, if the Body were composed of them it would
be without odour. But as a matter of fact, the Body could
not form the receptacle of the Soul's activities, if it were
built up of the Earth only, without being mixed with Water,
&ec.; hence the Body should be regarded as being built up

® Both Puri maunuscripts have a ‘cha’ here, and the Bhdsyachandra remarks
that this ¢cha,” ‘also,” is meant to include the ‘presence of diverse properties,’
which is one of the principal sources of doubt (vide—Si. 1. 1. 23).

t Some philosophers regard the Body as composed of a single material sub-
stance ; others of two, others again, of three, others of four, andothers of five
substances.—Bhdsyachandra.

1 The Parishuddhi reads ¢ tadiyabishésagunopalibdhéh,’ which, not being found
inany manuscript, we take as the paraphrase of the phrase ¢ gundntarropalabdheh.’
This *peculiar quality’ of the Earthis ¢ Odour’—says the Bhdsyachandra, which
is in keeping with the Parishuddhi ; it ir only Odour that forms the *peculiar
quality * of Earth, But Viskvanatha would include all such qualities as dark colour,
solidity and so forth, '

The Parishudgdhi raises the question—In reality the Body is the receptaala
of the activities of the Soul; and it is on the basis of this character that its
examination ehould proceed ; what bearing has the composition of the Body got
on its examination ? What does it matter whether the Body is composed of Earth
or of Water? The answer given is that when it becomes ascertained that the
Body is composed cutirely of waterial substances, it becomes comparatively easy
to prove that intelligence cannot belong toit ; from which it would follow that
—(a) it is tho receptacle of the activities of which the contact of the existing
Soul is the non-constituent cause,—(b) that it is the substratun:s of the Sense-
organs, the developmnents whereof are due to the developments of the Body
under the influence of food and drink,—and (c) that it forms the receptacle of
the experiences of the Soul related to the Body.
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by the mixture of all the five material substances; The Sttra
does not deny the mutual coutact or mixture (in the Body)
of the five substances.®

Bodios composed of Water, Tire and Air are found in
other regions ; § and in these also tho presence (by contact)
of the several material substances is in accordance with tho
character of the experiences to be undergone by the person-
ality ensouling a particular body. Inthe case of all such
ordinary things as the Dish and the like, it is found without
the least doubt, that they are not built up without the con-
tact of Water and other substances.}

Vartika on St. 27.
[P. 873, L. 8 to L, 18].

The Soul having been described, it i now the turn of the
Body, which the Sitra now proceeds to esamine ; or (as the
Dhagya says) the Body is next examined, because the connec-
tion of the Soul with the Body is without beginning ; and when
the Body has been examined, the treatment of the Soul will
be completed. What has got to bo examined in regard to

 The Siddhanta says that the Body is composed of, coustitnted by, the Earth
ouly ; the Earth alone forms its component canse ; thusgh the presence, by
contact, of the other four smbstances aleo is necessary in its formation ; but
this does not make these four the constituent cauge of the Body. The Jar has
for its component cause, only the Clay ; and yet the presence of water is neces-
sary. ‘The Bhiasyachandra takes the terin * bhalasamyoga’ asa ‘karmadhdraya’
compound, meaning * well-recognired presence,’ the neaning being—* the mere pre-
sence by ccutactof the other four, which (contact) is duly recognised (bhuta),
cannot be denied '—the Bhisyachandra explaining °nisiddhah’ as * nigtddhum
fhakyah
Y The aqueous body is found in the regions of Varupa ; the flery Lody in
the regions of the Sun,and the aerial body in the regions of Vaya. Akasha does
vot forn the component of any body ; hence thero is no Akashic or ethereal
body,—according to the Nyaya,

1 The Bhdsyachanirs, along with nearly all manuscripts, reads nibsamshayah:
ut niksamshayd, appears to be the right reading. The only way of coustruing the
form ‘nihsamshayah’ is to tuke it, as tho Bhdsyachandra does, along with
*Lhatasamyoguh' of the precelding sentence ; otherwise (if we do not read
nihsamshyayat, and take it as qualifying *migpafiih'), the only form that could
be adwsitted would be niksamshayam,
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the Body is—whether like the Olfactory and .other organs,
il is composed of a single substance, or of several substances;
thereis donbt on this point, because of the diversity of
opinions that have been held ; on this question we have heard
of several opinions ; and the real truth is that—the human
body is composed of Earth,

“Why does the Bhagyes add the qualifying term hu-
man’ 7"’

Since thg Bodies in ather regions are not made of Earth,
it is only right that the qualification should be added.

[The human body should be regarded as composed of
Earth] because it has Odour,—like the Atom (of Earth). In
the case of the Atom we find that having Odour, it is of one
uniform nature ; and finding that the Body also has Odour,
we infer that the Body also should be of one uniform nature,
of one kind, (i.e., composed of a siugle substance). Asa
matter of fuct the Body could not form the receptacle of the
Soul’s activities if it were built up of the Earth only, without
being mized with water, &c. ; and this mere mixture of several
substances is not denied by us.

Satra 28 (A, B, C.).
(A)—*Tune Bopy 1s mape ur ofF Earrm, Warer

AND FIRE, BEOAUSE WE FIND IN IT THE DISTINCTIVE
QUALITIES OF THESE, [i.e., OD0UR, Viscipity aND HEear].”

(B)—* It 1s MaDE GP OF Four sUBSTANCES (Eakrn,
Warer, FIRE AND AIR), BECAUSE WE FIND IN IT IN-BREATH~
ING AND OUT-BREATHING (IN ADDITION TO THE AFORESAID
Quarities or Eawra, &c.).”

(C)—*Ir 15 wADE UP FIVE SOBSTANCES, Eartn,
Warer, Fire, Ain AND AKASHA, BECAUSE WE FIND IN IT
Ovounr (o Earta) numipity (oF WaTER), HEAT (OF FizE),
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BREATAING (OR CIRCULATION OF THE JUICES) (OF AIR) AND
OAVITIES (OF AKXsta)."*

Bhagya on Sitra 28 (A, B and C).
[P. 141, L. 8 to L. 12].

The reasons put forward in these Siitras being inconclus-
ive, the Author of the Siitra has taken no notice of them
[i.e., he has not taken the trouble to refute them],

Question :—In what way are they inconclusive ? "

Answer :—As a mattor of fact, the presence of the quali-
ties of material substances in any object may be due, either
to the fact of those substances forming the constituents
of that object, or to tho fact that the mere presence by
contact of these substances in any object iz possible—(a)
when those substances form the constituents of that object,
und also (b) when they do not form the constituents, and
are only present in it by contact; which presence is not
denied (by any party);—for example in the case of the
Dish we find that Water, Air, Fire and Akasha ave all present
by contact |even though the dish is composed of Earth only,
and not of these four]. [Thus it being found that the
mere fact of the qualities of & certain material substance
being found in the Body does not necessarily prove that
the Body is actually composed of that substance,—the
reasons put forward in the three Stitras must be regarded
as tneonclusine),

If the human body were composed of several substances,
then, by reason of the peculiar character of its (multiple)
constitution, it would be without.odour, without taste, with-
out colour and without touch.t As a matter of fact however,
the Body is not so (without Odour &c.). Hence the conclus-
ion is that it should be regarded as composed of Earth,
because we find in it the peculiar quality of ¥arth,

@ All these three are Sitras. They are found in the Nydyasachinibandha,
and also in the Puri Sigra manuscript. Vishvandtha and the Bhasyachangra both
explain them as propounding the different opinions in regard to the composition
of the human body. The edition of the printed text has been misled by the fact that
these opinions have not been refuted by the Sdtra. But this omiesion has been
satis€actorily explained by the Bhdsya, which says that the Author of the Siitra
has taken no notice of these viows, because the reasons put forward by them are
of doubtful validity.

1 This has been explained iu detail by the Vdrtika ; see below.
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Varlika on Sutra (28, A, B and C).
(P. 878, L. 19 to P. 375, L. 3].

What has been said above disposes of the three viows -
that—(A) ¢ the body is made up of Earth, Water and Fire,”
(B) “it is made up of Earth, Water, Fire and
Air,” and (C) “ it is made up of Earth, Water,
Fire, Air and Akasha;”—Dbecause as a matter of fact,
tho qualities perceived are those of substances that are
gimply present in the Body by contact.

Var. P. 874,

If the human body were composed of several substances,
then by reason of the peculiar characler of its constilution,
it would be without odour, without taste, without colour and
without touch,—says the Bhagya (P. 141, L1, 10-12).

The explanation of this passage is as follows:—An
object composed of Karth and Water would be without
odour, because the odour subsisting in the single constituent
atom could not produce odour in the product.* Similarly
an object composed of Earth and Fire would be without
odour and without tasto; becanss the odour and tasts of
the single component atoms could not be productive of any-
thing ;—an object composed of Earth and Air would bo with-
out odour, taste and colour ; hecause Air is odourless ;—an
object composod of Earth and Akasha would be without
odour, taste, colour and touch ; because dkasha is devoid of
these. The principle underlying all these cases is the
same,—that the quality of any single component cannot
be productive of any effect. An object composed of Water
and Fire would beodourless and tasteless ;—that composed

® The Ta¢parya supplies the following explduation :—In the first place no
single Diad (Bi-atom) could be produced out of one Earth-atom and one Water-
atom ; and even if such a Diad could be produced, it could not be endowed with
odour ; because in the Diad there would be a single odourous atom, that of Earth,
and a single atom cannot produce any effect ;—and the Diad being odourless, all
subsequent products would be devoid of odour.
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of Water and Air would be odourless, tasteless and colour-
less ;—that composed of Water and A%isha would be odour-
less, tasteless, colourless and touchless ;—that composed of
Fire and Air would bo odourless, tasteless and colourless; —
that composed of Fire and 4kasha would be odourless, taste-
less, colourless and tonchless ;—similarly also that composed
of Air and Akasha ; as also that composed of Earth, Water
and Firo,—~of Earth, Water and Air,~of Earth, Water and
Alashas ;—that composed of Earih, Air and Fire would be
odourless and tasteless ; so also that composed of Earth,
Air and Akasha ;—that composed of Eirth, Air and 4kasha
would be odourless, tasteless and colourless ;—that composed
of Karth, Alr and dkasha would be odourless and tusteless ;
so also that composel of Water, Fire and dkashs ;—that
composed of Water, Air and Alkasha would be odourless,
tasteless and colourless ;—s3o also that composed of Fire, Air
and dkasha ; that composed of Earth, Water, Fire, and Air
would be odourless ; so also that composed of Earth, Water,
Fire and Akasha, aund that composed of Earth, Water and
Alkasha ; —that composed of Barth, Air, Fire and Akasha
would bo odourless and colourless;—so also that composed
of Water, Air, Fire and dkasha ;—that composed of Earth,
Water, Fire and Air would be odourless; for the simple
reason that the quality of any single constituent is incap-
able of producing any effect.

If any single component (atom) wore the productive
cause of anything, then there would be either constant
production, or. constant non-production,—and the product
would be eternal ; as we have already explained above.*

® Asingleatom being by itself sufficient to produce ita effect, and it being
cternal, it would go on, without ceasing, producing its effect ; [or if it wore nor
active, then the effect would never be produced] ;—and the destruction of an
effect can be brought about either by the destruction of the coustituent cause, or
by the disruption of its several components; and in the event of a single atoin
being the cause, ncither of these contingencies would Le possible ; being eternal, it
cannot be destroyed ; and being:single, thero can be no disruption of components ; so
that the product would be indcstructible, cternal.—Td@¢parya.
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Satra (29).
AtS0 BECAUSE OF THE AUTHORITY OF SORIPTURE.

(Sa. 29.)
- Bhasya on St. (29).

[P. 141, L. 14 to P, 142, L. 2.]

In the manfr.*—* May thy Eye go to the Sun’ (Rigvdda,
10-16-3), we findt the words—‘Miy thy body go to the
Karth’; and what is referred to here is the absorption of
the product (the Body) into its constituent element. Again,
we find another man(ra (recited in the course of the rites
of consecration performed in connection with child-concep-
tion) beginning with the words—*I create thy Eye out of
the Sun’—and going on to say—*I create thy Body out
of the Eirth’ (Sk ttapatha- Brahmans, 11.8-4-6); and what is
referred to is only the productio of the product (Body) ont of
its constituent element. In the case of the Dish and such
other things, we find that one product is produced out of one
kind of constituents; and from this we infer that it is not
possible for any single product to be produced out of sevaeral
heterugeneous constituents.

Var{ika on Su. (29).
[P. 375, L. 5 to L. 12

Also because of the authorily of scripture—says the
Sutra. Atthe end of the mantra—*I create thy KEye out
of the Sun,’—we find the words—‘I create thy Body out
of the Karth’; and what is meant by this *creation’
is the production of the Effect from its cause; the meaning
being that the Sun is the constituent cause of the Kye and
the Earth is the constituent cause of the Body. Similarly
at the time of the after-death rite, the manf{ra recited
is—‘may thy Eye go to the Sun,............may thy Body
go to the Earth’; and the meaning of this mantra also is
that everything becomes absorbed into that out which it
was produced ; that is, the Product becomes absorbed in its
constituent cause. What is meant by ¢absorption’ here

®This mangra is recited over the dead body, in course of its cousecration
by fire,
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is that the oanse is reduced to a condition wherein the pro-
duct has ceased to exist,—and not that the product merges
into the Cause; so that the theory referred to (ip the mantras
quoted) is that before it is produced the Produse is non-
existent, and that baving come into existence, it is des-
troyed. [And they do not support the Saikhya view that

even before it comes into existence the Product has existed
in a latent form, &o. &o.]

Section (7).
[Satras 80-50),
The 8ense-organs and their Material Characler.
Bhagya on Si. (30).

In accordance with the order in which the *Objects of
Cognition * have been mentioned, it is now the turn of the
Sense-organs to be esaminad ; and in regard to the Sense-or-
gans we are going to consider whether they are the modifica-
tions of Primordial Matter (as held by the Sankhyas), or they

are made up of elemental substances (Earth &o.)*
“ Whence does this doubt arise? "

[We have the answer in the following Sttra]—
Sutra (30).
THIS DOUBT ARISES FROM THB FACT THAT THERE I8

PRROEPTION (wiTH THE Eve) waexy tas PuPIiL 18 THERE,

AND THERB I8 PERCEPIION ALSO WHEN THERB IS NO CONTACT
wite TBE Popin,  (Sa. 30.)

® It is iuteresting tonote that whils the Bkdgya confines the discussion between
the S8afikhya and the Naiyayika, the T'atpirya brings in bere the controversy between
the Naiyayika and the Bauddha who holds that the organ is nothing apart from
the outer physical body;i.e., the Vieual-organ consists only of the Pupil, and not of
& Luminous Substance underlyin the Pupil, as the Naiyaika holds. The 7'afparya also
adds that according to the 88dkhya aleo, the Sense-organ is not exactly a ‘modification
of Primordial Matter’ itself; but it is the direct product of * Akadkdra,’ * Egoity,’
which is the product of Buddhi, which is the direct product of Primordial Matter.
Even so, inasmuch as Primordial Matter is the root-cause of all manifasted things, it

is quite right to say that according to the Satikhya, the Sense-organs are *modifics-
tlons of Primordial Matter.’
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On one hand it is found that there is perception of colour
only when the Pupil, which is a physical organ made up
of elemental substances, remains intact, and there is no per-
ception when the Pupil is destroyed [which would indicate
that the Visual-organ consists of the Pupil oaly, which is
made up of elemental substances]; while on the other hand,
it is also found that when an object is before the observer,
there is perception of it, without its coming into direct
contact with the Pupil, and it is not necessary for it to come
into any such contact with the Pupil; and certainly Sense-
organs cannot.operate effectively without getting at, coming
into direct contact with, the object perceived; and in reality
this latter fact (of an object being seen without coming into
contact with the Pupil) can be explained only on the basis of
the theory that the Organ is not made up of elemental sub-
stances and is all-pervading in its character [and it does not
consist of the Pupil].* So that both characters being found
to belong to the Organ, the aforesaid doubt arises.

Var{ika on Su. (30).
[P. 875, L. 15 to P, 876, L. 10].

In accordance with the order yo.—says the Bhasya, The
question at issue is—whether the Sense-organs are modifica-
tions of Primordial Matter,—i.c., products of Ahaikara,—
or they are made of elemental substances. The Siitra serves
the purpose of explaining the cause that gives rise to this doubt,
The Pupil is made up of elemental substances, and it is found
that there is perception of things while the Pupil remains
intact ; and also that there is perception of a thing which is
in front of the Pupil, though not actually in contact with
it ;—now this character of bringing about the perception of

© The organ can be all-pervading in character only if it be the product of
Ahankara, which beiug all-pervading in its character, its products are also such, and
hence uniapeded by anything, can coma into contact with anything and everything;
80 that even though the object is not in physical contact with the physical Eye-pupil,
it would not matter; as the Visnal-organ, being all-pervading in its character,
would be in contact with it all the same; and heuce render it perceptible. If, on

the other hand, the Visual-organ were made up of Elemental Substances, it could not
get at tuings behind any physical obstruction whatsoever, even in the shape of

transparent things.~T'dfparya.
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things withont actual contact can belong to only snch an
organ as is not made up of elemental substances. Thus then
both characters being found in regard to the

Var. P. 376. . .
N Visunal-organ, there arises a doubt.

[The Bauddha view is as follows|—* The Visual-organ
¢ cousists in the Pupil ; as it is only when this physieal pupil
‘i3 there that there is perception of Colour; that i3, as a
* matter of fact, there is perception of Colour only when the
¢ Pupil is there, and there i3 no perception of Colour in the
‘“ absence of the Pupil ; and as a rule a phenomenon must be
“ attributed to (be regarded as belonging to) that in whose
* presence it comes about and in whose absence it does not
% come about; as we find in the case of Colour and other
¢ properties being attributed to only such substances as are
“ products.”

This view is not right ; as the premiss upon which it is
based is invulidated by such iustances as those of the Lamnp
and the liko ; that is to say, it is found that the perception
of Colour comes ubout when the Lamp is there,—and yet
this perception is not attributed to the Lamp; so that the
general premiss stated (by the Bauddha) is invalidated.
Further, for one who holds the view that the Visusl-organ
organ consists only of the Pupil, there should be equal
perception of near as well as remote things; that is to say,
the Pupil never gets at (comes into direct contact with) the
things perceived,—and inasmuch as this absencs of contact
could be equally present in the same degree in the case of
both near and remote things, the perception of both should
be of the same kind and degree.  *“But there would be
difference due to perceptibility.” If you mean by this that
—“while the near object is perceptible by the Pupil, the
remote object is not so, and hence there would be a differ-
ence in the perception of the two things,—this is not
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right ; as it has been already refuted before, under the Stitra
(1, 1, 4) embodying the definition of Sense perception.

Bhasya on St. (31).
(P. 142, L. 8 to L. 13.]

[In refutation of the above-mentioned Bauddha-theory that
the Visual Organ consists in the Pupilonly], the Saikhya
asserts as follows :—

“ The Sense-organs are not made up of Elemental Sub-
stances ;—** Why r—

BECAUSE 1HERE 1S PEKCEPTION OF LARGE AND SMALL
THINGs.” —(S1. 31).

““The term *‘large’ includes also the larger and the larg-
“ est; and what is meant i3 that as a matter of fact, all things
“of various degrees of magnitnde are perceived; e.g., the
“ (lurge) Banyan tree, asalso the (larger) mountain, and so
¢ forth ;—similarly the term *small’ includes also the smaller
“and the smallest; and the meaning is that as a matter of
* fact things of various degrees of swmnulluess are perceived ;
*such as the Banyan-seed and so forth. This fact of both
“ kinds of things being perceived seta uside the possibility of
‘ the Sense-organs being made up of Elemental Substances ;
*“as a matter of fact, that which is made up of Elemental
** Substances can pervade over \and operate upon) only such
“ things us are of the same magnitude as itself; while that
* which is not so mnade up is all-.pervading, and as such can
“operate upon all things (of all magnitudes).”*

Vartika on Su. (31)
[P. 376, L. 11 to P, 879, L. 1.]
Others (the Saikhyas) have held the following theory :—
¢ The Sense-organs ara not made up of Elemental Substan-
% cos,~—bacause there is perception of lurge and emall things

® The 8iikhya argument is thus stated by Vishnanigha :—The Physical
Eye-ball cannot ba the oran of vision ; for if it were, then it would mean that
the organ is operative without getting at the Object ; which isopen to objection.
Then, it might be held that if the Eye-ball is not the organ, it is something else
made up of Elemental Substances which is the organ ;—but this also would not
be right ; as the organ of vision apprehends things of large as well as small
magnitndes ; which would not be possible, if it were made up of Elemental
Substances,
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“(Sa.). The term ©large’ inoludes §o. &o., says the Bhasya.
* This fact of porception by the Visual Organ sets aside the
 view that the organ is made up of Elemental Substances ;
¢ for a thing made up of Elemental Substances can opsrate
% upon only such things as are of the same magnitude as itself ;
“ while what is not made up of Elemental Substances is all.
% pervading, and is connected with all things.”

[The Vartika offers the following criticisms against the
Siikhya view and the argument urged in its support, in the
Siitra, 31.]—

The argument put forward caanot be accapted, as what
has baen urged is found also in the case of such things as the
Lamp and the like, which are (adwmittedly) made up of Ele-
mental Substances; the Lamp and several other things,
which are made up Elemental Substances, are found to illami-
nate (render cognisable) ‘large and small things ’; so that the
premiss (put forward by the Saikhya, that ¢ what briags
about the perception of large and small things cannot be
made up of Elemental Substances) cannot be trune. IE the
fact of the Lamp, &c.,.being so illuminative be not admitted
(by the S@ikhy1), then, in that case, inasmuch as the Visual
organ would be the only thing to which the character of render-
ing perceptible large and small things would belong (accord-
ing to the Sa@ikhya), the premiss put forward would be falla.
cious, as beiag loo specifi:,—the said oharacter being one
that is precluded from both kinds of things—those made up
of Elemental Substances and those not so made up.®* ¢ But
Cognition is actually found to be such a thing as i3 illumina-
tive of large and small things, and it is not mads up of Ele-

® If the said character belongs to the Visual organ only, then there can be
no corroborative instance either way ; ie, no other thing—eithor made up of
Elemental substances, or not so made up—could be cited as possessing that
character ; so that the said character of the Visual organ could nut prove either
that it is made up of Eleineata) Sabstances orthat it is not somade up.
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mental Substances.”  Certainly, no such thing is found ;
Vir.p.577. 88 8 matter of fact, Cognition does not illumine
large and small things; Cognition is illumina.
tive itself, and not illuminalor; what C(lognition does bring
about are only the ideas of abandoning, acquiring or ignoring
the thing that has been cognized [and certainly these ideas
are neither ‘large’ not ‘small’]. So that there is not a
single thing which, being not made up Elemental Substances,
is the illuminator of large and small things.
“ But there is the Mind.”

True ; but Miud is neither made up Elemental Substances,
nor not so made up.

The same npplieg to the Soul also, which is neither made
up of Elemental Substances, nor not so made up.

“If the Mind is not something not made of Elemental
Substances, then what you have said before, regarding the
Sense-organs being made up of Elemental Substances and the
Mind being not so made up, becomes. discarded.”

Certainly not ; for ¢ not made up Elemental Substances’ is
synonymous with ‘ not of the nature of Elemental Substance ’;
what is meant by saying that ‘Mind is not made up
of Elemental Substances’ is that Mind is not of the nature
of Elemental Substance ; in reality the Mind is neither * made
up of Elemeutal Substances,’ nor ¢ not made up of Elemental
Substances.”  * This does not help you; for the same may
be said in regard to the Sense-organs also; that is to say,
what is meant by the Sense-organs being called ‘not made
up of Elemental Substances’ is that they are ‘not of the
nature of Elemeatal Substance’.”  [Our answer to this is
that] the person (i.e., the Saikhya) who regards the Sense-
organ as * not made up of Elemental Substances’ and as  all.
pervading’ should be asked the following question :—Why
is there no perception of this hidden by obstructions ? “What
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is the parport of this question?’  Well, (what is meant is
" that) if the Sense-organ is all-pervading, the wall or any
such obstruction can have uo power of obstructing it.
“What is obstructed is the P7riffi (organic functioning) of the
Sense-organ.” If you mean by this that—" while it is true
that the Sense-organ itself is all-pervading, what is obstruct-
ed by the wall and such obstructions are the organic func-
tionings which go forth from the Sense-organ when it is
moved by the causes that tend to accomplish the purpose
of the person concerned, just as bubbles go forth out of a
vast lake,”~—then our answer is that this explanation cannot
be accepted; as there is no proof for the existence of any
*Sense-organ’ apart from the said ‘functionings’; as a mat-.
ter of fact there no proof for the existence of any ¢ Sense-
organ’ apart from the ¢ functioning,’ which is what brings
about the appreheunsion of things; and until there is som»
proof for such a thing, it cannot be accepted. And, on the
other hand, that, (i.e., the Sense-organ)’ which is not obs-
tructzl (hy obstructions) and that (i.e, the functioning’)
wlich is obstructed cannot be one and the same ; if they were
the same, then there would be no sense in saying that “ it is
the sams functioning’ which goes forth (from the Sense-
organ) and is obstructed.” Further, if both were the same,
then (like the functioning) the Sense-organ would be liable
to production and destruction ; ¢.e., if the Sense-organ
be not something different from the functioning then, just as
there are production and destruction of the Functioning so
would there be of the Sense-organ also. ¢ But of the
Fuactioning, there i3 only manifestation, and not production.”
If you mean by this that,—~“1 do not admit
that functioning is produced, it is only mani-
JSestod, nor is it destroysd, it ounly disappears,”—this explana.
tion cannot serve aany useful purpose; as it is only a partiou.
lar form of production; i.e., manifestation’ is ouly a parti-
cular kind of *produotion.’ “ How so?" For the
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simple reagon that there is no ¢manifestation’ of a thing
uuloss some peculiarity is produced init. If you think that
a thing can bo manifested without any peculiarity being
produced in it,—then such manifestation should be incessant
(eternal), This same remark applies to destruction also:
for ez Aypothesi, when there is what you oall ‘disappearance’,
it is not that something that existed has ceased to exist;
and unless some peculiarity of the thing has ceased, it cannot
cease to he perceived.  Then again, for one who regards
all things as eternal, it is not right that there should be per-
ception and non-perception ; for unless there is produelion of
some pecaliarity (in it) there can be no perception of it; a
thing (not perceptible before) ; nor can there he non-perception
of the thing (before perceptible) unless there is destruction
of some peculiarity of it.

Then again, for one who regards the Sense-organ as eter-
nal and all-pervading, the name ‘cause’ would be meaning.
less: As a matter of fact, when one thing comes into exis-
teuce after another, the latter is called the ®Cause; if
both the Cause and the Fffoct be eternal (as they must be for
one who regards all things as eternal), then what would
‘come into existence after’ what? And both being equally
eternal, how counld there be any causal rolation between
the two? It behoves you also to explain the meaning of
the term, ¢ Karaka,' ‘Agent.’ *“ The Karaks or Agent is that
which brings into existence.” Itis true that the Karaka is
that which brings into existence ; but for one who regards all
things to be etermal there can be nothing that is brought
into existence ; and when there is nothing that can be brought
into existence,we do not find any use for the Karaka. * The
use of the Xaraka lies in manifesting things.”  But what
we have said abuve applies equally to manifestation also: like
the manifested thing, the manifestation also is eternal ; so that
for the latter also thera would be no need for the Karaka.
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Further, the theory under review insplies the absurd cone
tingency of sevaral things being perceived simultaneously :
That is, if the *functioning ' is not something different from
that (Sanse-organ) to which it belongs, then the existence
of the latter would imply the existence of the former
also, which would make it possible for several things to be
perceived at the same time ; and inasmuch as there would be
eeveral functionings of each Sense.organ, the latter, which
is one, would become many! Asthe Sense-organ is ez hypo-
thesi non-different from its Functionings, you will perhaps
say that what you mean is that the Functionings are
not different from the Sense-organ (and not that the
Sense-organ is not different from the Functionings). But
in that case there wonld be only a single Functioning (the
Sense-orgaa being one only). 1f, with a view to avoid these
difficulties, you say that you do not accept any of the two
views (either that the Sense-organ is not different from the
Functionings, or that the Funotionings are not different from
the Sense-organ),—then it means that the two are different,
the Functioning is different from that to which it belongs.
There is no third alternative possible.

From all this it follows that it is not right to regard the
Sense-organ as all-pervading and eternal.

Bhagya on B8u. (32).
[P. 142, L. 18 to P, 148, L. 4].

[The Bhasya answers the Sankhya argument of Sa. 31
as follows]—From the mere fact of there being approhension
of large and small things it cannot be inferred that the Sense-
organs are nol made up of elemental substances, or that they
are all-pervading ;

THR SAID APPREEENSION (OF LARGB AND SMALL THINGS) I8
DUE TO THE PEOULIARITY OF THE CONTAOT BETWEEN THS
LIGBT-BAYS (EMANATING FROM THE VISUAL ORGAN) AND THE
omyEoT (PeRoL1vED). (Su. 82),
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As a matter of faot, the *apprehension of large and small
things’ is bronght about by the peculiarity of contaot
between the light-rays emanating from the Visual Organ and
the object perceived® ; justas there is hy contact between
the light-rays from the lamp and the object.

That there is such contact between the light-rays (from
the Visual Organ) and the Object perceived is proved by the
phenomenon of obstruotion ; thatis, when the rays of light
emanating from the lye are obstructed by such things as the
wall and the like intervening between the Eye and the Object),
they do not illumine (and render perzeptible) that object ;
this hoing exactly what happens in the case of light emanat-
ing from a Lamp. [And this goes to prove that for the per-
ception of objects, the direct contact of light from the Eye
with the object is essantial ; for if this were not so, and if the
organ were au all-pervading one, the perception would not bs
obstructed by an intervening object].

Var{ike on Su. (32).
[P. 879, L. 1 to L, 14).

The ¢ perception of large and small things,’ being due to
other causes (otherwise explicabls), canuot be accepted as a
valid ground (for the idea that Sonse-organs are not made
up of Biemental Substances). That is say, the Sankhya has put
forward the ¢ perception of large and small things * asa reason
for the conclusion that *the Sense-organs are not made up
of elemental substances; but as a matter of fact, the
said perception i3 due to other causes; so that from the ‘ per-
ception of large and small things' we cannot deduce either
the fact that ‘ Sense-organs are not made up of elvwmental sub-
stances,” or that they are all-pervading.

® The light-rays emanating from the Visual organ which ara devoid
ot any manifeated colour, form the constituent parts of the organ, wiich, accord-
ing tothe Naiyayika, is made up of the Ele:nental substance of Light ; the O:sgan,
consisting of the light-rays, issuing forth, comes into direct contact with the
objeut ; and whetherit is a large or a small object perceived depeuds upun the exact
nature and extent aud force of the light-rays emanating from the organ. The
example citedis that of the Lamp, becausethe light from the lamnp also, like that
from the Visual Organ, is devoid of manifested colour.—Bhagyachangdra,
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“Why so ?”

Because the xai-! perception is dua to the peculiarily of the
contact belween, §o. §c.—says the Sutra. That is to say, the
percaption of large and swmall things is brought about by the
peculiar character of the countact of the rays of light from
the Kye with the object perceived ; from mere contact in
geuneral, there follows ouly a vague general sort of percep-
tion ; while from the specific kinds of contact follow specific
forws of perception. * What is the ‘ peculiarity ' or * specifio
character ' of the contact ? " The ¢ peculiarity ’ consists in
the concatonation of the several contacts of the component
parts (of the object and the organ concerned)® As a matter
of fact, the contact that brings abut a particnlar perception
i3 aided by several contacts of componont parts; and ‘the
coutact of the Sense-organ with the object,’ aided by the
several coutacts of their saveral componeut parts, constitutes
what is called the * peculiarity of the contact’ And inas-
much as this paculiar contact operates equally in the case
of large and smnall things, the said * perception of large and
amall things ' is found to be explicable otherwise (than on the

basis of the assumption that 3ense-organs are not made up
of Klemental Substances).

That there is such contact between the light-vays and the
object is proved by the phremomenon of obsirustion—says the
_Bhiigya  This obstraction is due to the fact that such things
as the wall and the like are not of the nature of light (are
not transparent). If the Sense-organs were capable of
operating upon (reudering perceptible) things without actually
gettiog at them [which they would be only if they were

® That is,—(1) the ‘contact of the component parts of the organ with the
component parts of the object; (2) the contact of the comnponent parts of the
organ with the object as a whole; (3) the contact of the organ as a whale

wi b the component pares of the vbject ; and (4) the coutact of the whole
organ with the bLject.—Tifparya,
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not made up of Elemental Substances, and hence all-pervad-
ing],—snch things as the wall and the like could not have the
power of obstructing (their operation); hence we conclude
that rays of light emanate from the Visual Organ, justas
they do from the Lamp.
Bhasya on Su. (33).
[P. 148, L. 4 to L. 8).

The Siddh@ntin having put forward the view that the fact

of the Visual Organ consisting of light-rays can be inferred

from the phenomenon of obstruction,—the Opponent urges
the following objection :—

Safra (33).
% INasMOCH A8 No sunm THING (a8 VisuaL rignT-

RAY3) 18 EVER PEROKIVED, WHAT HAS BEEN PUT FUKWARD
OANNOT PROVE ANYTHING."”

' [nasmuch as by its very nature Light is endowed
“ with colour and touch, the Light of the Visual Organ,
“ if it existed, should be perceived,—just in the same manner
“as the Light of the Lamp is perceived,—according
“ to the principle that * the perception of a thing is due to its
* being possessed of large magnitule, being composed of
“ goveral component particles, and being endowed with
“ colour’,* [And since the Light from the Kye is mever
 perceived, it follows that no such Light exists].

Virlika on Su. (33),
(P. 379, L. 14 to P. 380, L. 3].

The Siddhantin having put forwuard §e. §e.—says the
bhagya. The view put forward in the Suifra is that there

® This principle is enunciated in the Vaish8sika-Si{ras, though the form of the

Siitra (4. 1. 6) is somewhat different from what is quoted here. The Sutra is worded as
TTETE AR

The Tdfparya explains the sense of the Opponent’s objection thus :—% When
thing, which is eapable of perception, is not perceivéd, the only right conclusion
is that it does not exist ; and it would not he right to assert its existence on the
ground of merely infereutial reasons. If this were permitted, then it might be
perwnissible to assert the existence of even such things as the horns of a man ",
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is no such thing as Light from the Visual Organs; and the
grounds are as follows:—* Inasmuch as Light is some-
*“ thing quite amenable to perception, it is not right to base
“its existence upon mere Inference; when a thing that
““is perceptible fails to be perceived, the natural conclusion
* ig that it does not exist ; as we fiud in the case of such
* things as the Jar and the like ; the Jar and such other things,
“ being possessed of large magnitude, being composed of
‘ several component substances and being possessed of Colour,
¢ are perceived (whenever and wherever they exist);—
“ now, inasmuch as the Light of the Eye also is possessed of
‘* large magnitude, is composed of several component sub.
“ atances and is endowed with Colour,—~why is it not per-
“ceived ? That Visual Organ is possessed of large magni-
*tude is due to the large magnitnde, multiplicity and aggre-
“gation of its constituent elements;—that it is composed
“ of several component substances is due ouly to the multi-
¢¢ plicity of its constituent elements ; and lastly, since light is
‘“ endowed with Colour and Touch, the Visual organ (if made
“ up of light) caunot be without colonr. Thus then, all the
“ conditions of perceptibility being present, if the Light of the
* Visual Organ fails to be perceived, it follows that it does
“ not exist.”

Safra (34).
[Anawer 1o the above objection]—Meng NoN-Pzr-

CEPTION OF THAT WHICH CAN BE DEDUCED BY INFERENOE
18 N0 PROOF OF ITS NoN-XIsTENCE. (S0, 34).

Bhagya on Sa. 84.
[P. 134, L. 10—12.]

The existence of the light-rays (of the Visual Organ) bein
deduced by Inference from the phenomenon of * obstruction,
which shuts off (makes impossibie) the contact (of the object
with the Visual organ,}—mere non-apprehension of them by
Perception does not prove non-existence; just as in the
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oase of the upper surface of the lunar disc and the lower
strata of the Earth (both of which are deduced by inference
and not apprehended by Perception, and yet not regarded
as non-existent).

Var{ika on 8u. (84).
[P. 880, L. 5 to L. 16.)

Mera non-eaintence, fe.—says the Sitra. When a thing is
not apprehended by Perceptivn, if it happens to be deduced
by Inaference, it is not right to say that it does not exist ;
as we find in the case of the upper surface of the lunar dise
and the lower strata of the Earth ; —even though these two
things: fulfil all the conditions of perceptibility, yet they are
not apprehended by Perception, but since they are appre-
bended by means of Inference, they are not regarded as non.
existent.  * What is that Inference?” It consists in
the cognition of both (Earth and Lunar Disc) as having an-
other side (than the one that is seen). Similarly in the case
of the Light-rays of the Visual Org:n, the Inference is based
upon the phenomenon of obstruction.

Others (some Vaishasika teachers) have explained that
the conditions laid down (in Vaishdsika-S2. 4. 1. 6,—viz.,
that of (a) being endowed with large magnitude, () being
composed of several substances and (c) being possessed of
Colour—are meant to refer to the act of Perception, and not
to the Perceived ohject.  * What is the meaning of this ?”
What we mean is, not that whichever object fulfils the said
conditions is perceived,~but that whatever object is perceiv.
ed does fulfil the said conditions. So that the said Fuish2gika-
Satra (under this explanation) cannot be accepted as contain-
ing the description of the Conditions of Perception; as
(according to this explanation) Perception would be absent even
when the conditions are present; thatis, even when an object
is endowed with the characters mentioned, it may not be
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perceived ; from which it would follow that the said condis
tions cannot form the cause of Perception.® '

Sagra (84).

THEKE BEING NO UNIFORMITY REGARDING THE CHARAC:
TER (OF PERCEPTIBILITY OR IMPEROBPTIBILITY) AS BELONG-
ING T0 SUBSTANCES AND QUALITIES, THERE OAN BE NO CEBe
TAINTY IN REGARD TO ANY PARTIOULAR TRING BEING ACTUAL-
Ly percerven, (8. 35.)t

Bhagya on Sa. (35).
[P. 143, L. 14-18).

" The said character (of Perceptibility or Imperoeptibility)
is diverse, inasmuch as it belongs (sometimes) to the Sub-
stance and (sometimes) to the Quality; for instance, while
the Swubstance, in the shape of the molecule of Water
(hanging in the atmosphere) with its constituent particles
actually in contact (with our organs of perception), is not
perceived (with the Visual organ)—its gquality of coslnass
18 perceived ; and it is from the continuous presence (in the
atmosphere) of such aqueous molecules that the two (Winter)
seasons of He@man{e and Shishira derive their character ;—
similarly while the substance in the shape of the molecule
of light (hanging in the atmospherw), with its colour unmani-
fested, fails to be seen, along with its colour,—its warmth
i8 actually perceived ; and it is from the presence of this
substance that the two seasons of Spring and Summer derive
their character. [All this goes to prove that the mere non-
perception of a thing is not a proof of its non-existence].

Vartika on Su. (35).

There being no uniformity, §e. yc.—says the Siitra. The
rest is cleav in the Bhagya.

® The Tdfpurya has taken this sentence as pointing outthe weak point in
the explanation. It is certainly a weak poiut, ifthe Sijra is really meant to
enunciate the causss of Perception.

4 The printed text of the Sitra reads Fqmfsqfirg: so also the Nydyasdchini-
bandha. But we find the reading IYWEAFAYN: in the Bhasyachandra, iv the
Puri 84. Ms., in StitraMs. D ; as also in the Puri Buipys Mss. A and B. The
translation adopts this latter reading.
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Bhagya on Su. (%6.)
[P. 143, L. 18 to P, 144, L. 8.]
Where it does come about,—

Percerrion o CoLour (aND 0oLOURED SUBSTANCE)
1S THE RESULT OF THE INHERENOB OF SEVEBAL COMPONENT
SUBSTANOEY, AND OF THE PRESENOS OF A PARTICULAR OHA=
BACTER OF CoLouk.* (Sutra 86).

That is to say, it is so whenever Colour and the Substance
in which it subsists are apprehended by Perception. The ‘par-
ticular character of Colour *—by reason of whose presence
colour (and coloured substances) are percvived, and on account
of whose absence, a Substance (as endowed with colour) is
not perceived,—consists in what has been called its ‘ manifested
character.’$ It is for this reason (of perceptibility depending
upon the manifestation of colonr) that the Light-ray from the
Eye, having it8 colour unmanifested, is not perceived with the
Eye, [and certainly this non-perception does have not prove
that the ray is non-excellent]. In connection with Light, we
find that it possesses a diversity of character: viz: (e) some-
times it has both Colour and Touch manifested, as in the Sun’s
rays (which is perceived by the Visual and Tactile organs) ; (5)
in some cases 1t has its Colour manifested but Touch unmani-
fested; as in the rays of light from the Lamp (which are
perceived with the Visual organs); (¢) in some cases it has
its touch manifested and colour unmanifested, as light in
contact with (heated) Water and such other things (which is
perceived by the Tactile Organ only); and (d) in some cases
it has both Colour and Touch unmanifested and is, as such,
not perceptibla, (either by the Visual or by the Tactile Organ)
—¢. g., the light-rays emanating from the Eye.

Vartika on Si. (36).
[P. 880, L. 19 to P. 381, L. 16.]
Question.—* Why is it that the Light-rays of the Visual
Organ are not perceived ?”

® This 8afra isnot found in Vishvanatha's Vriffi, nor in the Nydyasafra-
vivarans, nor in Satra Ms. D, nor in Puri Sufra Ms. But the Varfika, the
Nyayasichinibandha aud the Bhgyachangra treat it as Safra.

4 That is, Colour and (loloured object are perceived only when the colour is
manifested.
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Answer.—Because the conditious of perception are not
present, Presence of large magnitude, presence
of several component substunces and presence
of Colour are not the sole conditions of perceptibility ; bat
what is meant by *Colour” (whose presence is necessary for
perception) is not merely colour, but a particular character
of colour. To this effect we have the following Stitra— Per-
ception of Colour, §2. &c. By the term ¢ particular character
of Colour’ what is meant is that paculiarity of Colour which
i8 called *manifestation’; because the mere character of
*Colour’ is not one that differentiates one Colour fromanothor;
while ‘manifestation’ being a character that does serve to
differentiate (one Colour from another), it is called a ‘particu-
lar character’; just as the mere character of * Brahmana’
i8s not a ¢particular character of Brahmana,” So that it is
ouly what serves to differentiate things of the same kind from
one another that is called a ¢ particular character.’

Var. P. 381,

The ¢ manifestation’ (of a quality, like Colour) is inferred
from its-effect ; i.e., ¢ manifestation is that particular charac-
ter, by reason of whose absence the Aqueous Substance and the
Luminous Substance (hanging in the atmosphere) with their
component particlesin contact are not perceived in the Winter
and the Summer respectively,—and by reason of whose pre-
sence the light-rays of the Lamp and the Sun are perceived,
And inasmuch as this ¢ particular character’ of Colour is not
present in the Light-rays emanating from the Eyos, these rays
are not perceptible with the Eye.

Such diversity of character has been found in the cage of
Light. That is to say, Light is of four kinds : (¢) That which
has both Colour and Touch manifested, e.g., the light-rays of
the Sun ; (5) that which has its Colour manifested but Touch
unmanifested, ¢.g., the Light from the Lamp; both these kinds
of Light are perceptible (by the Eye), because their Colour is
manifested ;—~{c) that which has its Toucb manifested, but
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Colour unmanifested, e.g., the Light io (heated) Water ; and
(d) that which has both Colour and 'Touch unmanifested, e.g.
the light in the Eye, both of these latter kinds of Light are
imperceptible (by the Kye), because their Colour is not
manifested.

[The cause of the said ¢diversity ' is explained in the
following Sotra}—

Satra (37).
THE FORMATION OF THE SENSE-ORGANS, BEING DOUE TO

Merit aNp DeMEr{r, 1S SUBERVIENT 10 * THE PURPUSES

oF MAN, (Sa. 37).

DBhiagya on Sa (37).
(P. 144, L. 10 to P. 145, L. 8].

As a matter of fact, the Sense-organs are formed in
accordance with the purposes of the sentient being served by
them,—such ‘purpose’ consisting of the perception of things
and the eazperiencing of pleasure and pain; so that the
goneration of the light-ray in the Eye is for the purpose of
getting at (and operating upon) the object perceived;t
and the fact that the Colour and Touch (of this Light in the
Visual Organ) are not manifested is deduced from (and
assumed on the basis of) certain well-known usages [such,

e.g., as the dictun that ‘the Sense-organs are themselves
heyond the senses,’ and so forth].} Similarly it is from

® The Bhasgyachandra explains sgq[ia;m, as ‘brought aboat by man’s pur-
pose.’ But from the Bhkasya it is clear that it meins ‘subservient to man’s
purpose.’

1 From the general principles enumerated in the Siitra, it follows that, because
objects are perceived with the Eye, and the Eye-socket or Pupil is unable to
get at the object,—and Sense-organs cannot apprehend things without getting
at the n,—we conclude that the formation of the Bye wnwst be sach that it is
able to get at the object; and hence we come to the conclasion that the Eye is
conposed of Light, and it is the ray of light, that issuing from the Eye, falls up-m
the object that is seen with it.

$ The Bhasyackandra explaius ¢ Vyarahdra' as ¢ Vyavuh iravishisah,'
Vichigrajidnashabdaprayog wrapadih, A¢indrigamindriyamityddih. There are
certain well-known uotious in connection with the Sense-organs; one of these
being that the Sense-organs themselves caunot be perccived by the Seuses; and
in the case of the Eye, this woald be true only if the Eye consisted of such
Light as hasits colour and touch unmanifested ; if it consisted of the Pupil only,
the Eye‘ could not be imperceptible.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1198 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

usage (and experience) that we deduce the fact that in regard
to certain objects there is hindrance (to the operation of the
Visual organ), which indicates the presence of obstruction.
In fact, as the Sense-organs, so also the manifold and diverse
formation of all things, is *due to Merit and Demerit (of Men
being bora into the World),’ and is °subservient to the puc-
poses of Man.’

The term ¢ Karma’ (in the Sitra) stands for ¢ Merit and
Demerit’; which serves to bring about the experiences of the
sentient being.

The said ¢ Obstruction’ can belong only toa material
Bbi. P. 146 substance, because there i8 uunfailing concomi-
T tance.®* That is to say, the obstruction that
we find as hindering the operation of the Sense-orgi.n upon
certain substances must be regarded as belonging to a mate-
rial substance, for the simple reason that it never fails in
it3 concomitance with material substances ; for wo have never
found any immalerial sabstance (as Akasha anl the like)
appearing as an ‘obstruction,” [It is true that won-obstruc-
tion is found in tho case of certain malerial snbstances also,
e.g., glass, rock-crystal an.l the like, which do not hinder the
operation of the Visual organ; but] as for non.obstruction,
this is not unfailing in its concomitance, either with material
or with immateriel substances, —being found, as it is, along
with both, |Hence non-obstruction cannot prove either the
material or the non-material character of the Sense-organs,)
Some people argne as follows : —¢ It comes to this that, be-
oause there is obsiruction, the Sense organs must be material,
and because thera is non-bstruction, they must be none
malerial ; ¢ non-obstruction’ (of the Sense-organ) also we
find when things, hidden belind the glass, or mass of white
olonds, or rock-crystal, are clearly perceived.” But this
is not right ; because there is non-obstruction also in the case
of maserial substances ; e.g, (¢) there islillumination, by lamp-
light, of things hidden behind glass, clouds and rock crystal ;
which shows that there is no obstruction of Lamp-light (which
is admittedly material); and (b) there is no obstruclion of the

© This sentence has been printed as a Sidgra. But neither 8&. Ms. D., uor
the Nyayasichinibaulha, nor the Puri 81. Ms, nor Vishvanitha, nor the
Nydyasdfravicarans, nor the Bhdgyachandra read any such Sitra, We do
not, therefore, treat it as a 8a., the S8ijra-numbering therefore, here onwards,
will ot agres with that of the priuted text.
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heat of the cooking fire operating upon things placed in the
vessel (placed upon the oven) [and the cooking fire is also
admittedly material),

Varlika on Si. (37).
[P. 381, L. 18 to P. 882, L. 13.]

The formation of the Sense-organs, §c. &c.~says the
Siitra. The rest is clear in the Bhasya.

Says the Bhagya—The fact that the Oolour and Touch (of
Uhis light in ths Visual Organ) are not manifested is deduced
[rom (and assumed on the basis of) certsin well-known usages.
If the Visual Light had its colour manifested,
then, at the time that several such light-rays
fall upon any perceived object, that object would be burnt
(a8 on the contact of fire; which is the only light in which
colour is manifested] ; and when several light-rays woald fall
upon the object at one and the sama time, these says (being
substances with manifested colour) would tend to hide the
object from view, and the object should fail to be perceived.
You will perhaps argue as follows—* When the rays of the
San fall upon an object, it does not obstruct the rays of light
issuing from the perceiving Eye (and the object does not fail
to be perceived) ; and in the same manner, there need be no
cbstruction to the Visual rays by the several light-rays falling
upon an object (which would thus not fail to be perceived),”
But this is not right; the perception is brought about after
piercing ; that is to say, in the example cited by you what
happens is that the rays of light issuing from the Eye pierce
through the solar rays and then become connected with the
object. As regards Visual Light however, if it had its colour
and touch manifested, then the light-rays from the Eye of
one person having fallen upon an object, it would become
hidden under those rays (which having their colour and touch
manifested would not be transparent), and would not be per-
ceived by any other person.  * But when several light-rays

Var. P. 382,
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impinge upon an object, what happens is that out of these
rays there is produced a new substance, of the same nature
a8 these rays, in the shape of another Ray.”*  If such were
the case, then the perception of things by a man witk an im-
perfect Eye (Visual Organ) would be of the same kind as that
by a man with a perfect organ ;§ and this cannot be accepted ;
as such is not found to be the case. Asa matter of fact,
well-known usage shows that the light-rays from the Eyo do
not have their colour and touch manifested.

The manifold and diverse formation of all things is due to
Merit and Demerit and 13 subservient to the purposes of Man ;
the term * Karma® stands for Merit and Demerit ; which serves
o bring about the experiences of the sentient bring—says the
Bhagya.

The said ¢ obstruction’ must belong to a material sub-
stance ; because it never fails in its concomitance ; that is,
the Visual Organ must be a material substance,—~because we
find its operation obstructed by such things as the wall and
the like,—as we find in the case of the Jar and such other
material substances.

“ But by reason of non-obstruction, it should be regarded
as non-material.” If you mean by this that—*If on the
strength of its obstruction the Visual Organ is regarded as
malerial,—then on the strength of its non-olstruction, it
should bo regarded as non-material; anl such non-obstruction
of the Visual Organ is actually met with, when we find that
there is perception of things hidden behind glass, clouds
(vapour) and rock crystal,”’—our answer is that this is not
right ; as the premiss is not true; in the case of the Lamp-
light, we find that of the materiallight of the Lamp also there
is non-obstruction (by rock-crystal, &2.) ; and there is mon-

® That is, out of the several companents of the Visual Organ, there is
“produced tha singls compasits in the form of the Visual Organ’—Tafparya.
.t Aoccording to the Purvapakst, in both cases the composite organ would be
€qually produced out of a number of componeut light-rays,
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obslruction also of the heat of the cooking-oven over things
placed in the cooking pan [both which go to show that there is
necessary concomitance batween obstruction and material
character].

Bhasya on St. (38).

(P. 145, L. 8 to L. 14},

As regards the noun-percepiion (of the Light-rays from
tho Eye), this may be due to speeial reasons. [For ex-
ample]—

Satra (38).
ITs NON-PERCEPTION IS SIMILAR TO THE NGN-PERCEP-
TION OF THE LIGHT OF THE STARS AT MIpDay. (Si. 33).

The general principle is that there is perception of a
thing when thero is ‘inherence of several component sub-
stances’ and also’* a particular colour’ (St. 36); and yet
in the case of the light of the stars, we find that even though
the said conditions of perception are present, it stills fails
to be perc-ived at midday, because it is suppressed by the
(fierce) light of the Sun;—exactly in the same manner, in
the case ot the Light of the Visual Organ, even though the
conditions of perception—in the shape of the presence of
¢ several component substances’ and of ‘a particular colour’
—are present, it fails to be perceived, for certain special
reasons. What this special reason is has been explained above
(in the Bhasya on Si. 36, P. 144), where it has been pointed
out that there is no perceptional apprehension of a substance
which does not have its Colour and Touch manifested. It is
only when there i3 absolute non-perception, [i.«. when the
thing is not perceived at all, and its non-perception is not
due to any special canses], that it can be rightly regarded as
proving the non-existence of the thing [and inasmuch as such
i8 not the case with the Light of the Visual Organ, its merely
accidental non-perception cannot justify tho conclusion that
it does not exist].

Vartika on Su. (38).
(P. 882, L. 18 to P. 383, L. 6.]

As regards non-perception, this may be due lo-special
reasons—says the Bhagya.
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Its non perceplion. efo., etc.—says the Satra In the cnse
of the Star-light, we find that even though it fulfills all the
conditions of perceptibility, it fails to be perceived at mid-
day, by reason of its suppression ; in the same
manner, even though the Light of the Visual
Organ fulfills all the conditions of perceptibility, it fails to
be perceived by reason of the non-manifestation of its colonr.
That the Star-light is not perceived at midday is due to the
Light of the Sun.

Vir, P. 383,

Bhiisya on Su. (59).
[b. 145, L. 14 to L. 18].
Some one might here argue that—* On the same analogy
we may say that there is Light in the piece of stone also, and
it is not perceived at midday because it is suppressed by the

Light of the Sun.” And in answer to this we have the
following Sutra—

Stfra (39).
THE SAID ASSERTION CANNCT BE ACCEPTED ; BECAUSE
THERE IS NON-PERCEPTION (OF THE LIGHT oF STONES) ALSO
AT NiGHT ; (S0. 89)—

and also because there is no cognition of it by Inference
either (which there is in the case of the Light of the Visunal
Organ). Thus then, there being absolute non-cognition (at
all times, and by all means of Cognition) of the Light of the
Stone-pieces, we conclude that no such light exists. Such
however is not the case with the Light of the Visual Organ
[which is apprehended by means of Infarence].

Vartika on Sa. (39).
[P. 3883, L. 6 to L. 171,

Says the Opponent :—* [t is not right to say that the
noun-perception of star-light at midday is due to its suppres-
sion by sun-light ; as this would lead to the absurdity of all
things being regarded as having light ; if such be the case,
then any such thing as stone and the like might be regarded
as possessed of Light. If it be asked why the light of these
things is not perceived P—the answer should be that it is not
perceived because it is suppressed by sun-light.”
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" And it is an answer to this that we have in the following
Sttra—This assertion cannot be accepted, &o. &c., &c. If
stone and such things were actually possessed of Light,—
and the non-perception of such light during the day were
due to its suppression by san-light,—then it would certainly
be perceived at night. ‘At night also it is not perceived
because at night its manifester (in the shape of Sun-light,
which would render the light of the stone visible) is absent.”
But the supp. ssor of a thing cannot be its manifester [and
the Opponent  ving declared above that Sun-light is the sup-
pressor of Stone-light during the day, he cannot rightly say
now that that same Sun-light, which is absent at night, is the
manifester of stone-light] ; and it behoves you to explain why
there is no perception of the light of stone, &c. at night.

Then again, the existence of Light in such things as the
Stone and the like is not vouched for by Inference either.
This is what is meant by the particle *api,’ ‘also’ (in the
Stifra).

Thus then, all the means of cognition having failed to
provide the cognition of Light in Stone, &ec., the inevitable
conclusion is that there is no Light in these things. On the
other hand, such is not the case with the Light of the Visual
Organ ; it is not that its existence is not vouched for by In-
ference ;—the fact that there is effective obstruction (of
vision) by such things as the Wall and the like leading to the
required inference [that in the uct of vision rays of Light
emanate from the perceiving Eyo and reach the object
perceived].’

Bhasya on Su (40).
(P. 145, L. 18 to P. 146, L. 4).

The view propounded by us is supported by reason also.
(For]
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Si{ra (40).
TaK PERCEPTION OF THINGS BEING BROUGHT ABOUT BY

THE AID OF BXTERNAL LIGAT, THE NON-PEROEPTION (OF THE

Visvar LIGHT) MUST BE DUE To NON-MANIFESTATION (OF

coLouR). (8. 40).

It is only when the Visual Organ is aided by some exter-
nal light that it becomes capable of apprehending things;
and in the absence of such light, there is no apprehension
with the Visual Organ. [So that it is on account of the
absence of an external light falling upon it that the Visual
Light is not perceived]. As a matter of fact, even when the
aid of (external) light is present, and there is perception also
of Cool Touch, the object 1n which that touch subsists, (i.e., the
particles of Water hanging in the atmosphere) fails to be

erceived with the Eye; for the simple reason that its
(PJolour is not manifested ; this shows that there is non-
perception of an object endowed with Colour by reason of
its Colour being not manifested * For these reasons we cou-
clude that what the P#roapaksin has said in St. 35— that
“inasmuch as no such things (as the Visual Light-ray) is ever
perceived, what has been put forward cannot prove any
thing "’—it not right.

Vartika oun Su. 40.
(P. 383, L. 17 to P. 384, L. 3],

Even though the Visual Light is present, there is non-
perception of it, by reason of the non-manifestation (of Oolour)
etc., etc.—says the Sdfra. This Sétra is in-

tended to cite an illustration. The sense is

® In the case of the Water-particle hauging in the atmosphere, what happens
is that its Colour not beiug wanifested, it is uot perceived with the Eye; and
that this is so we infer from the fact that iu the perception of Water we
require the aid of cxterval light; similarly, the Visual Light also requiring,
for its perception, the aid of external light, it follows that the non-perception
of this also ustbe due to the non-manifestation of its Colour., It is a gen-
erally recognised priuciple that a thing, which requires for its perception the
aid of external light, fails tu be percuived only when its Colour is not manifest-
ed; so that the non-perception of such a thing must be attributed to the
non-manifestation of its colour, and not to its suppression by stronger light ; as is
found to be the case with the light of stars, whioh, not requiring the aid of
any external light in its perception, has its non-perception at midday due to
suppression by the light of the Sun.—Vdartika and Ta¢parya.
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as follows—Any thing that requires external light (for its
perception), has its non-perception due to the non-manifesta-
tion of Colour; e.g.,in the case of the aqueous substance
which has its component particles closely packed, (i.e. the
Water-molecule), there is non-perception because its colour
is not manifested ; similarly, the Visual Light also standing
in need of external light, its non-p-rception also should be
due to the non-manifestation of its Colour,

Bhagya on Sa. (41).
(P, 146, L. 4 to L. 10.]

Question—"* But why is suppression not put forward
as the reason for the non-perception of the Visual Light ?®
[The answer is given in the new Siitra].

Satra (41).

BROAUSE THERE CAN BE SUPPRESSION (oF ColLour)
ONLY WHEN IT 18 MANIFEST ALSO; (Si. 41)

—and also when it i3 not dependant (for its percepijon upon
extornal light; this is the implication of the particle °cha,’
‘also.’ As a matter of fact, there is suppression of only such
Light as is manifested—i.c. duly evolved— and does not
depend upon the aid of external light [as we find in the case
of Stars]; when, on the other hand, such conditions are
abgent, (4.g., in the case of the Light in such things as the
Visual Organ), there can be no suppression ; which leads us
to conclude that when a certain Light, which is not per-
ceived (with the Kye) by reasonof its Colour being not
manifested, becomes perceived when some external light falls
upon it,—such Light cannot be said to be ¢ suppressed,’

From the above it follows that the Visual Light does
exist (and is endowed with a particular form and character).
Vartika on Su. (41).

[1’. 384, L. 4 to L. i5.]
Qnestion = Why is not Suppression held to be the reason
for the Visual Light not being perceived? ”

® This question emanates from thosa Logicians who hold that Visual Light
has ite Colour manifested, like any ordinary Light ; and it is not perceived be-
cause it is suppressed by the stronger light of the atmosphere.
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Answer—1It is not so held—because thers can be suppress-
fon elc. ete.—says the S@fra, Only that Light can be *sup-
pressed’ which has its colour not manifested and which does
not require the help of external light; as we find in the case
of the light of stars, The Light of the Visual Organ, on the
other hand, does not have its colour manifested; and it also
requirer the help of external light ; and the Colour that s not
manifested cannot be ‘suppressed’; e.g., the aqueous sub-
stance with its component particles closely knitted together.
Again, even that Colour wkich is manifested,—if it is one that
requires the aid of external light,—cannot be ¢ suppressed ’ ;
e.y. such things as the Jar and the like. Both these kinds
of ¢ suppression’ * are impossible in the case of Visual Light.

[The Fartika formulates two arguments in support of the
proposition that Visual Light exists ]J—(a) ‘The thing in
question—the Pupil of the Eye,~possesses Light,—because,
being a substance, it forms a necessary factor in the special
set of causes that bring about the perception of Colour,—like
the Lamp ’ ;—or (b) ¢ The Visual Organ is possessed of Light,
because, being a substance, and being something that is
endowed with a special aptitude, it illumines (renders visi
ble) things hidden behind rock-crystal and such (transparent
things),—like the Lamp.’

Safra (42).
A1LSO BECAUSE WE ACTUALLY PEKOEIVE THE LieHT IN
THE BYES OF NIGHT-WALKERS, (S, 42.)

Bhagya on Su. (42).
[P. 146, L. 12 to L. 14.]

As a matter of fact, we actually see rays of light in the
eyes of ‘ night-walkers '—i.e. the cat and other animals (of
the feline species); and from this we infer the existence of
light in the eyes of other living beings.

* Thae is, the suppression of Light, (1) which has its Colonr maunifested and
(2) which does not require tie aid of external light.
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““ But just as the genus (of the Cat) is different (from that
of Man), 80 would their senge-organs also be of different
characters | so that the mere fact of the Cat’s Eye possessing
rays of light cannot justify the inference of the existence of
Light in the Eyes of Man].”

There is no justification for the assumption that there
is such difference of character (between the Eye of the Cat
and the Eye of the Man); specially in view of the fact that
both are equally found to have their approach (upon visible
objects) hindered by obstructions such as the wall and other
things. [Which fuct is what forms the main ground for the
assnmption that the Visual Organ consists of Light].*

Vartika on Si. (42).
(P, 384, L. 17 to P. 385, L. 5.]

Also because §c.—says the Sifra, citing an example in
support of what has been said above; the full argument
being—* The human Eye consists of light-rays,—because,
while not being of the nature of Contact,* it forms a factor
in the cause of the perception of Colour,—~like the Eyes of
night-walkers.’

“ But just as the genus (of the Cut) is different ( from that
of Man), so would their Sense-organs also be of different
characters.”

The sense of your argument is as follows :—‘‘ The genus
¢Cat’ subsists in the Oatf, but not in the Mun; and in the
gsame manner, it nay be that it is only the Cat’s Eye that
oonsists of Light, and not the Eye of Man.”

® The mere fact that while we see light-rays emanating from the Cat's Eye,
and not those emanating from the Man'’s Eye, cannot justify the assurption that
the two. are not of the same kind of ‘ sense-organ’ ; in the case of the Sun and
the Moon, though the former is felt to be hot and the latter cool, yet both are
regarded as ‘luminous’; hence were difference in some detail of character does
not prove diversity of ‘ genus.'—Bhdsyachandra.

+ This qualifyiog clause has been added with a view to exclude Contact itself,
which also isa factor in the cause of perception of Colour ; bat as it is of the
nature ¢f Contact, the qualifying clause excludes it.
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This, however, cannot be accepted ; in view of the force
of obstructions; that i3 to say, even though
there is difference in the genus of the Cat
and the Man, yet we find that the light-rays from the Eye
of the Man are obstructed exactly in the same manner as
those from the Eye of the Cat.

Var. P. 385.

For the following veasons also the Sense-organs should be
regarded as made ap of material substances :—(a) because they
are capabl: of resistance, like the Jar and such other material
things ;—and (b) the auditory Organ is a material sub-
stance,—because while being a substance, it illumines (renders
audible) external things in coutact with it,—like the Olfac-
tory organ, &c.

Bahsya on Sa. (43).
[P. 146, L. to P. 147, L. a.]

[Says the Opponent]—* It is not right to regard the Con-
act of the Sense-orqan with the Object as an instrument of
Cognition. Why ?

“ BECAUSE (AS A MATTER OF FACT) THERE IS PEROEP-
710N WiTHOUT (THE ORGAN) GEITING AT (THE OQBJECT) ; FOR
(WE FIND THAT) THERE IS PERCEPTION OF THINGS BEHIND
GLASS, VAPOUL AND ROCK-CRYSTAL,” —(Su, 43).

“ As a matter of fact, we find that when a flying piece of
straw strikes against glass or vapour, it is actually seen with
the Eye; and yet ome thing can come into contact with
another only when no third thing comes between them —and
whenever a third thing does come between two things’ their
contaot is obstructed. Such being the case, if the cont'act of
Light-rays (from the Eye) and the Object (the straw behind
the glass) were the cause of its perception, then,—~no
contact being possible by reason of the obstruction (of the
intervening glass),—there should be no perception at all. And
yet we do perceive things hidden behind glass, vapour and
rock-crystal ;—all which goes to prove that the Sense-organs
are operative without actually getting at (coming into contact
with) the object. From this it follows that they are non-
material in their character ; because all material things (such
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a8 the Arrow, the Axe and the like) have the character of
being operative only by getting at their objects.”

Var{ika on Su. (43).
LP. 885, L. 5 to L. 13.]

Says the Opponent—**It is not right to urge that there
is perception of an object only when there is contact of the
object with the Light-rays (from the Eye); because as a
matterof fact, there is perception otherwise also.—There i3 per-
ception without the Sensc-organ getling at the Object ete. etc,—
says the S8{ra. When a flying piece of straw ete., etc,—
says the Bhasya. If the Light-rays from the Eye were
the illuminator of the object got at by them, then they could
never illumine (render visible) things hidden behind glass,
vapour or rock-crystal. But they do render visible such
things. Hence it follows that the Visual Organ is not opera-
tive only by getting at its object. And from this it follows
that it is not made up of material substances ; as all material
things are found to have the character of being operative

only by getting at their objects.”

Safra (44).
[Answer o the above] —THE ABOVE BEASONING HAS
NO FOROE AGAINST OUB DOCTRINE, BECAUSE THERA IS NO
PBECEPTION OF THINGS BBHIND & WALL.* (Su. 44).
Bhagya ou Si. (44).
[P. 147, L. 7.]
If the Sense-organs were operative without getting at

their objects, then there would be nothing to prevent the
perception of things hidden behind a wall.

9 In the printed text and in )'uri A, the BAdsya hasa ‘na’ preceding the Satra.
It is not in Puri B; nor is it supported by the BAdsyachandra. And as the denial is
already contained in the 8a¢ra itself, in the term ‘ apralisddhad,’ an additional ‘na’
would be superfluous.
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Vartika on Su. (44).
[P. 385, L. 13 to L. 15.]

The above contention of the Opponent is not right;
because the reasoning has no force &c.—says the Siutra. We
have already explained that if the Sense-organs are operative
without getting at the objects, then such things as the Wall
and the like could not have the power of hindering their
operation. The rest is clear in the Bha,ya.

Bhasya on 8, (45).
[P. 147, L. 8 to L. 11.}

[The Opponent retorts]—* But if the Sense-organs were
operative only by getting at the objects, then there would
be no perception of things behind glass or vapour or rock-
crystal.”

[The answer to this is as follows]—
Snotra (45).
INASMUCH AS THERE 1S No REAL OBSTRUCTION (BY
SUCH TRINGS AS THE Grass &o.), CONTACT DOES TAKE
PLAOE * (IN THE OASES CITED). (St. 45).

As a matter of fact, neither Glass nor Vapour obstructs
the passage of Light-rays from the Eye; and not being ob-
structed, the rays do actually come into contact with the

object.
Vartika on Su, (45).
[P. 385, L. 18 to L. 19.]

Neither the Glass nor Vapour obstructs the rays of Light ;
and not being obstructed, they pass within (the Glass or Va-
pour) and come into contact with the Object (hidden behind
the Glass or the Vapour).

Bhigya on Sa. (46).
[p. 147, L. 11 to P. 148, L. 8.]

One who bolds the view that “there can be no non-obstruc-
tion of what is purely material”’ +—is not right ;—

©The Bhdsyachandra and Vishvanatha read wwqfer: for wqafer:

+Puri Mus. A and B aud the Bhigyachangra read Jae ¥ ‘AR &c., which may
be construed to give the same sense thus:—* If one duves not admit all this, and in-
sists upon the view that there could be.uo abseuce of obstruction,if the Sense-
organs were waterial in character.’ .
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BECAUSE (AS A MATTER OF FACT) THERE IS NO OBSTRUCTION
OF THE SUN'S RAYS,~~IN CONNECTION WITH THE OBJECT
BEHIND A PIECE OF ROCK-CRYSTAL,—AND IN CONNECTION
WITH THE OBJECT TO BE BUENT.# (Sii. 46).

The view that has been held cannot be accepted as
right,$—(a) because there is no obstruction of the Sun’s rays,
—(b) because there is no obstruction in regard to the object
behind a piece of rock-crystal,~—and (¢) because there is no ob-
struction in regard to the object to be burnt ;—the sentence
in the Siitra is to be split up into three clauses by construing
the term ¢ bacause there is no obstruction,’ ‘avighata¢,’ with
each of the other three terms; and the meaning assigned to
the Siitra is in accordance with this construction.

(a) The rays of the Sun are not hindered by the Jar and
such things,—* as there is no obstruction’ in this case; and
the Water in the Jar becomes heated ; such imbibing of the
quality of warmth of one thing (Light) by another (i.e.,
Water) is possible only when there is actual contact (between
the two things) ; and the original coolness (of the Water)
becomes suppressed by the warmth thus imbibed.

() When the object to be illumined is hidden behind
rock-crystal, there is no obstruction to the lamp-rays falling
upon it; and ‘because there is no obstruction,’ the object
is got at by the light, and becomes perceived.

(¢) When the thing is placed in a frying pan over the fire,
it becomes burnt by the light of the fire ; and here also *be-
cause there is no obstruction’ to the light-rays, the thing is
got at by them, and because it is thus got at, it becomes
burnt; and the heat (of the Light) is operative only by con-
tact. ‘

The term * avighdfaf,’ ‘because there is no obstruction,’
may also be taken by itself (as propounding a fourth argu-
ment) : “ What would be the meaning of ¢ avighata,’ ‘non.

®Such is the translation of the Siigra as interpreted by the Bhasya, which (see
below) analyscs the Siira into threc factors. The simple meaning of the Sigra
appears to be that ‘therc is no obstruction of the Sun's-rays even when the object
burnt by it is behind a piece of rock-crystal.’

+ This repetition of the na appears to Le superfluous;—having already appeared
beforein the Satra. But it is only Puri B that owmits it; it is found in Puri A, in the
Vargika and also in the Bhagyachandra. It may be taken as reiterating the denial
of the Opponent's view. .
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obstruction ’ (in this case) ?” It would mean that there
i8 no hindrance on any side to the progress of the substance
(Light) by any such intervening substance as has its com-
ponent particles not ruptured and transformed (by the
Light passing through themn); * 4.e.,, there is no hindrance
to its operation ; i.e,, there is no obstacle to its contact (with
the object). For instance, we find that water placed in an
earthen jar imbibes the coolness of the outer atmosphere [in
which case the hot light-rays go out of the Water through the
intervening jar, without dismembering and transforming the
lattert]. And there can be no perception of the fouch
(warmth or coolness) of a thing wuless it is got at by the
Sense-organ; and we also see (in the case of the Water in
the Jar) that there is percolation, as also flowing out .
[Which also shows that substances can pass through an inter-
vening substance without dismembering or transforming it].

Thus then, it becomes established that in the case of things
hidden behind glass or vapour or rock-crystal, perception
duly comes about, ‘because there is no obstruction’ to the
rays of Visual Light by the said glass, &c., and they get at
the object by passing through the intervening glass, &e.

Vartika on Su. (46).
(P. 386, L. 1 to L. 14,]
Some people argue as follows :—* It is not possible for a
material substance to be not-obstructe: ; all material substances
are by their very nature, liable to obstruction.”

This however, is not right ; because there is no obstruction,
&ec., &c.—says the Satra. The view that has been held can-
not be accepted ; (a) because there is no obstructivn of the sun's

® The term ‘ vyihyamdna * is used here in a peculiar sense ; it has been explained
by the T'a¢parya as meaning * dismemberment’; the sense being that when the thing
in the fryiug pan is burnt by the heat of the fire in the oven, the heat passing
through the pan does not tend to the disinemberment of the pan’s component particles;
é.¢e., it does not so happen that the pan is broken up and another pan appears in its
place. And this permeating of the rays of light and heat— vithont dismembering and
transforming the interveniug substance, is what is meant by ¢ non-obstruction,’
1 This parenthetical explanation ie according to the Var{ika and the T'atparya.
$ The Vartika reads ¢ parispanda ' for ‘ praspanda,’ and explains it as lateral
motion. The Bhasyachandra reads ¢ praspanda,’ and explaius it as percolating through
the pores; ‘parisrava’ standing for actual Aowing out.
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rays;—(b) because there is no obstruction in regard to the
objeot behind a piace of rock-crystal ;—and (c) because there is
no obstruction in regard to the object to be burnt—(says the
Blagya). The sentence of the Sutra has been split up by
construing the term * hecause there is no obstruction’ with
each of the other three terms; a single sentence could not
afford the three distinct meanings; hence each distinct
sentence is taken as conveying a distinct meaning. The
rest is clearly explained in the Bhagya.

“ What is the meaning of ¢ non-obstruction ’ here ?”

It means that one substance passes though another with-
out dismembering and transforming the latter; that is to
say, ‘non-obstruction’ consists in one substance coming
into contact with the inner particles of another substance,
and the component particles of the latter substance being
not ruptured; or, it may be taken as consisting in the
passing out of one substance from within another, without
dismembering the component particles of the latter ; e.g., we
find that when water is put in an earthenware jar, it imbibes
the coolness of the outer atmosphere ; and certainly a quality
(such as cooluess) independently by itself could not go out
excopt as along with the substance in which it subsists.

¢ Pari-spanda’ stands for lateral movement, and * Pari.
srava’ for flowing out,

Satra (47). :
[Objection]—** Tni: vIBW PUT FORWARD IS NOT

RIGHT ; BECAUSE THERE IS POSSIBILITY OF EITHER OF THE

TWO CHARACTERS BELONGING TO EITHER OF THE TWO SUBe

STANCEs.” (S, 47.)

Bhisya on Su. (47).
[P. i48, L. 5—6.]
“(a) Whether there is non-obstruction (of the Visual Li%ht)

“Dby the Wall and such other things, just as there is by glass
“and vapour, &c., or (b) there is obstruction by glass and
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“ vapour, &o., just as there is by the wall;—inasmuch as both
“ these alternative views are equally possible, it behoves you
“ to show cause which, and why, is the right view."*

Var(ika on Su, (47).
[P. 386, L. 16 to P. 887, L. 1].

¢ The view, elc., otc.~says the S@¢ra. Thatis, it becomes
¢ possible for the character of one thing to belong to another,
* and vice versa ; i.e. if there is non-obstruction of the Visual
“ Light by the Rock-crystal, &c., there should be non-obstruc-
tion by the Wall also; and if there is obstruc-
tion by the Wall, then there should be obstruc-
“ tion by the Rock-crystal also.”

Sutra (48).

[Answer]—JusT as THERE 18 PERCEPTION OF CoLoUR
IN THE MIRROR AND IN WATER,~~BY REASON OF THESE
TWO BEING, BY THEIR NATURE, BRIGET AND WHITE,—~SIMILAR-
LY THERE I8 PEROEPTION OF COLOUB (ALSO IN THE OASE OF
SUCH INTERVENING SUBSTANOES AS GLASS, &0., WHIOH ARE,
BY THEIR NATURE, TRANSPARENT).—(Su. 48).

Bhasya on St. (48).
(P. 148, L. 9 to L. 14).

The Mirror and Water are possessed of * prasada’—i.e., a
particular colour (bright-white); which belongs to them by
their very nature; as is shown by the fact of their always
possessing it ; and of this ¢ bright-white colour’ also, it is the
very nature that it reflects (and renders visible) the Colour
(of things placed before it ); and in the case of the Mirror,
we find that when a man puts his face before it, the light-
rays emanating from his eyes strike the Mirror and are turn-
ed back (reflected), and thereby they come into contact with
the man’s own face, whose colour and form thus become
perceived; this perception being called ¢the perception of
the reflected image’; and it is brought about by the peculiar
colour of the Mirror's surface; that it is so is proved by the

® The Puri Mss. read Niyaména for Niyam3 ; the Bhdsyachandra also notices

this reading and explains it to mean that ‘it is absolutely necessary to state your
reasouns,”

Var. P. 387.
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fact that any such reflection fails to appear whenever there
is a deterioration in the brightness of the Mirror's surface.
[Though such is the case with the Mirror, yet] there is no
such ‘perception of the reflected image’ in the case of Wall
and such other things [and the only explanation possible is
that these latter things are not endowed with that particular
property which would enahle them to reflect the light-rays
from the Eye.; In the same manuer, even though there is
non-obstruction of the Visual Light by such things as the
Glass and Vapour, &c., yet there is obstruction by such things
as the Wall and the like ; and this is due to the very nature
of the things concerned [which must be accepted as they are].
Vartika on Stu. (48).
(P. 387, L. 5 to L. 14].

Just as there is perception of Colour, efc., ele.,—says the
Satra. The Mirror and Water are possssed of * prasida,’ i.e.,
a particulur colour ; and this colour forms the very nature of
those things, because it is always found in them,  *“ What
is the meaning of the particular colour belonging (to Mirror
and Water) ?” It means that it subsists in those things,
without their being in contact with any other substance.
It is also the property of the particular Colour itself that it
is capable of making colour visible ; and this constitutes its
very pature; or the ‘nature’ meant by the Bhdsya consists
in the Colour subsisting in such things as Water and the like.
Inasmuch as Mirror and Water are endowed with the charac-
ter of ¢ prasada,’ when the Visual Light strikes against these
things, it turns back, and comes into contact with the man’s
face; andsince the light (thus reflected) comes into contact
with all things lying in front of the face, the face in the reflec-
tion isseen along with all these things; e.g,, the man who
may be standing before the former man. Though the per-
ception of the Mirror and that of the Face come one after the
other, yet the sequence is so quick, that the interval is not
noticed, and the perception of the face is tinged with that of
the Mirror's surface. The rest is clear in the Bhagya.
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Satra (9).

I 1s NoT RIGHT TO QUESTION OR DENY TRINGS THAT ARE
(RIGATLY) PENCEIVED AND INFERRED.# (Stitra 49).
Bhasya on St. (49).

[P. 148, L. 16 to P.149, L. 2).

As a matter of fact, every Instrument of Right Cognition
apprehends things as they really exist ; so that when certain
things are cognised by means of Perception or Inference, it is
not right for you, in course of your inquiry, to question the
reality of these things;—nor is it right for you to deny their
reality. It would, for instance, not be right to argue that
¢ Just as Colour is visible by the Eye, so should Odour also be
visible,’ or that ¢ like Odour, Colour also should not be visible
by the Eye;’ or that ¢ like the cognition of Fire, the cognition
of Water also should arise from that of Smoke’; or that ¢ like
the cognition of Water, that of Firealso should not arise from
that of Smoke.” And what is the reason for this? Simply this,
that things are cognised by means of the Instruments of
Right Cognition just as they really exist, exactly as endowed
with their real nature, and as possessed of their own real
properties ; so that Instruments of Right Cognition always
apprehend things as they really exist. You bhave put fore
ward the following question and denial :—(a: ¢ there shonld
be non-obstruction (of Visual Light! by the Wall, etec.; just as
there is by glass and such things’; and (b) * there should not
be non-obstruction by glass, &c., just as there is none by
Wall, &.’ But it is not right to do so ; because the things
that we have described (in connection with the obstruction
or non-obstruction of Visual Light by certain objects) are
such as are actually cognised by means of Perception and
Inference ; whether there is obstruction or non-obstruction (of a
certain thing by another thing) can be determined ounly by
our perception or non-perception, (i.e. it depends upon our
perceiving or not perceiving such obstruction); so that in the
case in question) from the fact that there is no perception of
things behind the Wall and such things, it is tnferred that
there is obstruction by these things; and from the fact that
there 18 perception of things behind glass and vapour, &e., it is
inferred that there is non-obstruction by these latter.

® Puri 8d, Ms. reads ‘paryanuyoga’ for pratisédha ; and Puri-Bha. Ms, B.
reads ‘prafiyoga ' ; it is clear from the Bhdsya that ¢ praisédha’ is the right
reading. .
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Vartika on St. (49).
(P. 387, L. 16 to P. 388, L. 8).

It is not right to question efc. ete.—says the Sufra; because
as a matter of fact, every Instrument of Cognition apprehends
things as they really exist. The chavacter of things (that we
have put forward) are such as are perceived and inferred ; and
Instruments of Cognition ;like Perception and Inference) always
apprehend things as they really exist. So that the question
and denial urged by you—to what could they refer ? In fact
it is not right (fo put forward such questions and denials).
For instance, it would not be right to argue, that ‘just as by
means of smoke we get the Cognition of Fire so should we get
the Cognition of Water also’; or that ‘just as the Cognition
of Water docs not arise from that smoke,
so would the Cognition of Fire also not arise
from it, When you object to things as they really exist,
you can only be disregarded. Whethes thare is obstruction or
nonsobstruction (of a certain thing by another thing) can be
detormined only by our perception or non-p-rception ; 8o that
(in the case in question) from the fact that there is no percep-
tion of things behind the wall and such things, it is inferred
that there i3 obstruction by these things ; and from the fact that
there is perception of things behind gloss and real things, it is
inferred that there is no obstruction by these latter, (Bhagya).

[The Variika veverts to the discussion of the general
fact as to Sense-organs being operative only by getting at the
o‘gjecbs}é-Objection—“ If the Visual Organ is operative by
getting at the object, why is it that we do not see the colly-
rium applied to (and in contact with) the Eye [

There is no perception, we reply, simply because theve is
no contact with the organ (of vision). It is only such things
as are in contact with the organ of perception that are perceiv-
ed; and the collyrium is not in contact with the Organ of Vision ;

Var. P. 388.
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because the hodily encasement (the Eye-ball, &c.) does not
constitute the ¢ Organ ’; the ‘Organ’ consists of Light, and not
of the bodily encasement ;and the Collyrium is not in contact
with the rays of Light (emanating from the Eye).

Enp or Seorion (7).

Section (8):
(Satras §0—59]
(The Sense-organs one or many.)
Bhasya on Si. (50).
[P. 149, L. 2 to L, 6].
[Now the question arises]—Is there only one Sense-

organ ? or several Sense-organs?s Why should this doubt
arise? [The Sttra answers]—

Sufra (50.)

THE DOUBT ARISES—BECAUSE BY REASON OF S8UB-
SISTENCE IN SEVERAL PLACES, THERE SHOULD BE MULTIPLIC-
ITY ; AND YET A SINGLE COMPOSITE AOTUALLY SUBSISTS IN
SEVERAL PLACES.T (Si. 50.)

© The sequence of this scction is thus explained by the Parishuddhi—* [n the
foregoing section, it having been established that the Sense-orgaus are made up of
material substances, and that they are operative by contact,—it has next to be
proved that there arc several Sensc-organs ; and the determination of this point
is necessary as preliminary to what has gone before. For, if the Sense-organs are
oneonly—snd not many—then they caunot be made up of material substances ;
and if they are not material in their character, they cannot be operative by contact.
Because if there is only one Sense-organ, there would be no forcein such reasonings
as—"* the Visual organ must consist of Light, because from among Colour and other
things it renders perceptible only Colour,’ and so forth ; and under the circum-
stances it could not be proved that the Orgaun operates by contact ; as it is only when
the organ is proved to be material in its character that it can be held to be opera-
tive by contact. The real purposc served by the present discussion is that
when it has been proved that there are several Sense-orgaus, thea alone can there
be any force in such reasons for the existence of the Soul as—* by oue and the same
object is apprehended by the orgaus of Vision and Touch’ and like.

+The Satra presents a difticulty. The wordsas they stand ean—* We find several
things occupying several places and also a single thing occupyiug several places.’
=-But the Vartika and Tatparya are dissatisfied with this. The grounds for dissatis-

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHASYA-VARTIKA 3-1-50 1219

As a matter of fact, we find that when different places
are occupied, there are several substances ; and yet the Com-
posite substance, though subsisting in several places, is one
only. Hence in regard to the Sense-organs, which are found
¢ occupy different places, the said doubt arises.

faction wth this latter are explained by th: Virfika, and thus amplified by the
Tatparya ;—If we take the words of the Sa¢ra as they stand, it would mean—
‘we have seen that when there is diversity of place there iy multiplicity, as when
several Jars occupy diverse places; and we also find a single thing occupying
several places, as when a single composite resides in scveral ot its components.’
But such statemeut would be open to the following objections—in clause (a)
* diversity of place’ ®TAT=qe® denotes the quality of “diversity ' as subsisting
in the Place ; and in clause (D) the term qUATRYIA, the character of occupy-
ing several places, denotes a quality subsisting in something else, other than
Place. But Ooubt can ever arise from {wo qualities subsisting in two distinct
things. For these reasons, the reasoning of the Satra could be resolved into one or
other (not both) of the following ; and ncither would be right. For if the reasoning
igpnt in the forin—(a) ¢ Doubt arises because we have seen multiplicity and unity
when there is diversity of pluce’—then inasmuch as this quality of diversity would
belong to the place, it would not beloug to duy one thing; and hence it would not
be common to both (‘one and many) ; specially as what the Siitra has pointed out
tin clause b) is only the fact of the one thing having the quality of-occupying
several places ; and it does not put forward the diversity as belonging lo the Place ;
—this latter has been put forward (in clanse @) only in connection with multiplic-
ity.  1f, on the other hand, the reasoning is put in the form—(J)—* Doubt arises
because we have found Unity and Multiplicity when things occupy several
places '—then the ditficulty is that, as a watter of fact, there is no substance which
occupies several places, each substance occupying only one place ; so that in this
also the character would not be a common one; specially as what the Sitra declares
in clause (b) is the fact that the charucter of occupying several places indicates unity
of the thing. As for the coutingeucy when several Jars occupy sevcral places
this has been spoken of, in clause («) as indicating diversity of place, aud not the
character of occupying several places.

[For these reasous, the Bhdsya, iguoring the literal meaning of the words of
the Sitra, which, would be appareutly irrclevant, has explaiued the Sigra according
to ity sense—says the Parshuidhi. Aud this seuse is asrendered in the translation.
The whole poiut of the differenca is that the ¢ occupying of scveral places * should
be taken ae belonging to the Sense-organs specilically, and not to things in general,
—and that of occupying of several pluces indicating multiplicity as well as singleness.

The Bhagyachandra offers the following explanation :—

oqTATRY ST T YR AT T A ‘EAIRAR FATIAIRI AR A
irieqra, R TIAATRATy [This explauation of the compound avoids the difficulty
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Vartike on Su. (50).
(L. 388, L. 9 to . 389, L. 6.]
It has been proved that the Sense-organs are material in
their character. Now arises the question—is the Sense-
organ oue ? or are they several ?.

The grounds for this doubt are set forth in the Sutra.
Some people (unmindful of what tho Bhasya has said, speci-
ally in its laet sentence), explain the S#fra simply to mean
that— ¢ Multiplicity hasbeen found when there is diversity
of place, e.g. in the case of several Jars,—and a single thing
has been found to occupy several places,—e.g., the Composite
object ?

But the Doubt, put in this form, does not appear to be
quite reasonablc. “Why?" (u) Lf the ground of doubt is
set forth in the form—‘because wmultiplicity and singleness
have been found when there is diversity of place,’—then,
inasmuch * diversity of place’ (being a property of the Place)

raised in the Vartiku]—* Because multiplicity of Scnse-organs is indicated by the
fact that it is found in several places’—and  gogfam:  oweg AT AT
ATAEQATIICHREEST (R ; aud yet inasmuch as a single composite resides in
several of its compunents, it would scets that the Sense-organ is one only.’

The difiiculty raised appears to e more verbal thau real : What the Stitra means
is simply this— wo fiud that when things occupy several places, they are many ;
[eg.y wheu the Jar aud the Cloth vecupy different places] jand we also find a single
thing occupying sevcral places; e.g., the Composite is single and yet it resides in
several coinpoucnts; so that when we find the Sense-organs occupyivg different
places, tliere ariscs a Doubt ax to whother they are scveral (like the Jar and the
Cloth), or one (like the composite).’—as Vishvanatha puts it. And all that the
Varpika insiets upon is the fact that the Sigra should be construed as simply putting
forward the charucler of occupying scvcral placcs—as belonging to the Sense-organs—
as the property coumon to ‘one’ and ‘several,’ and hence giving rise to doubt as
to the Sense-urgaus being ouc or many. And cven when we take the Satra as
referring to things in geucral, the implication is exactly this,

Vardhamaua, in the Nydyanibandhaprakdsha, puts the difficulty in a some-
what different manner :—*“as the words of the Sitrastand, the first clause mentions
multiplicity due to diversity of place, and it does not make any mention of singleness
(the second factor of the Doubt) ; similarly, the second clause mentions singlensss
during diversity of place, aud It does not make any mention of mulliplicity ; so that
in either case, the Doubt remains unaccounted for ’.
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does not belong to any single ohject, it could not be regarded
a8 the ¢ common property ' (giving rising to the Doubt). ()
If, on the other hand, (in order to avoid this diffienlty) the
ground of doubt is set forth in the form—* hecanse when we
find the character of occupying several places, things are
found to be one as well as several’—then, there is this
difficulty, that as a matter of fact no substance is ever found
to be occupying several places, and to he several [each place
being occupied by a single substance]; hence the character
(of occupying several places) wounld fail to be common (to one
Var. P. 389, and many) ; for even when we see scveral such

things as the Jar and the like, what we see is
only a diversity of place, and not (any thing) as occupying
several places.

This Doubt, which is found to be inexplicable according
to both the possible explanations (of the words as they stand),
becomes explicable when we take the Siitra as referring to the
Sense-organs as occupying several places; the form of the
doubt being—whether there are several organs occupying
several places? or only one organ occupying several places ?
Such a doubt in regard lo the Semse-organs conld not arise,
either (a) ¢ because of the diversity of place,” or (&) * becanse
of (any single thing) occupying several places.’ [As the
former explanation would have it]. [Hence the only right
way is to take the Siitra as setting forth the two grounds as
pertaining to the Sense-organs specifically, and not to things in
general].

The Partika, having explained the grounds of Doubt
according to the S#/ra and the Bhagya, sets forth another
ground for the doubt in question]—There is doubt also (a)
because the Sense-organs are distinct from the Body, and also
(b) becauss they are entities; (a) As a matter of faot, we have

"found that things distinct from the Body are one—e.g. the
Akasha—as well as several,—e.g. the Jar and such things ;—
(b) we have also seen that entities are one as well as several ;
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—both these characters—distinciness from the Body, and being

entities—are found present in the Sense-organs; hence the
said Doubt arises.

Bhasya on Su. (51).
[P. 149, L. 6 to P. 150, L. 5),
[ Purvapaksa]—** The Sense-organ is one,~—

“Tar CoraNeous (TAeTILE) ONLY, BECAUSE OF NON-
ABSENOE. (Su. 51.)

“The Cutaneous Organ is the only one organ "’,—says the
Opponent. Why ? ¢ Because of non-absence ; that is, there
“is no subsir«tum of sense-organ which is not pervaded by
“ the Skin (in which the skin is not present) ; so that in the
‘““absence of Siin there can be no perception of anything.
“Hence it follows that there is a single Sense-organ—the
¢ Cutaneous (Tactile) Organ—by which all sense-substrata
“ are pervaded, and in whose presence alone the perception
“ of things is possible.”

[* Siddhinta]—The above is not right; because there is
no perception (by the Tactile Organ) of the objects of other
Sense-organs.f The distinctive feature of the Cutaneous or
Tactile Organ is that it is tho instrument of the perception
of Touch; and when by means of this Tactile Organ, the
Touch (of a certain thing) is perceived, there is no perception
of the objects of other Sense-prgans, such for.instance; as
Colour &c.—by such persons as are blind (devoid of the Visual
Organ, even though endowed with an efficient Tactile Organ).
[According to the Piirvapaksa] there is no other Organ except
that which apprehends Touch; so that (according to that
theory) the blind man should perceive Colour &o., exactly as
he perceives Touch ;—as a matter of fact however, Colour &e.
are not perceived by the blind ;—from which it follows that
the Cutaneous Organ is not the only one Organ.

(The view that the Cutaneous Organ is the only sense-
organ having been shown to be untenable, the P#rvapaksin

°This is the Siddhanta put forward by the Bhasgya ; the Sitrakdra pro-
pounds it in the next Sitra.

+ The Bhasyachandra calls thie ¢S@ifra’; but nowhere is it found as
S@tra. The Ta¢parya regards it as Sigra. It is interesting to note that the
Pavishuddhi states and criticises the view that this is a S@¢ra.
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next advances the view that the various Sense-organs are
only parts of the one Cutaneous Organ]—<The perception of
those things would be of the same kind as the perception of
8moke; that is, as a matter of fact, the touch of Smoke is per-
ceived (felt) by means of that particular part of the Cutane-
ous Organ (skin) which is located in the Eye,—and not by
means of any other part of skin; and similarly Colour, &e.
also are perceived by particular parts of the skin ; and it is
on account of the destruction of such particular parts that
the blind fail to perceive Colour, the deaf fail to perceive
Sound, and so forth.”*

Answer—What has been urged is not to right; as it in-
volves a self-contradiction. Having asserted that—*¢inas-
much as the Cutaneous Organ is not absent anywhere, there
is only one Sense-organ,”—you now allege that ‘‘ the percep-
tion of Colour &c. is obtained by means of particular parts
of skin, just like the perception of Smoke ;” if this latter
allegation is true,then the instruments apprehending the
several objects of perception (Colour, Touch &c.) must be
regarded as several; for the simple reason that cach of them
apprehends a particular object of its own; as is prbved by
the fact that one particular object, (s.9. Colour) is perceived
only when one particular instrument (the Hye or the Skin
in the Hye) is present, and it is not perceived when the latter
is destroyed. Thus your former assertion (that there is a
single Sense-organ apprehending all things) becomes con-
tradicted by the latter.

The non-difference’ that you have put forward (in
Su. 51), as the reason (for the conclusion that there is only
one Sense-organ ?) is also open todoubt. As a matter of fact,
the substrata of the Sense-organs are pervaded by (i.e. com-
posed of) the Earth and such other substances also; for in the
absence of these substances there is no perception of things.
From this it follows that there is no single Sense-organ—the
Cutaneous or any other—which can bring about the percep-
tion of all things.

Vartika on Su. (51).
[P. 886, L. 7 to P, 893, L. 8].
“ There is only one Sense-organ ’—says the Opponent,
Which one is that P

© When the blind fail to perceive Colour, it is only becuuse that particular
part of skin which was in the Eye, and which was the means of colour-perception,
has been destroyed.
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“The Cutaneons is the only one Sense-organ, beoause of
“ non-absence,—says the Stitra. What is this non-absence?
“What we mean by ‘non-absence’ is that the Cutaneous
‘ Organ is connected with the substrata of all sense-organs;
“ that is, there is not a single sense-organ which is not per-
“ yaded by the Skin.* Or, ‘non-absence’ may mean con-
¢ comitance; the sense being that there is no perception by
“any sense-organ except when the Skin is there. By reason
 of this non-absence, we conclude that the Cutaneous is the
“ only one Sense-organ.”

The above is not right ; because there s no perception of
the Objects of other Sense-organs—says the Bhasya. That is,
the view put forward goes against actual experience (i.e. all
evidence) ; T that is, one who asserts that there is only one
Sense-organ contradicts actual oxperience, If the Cutane-
ous Organ were the only sense-organ, therc would be tactile
perceptidn of all things; so that Colour would be perceived
by the blind, Sound by the deaf, and so forth ; as a matter of
fact however, no such perception takes place ; —hence it
follows that the Sense-organ cannot be one only.

The °mnon-absence’ that has been put forward as the
reason is not valid; as the reasoning based upon it ([i.e.
¢ because the instruments by whicli all things are perceived
are connected with the Cutaneous Organ, they should all be
regarded as the Cutaneous Organ’] is not true; for as a
matter of fact, the Substrata of the Sense-organs are found to
be pervaded by, or connected with, several such things as the
Earth and the like, which are not ¢ Sense-organs’; so that it
is not true that ¢anything connected with the substrata of
sense-organs must be the Sense-organ.’

® The third ‘na’ appears to be superfluous,

t ¢ Lokavirodha® means contrary to experience. But the Td¢parya explains
it to mean ¢ Pramdnavirodha,’ contrary to all evidence ; and the reason for this
explanation given by the Parishuddhi is that, inasinuch as the Sense-organs
themselves f{are not perceptible, they can not form objects of ¢ordinary
experience.’
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‘It may be due to the destruction of the part.—That
is, when the blind fail to perceive Colour,—or when tho deaf
fail to hear Sound,—this is due to the fact that a particular
part of the Cutaneous Organ (by means of which Colour is
perceived or Sound is heard) has been destroyed ; just as we
find that the perception of Smoke being brought about by
means of a part of the Cutaneous Organ,—when that parti-
cular part of Skin in the Hye-ball is destroyed, there is no
perception of the touch of Smoke.”

This cannot be accepted, as it involves self-contradiction.
When you say that—the perception of
Colour &c., is brought about by means of a
part of the Cutaneous Organ, just like the perception of
Smoke ”,—you contradict the assertion that ‘ there is
only one sense-organ ”, laving previously declared that
“ the Cutaneous Organ is the only one sense-organ ”, you
now assert that * the perception of Colour &c., is brought
about by means of different parts of the Cutaneous organ’’;
and in doing this yoa admit what you have sought to deny,
The ¢ parts’ have no existence apart from the ¢ Whole’; and
those ¢ parts ’ of the Cutaneous Organ that are regarded
by you as the means cf apprehending Colour &c.,—are these
of the nature of ¢ Sense-organs ’ or not ? * What of this P
Woll, if those ¢ parts’ are of the nature of ° sense-organs’,
then all those boing so wany diffcrent Sense-organs, the
Sense-organ cannot be one only ; if, on the other hand, the
¢ parts’ are not of the nature of ¢ Sense-organs’, then Colour
&c., (which are perceived by their means) cannot be regard-
ed as * perceptible by the Scnses ’!

Var. P, 390.

Sutra (52).
[Siddhanta}—Ir 18 Nor TRUE [THAT THERE IS ONLY
ONE SENSE-ORGAN] ; BECAUSE (SEVERAL) THINGS ARE NOT
PEROEIVED SIMULTANEOUSLY. (Su. 52).
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Bhasya on Si. (52).
[P. 15, L. 7 to L, 11.)

[According to the view that there is only one sense-organ
apprehending all things, what would happen would be that]
the Soul would come into contact. with the Mind, the Mind
with the single Sense-organ, and the single sense-organ with
all objects (Colour, Odour, Touch, Taste and Sound) ; so that
(in every act of Perception), the contact of the Soul, the
Mind, the Sense-organ and the several objects being present,
there would be perception, at one and the same time, of all
these objects. As a matter of fact however, Colour and
such other objects are never perceived at one and the same
time, Hence it follows that it is not true that there isa
single sense-organ operating on all objects of perception.

Further, by reason of the non-concomitance of the per-
ceptions of things, it cannot be accepted that there is a single
sense-organ apprehending all things ; if there were concomi-
tance of perceptions of several things, then no blindness &c.,
would be possible.*

Vartika on Su. (52).

The Siddhanta view put forward is connected with the
following SQtra—-*1¢ is not true, because several things are not
perceived simultaneously’ For one who holds that thers is
only one sense-organ, it would be possible to have the per-
ception of several things at one and the same time. *“How so
Well, there would be present, («) the contact of the Soul with
the Mind, (b) of the Mind with the Sense-organ, and (¢) of

#The difference betweeu * nou-simultancity of perceptions’ urged before and the
‘non-concomitauce of perceptions’, urged now is not quite clear, Tle distinction,
according to the Vdrtika aud the Parishuddhi, is that ‘non-simultancity’ is more gene-
ral, referring principally to siinultaneity of I'crceptions ; the sense being that several
pereeptions canuol appear at the same time ; while ‘non-concomitauce’ refers wainly
to the objects perceived ;the sense being that the soveral perceptions do not always
appear together ; i. ., it is nut necessary that the perception of Odour wust always
Le accompanicd by the perception of Colour ; if that were so, then at the time that

the blind mau perccives Odour, he ¢ould have the perception of Colour also ; and
he would not be blind at all.

The Parishuddhi reinarks that what the Sz{ra really means to urge here is, not
exactly the * non-gimullaneily of cogaitions’, but only the imnpossibiiity of several
things being perceived at one and the same time. ’
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the Sense-organ with all objects of perception ; so that out
of these contacts of the Soul, the Mind, the Sense-organ and
the several objects, there should proceed the perceptions of
all those objects at one and same time.

[The Vartika raises an objection against the Bh@sys in-
terpretation of the Sa{ra]—* The above reasoning is not
right ; as by that same reasoning, there should be the possibil-
ity (also according to one who holds that there are several
Sense-organs) of the appearing, at one and the same time,
of the perceptions of several such objects as are perceptible

_ by the same sense-organ. That is to say, it has been urged
that for one who holds that there is a single sense-organ,
it being possible for the single Sense-organ to be in contact
with several objects at one and the same time, there would
be the absurd contingency of the perceptions of these several
objects appearing at one and the same time ; —but exactly
in the same manner, for him also who holds that there are
several Sense-organs, there would be the possibility of the
perceptions of several things perceptible by any one sense-
organ appearing at the same time.* The explanation that
the Siddhantin may put forward will be equally availa-
ble for the other party also. If, on the other hand,
the contingency is not objectionable, then there is no point in
urging (against the Purvapaksa) the contingency of ¢ the
simultaneous perception of things’ (as is done by the Sutrs,
as explained by the Bhagya].”

©® According to the Pdrvapaksa, there isa single sense-organ apprehending all
things ; 8o that whenever one thing is perceived all things could be perceived. True ;
but according to the Siddhanta also, though there are several Sense-organs, yet there
are several things perceptible by each of those several organs ; for instance, several
kinds of colour are apprehended by the Eye, several kinds of Odour by the Nose; and
50 forth; so that according to this view also the contingency would be possible at
the time that we perceive the Red Colour, our Eye is in contact with all visidle
things ; so that the visual perception of all visible things should appear simultane-
ously. 8o that the contingeney is equally possible in both views.
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(A.) To the above objection some people offer the fol-
lowing answer—[According to the Siddhanta] the simultane-
ous perception of several things’ is not possible, because of
the difference in the desire o cognise (which is the precursor
of every cognition, and which can arise, at any one time,
in regard to only one thing). * But the same may be said
for us also. If the simultaneous perception of several things
is avoided by you by reason of the difference in the desire
to cognise, then this ¢ difference in the desire to cognise’ is
certainly not barred against us either. So that what is
necessary for the Sid@hantin is to find out some other reason,
to account for the fact that perceptions cannot appear simul-
taneously, even when the desire to cognise (several things is
there).”

(B.) Others have put forward the fact of the Sense-
organs being insiruments. This answer (to the
objection against the Siddhanta as put for-
ward in the Bhasya) is as follows:—' Because the Sense-
organs are instruments (there can be no simultaneity of per-
ceptions) ; it is in. the very nature of the Instrument that,
even though operated (by an intelligent agent,) it cannot per-
form several operations at one and the same time ; and
when it is not so operated, it does not act at all,”

Var. P. 391.

But this explanation also is equally available to both (the
Purvapaksin and the Siddhanfin); for him also who holds
that there is a single sense-organ, this Sense-organ is not
deprived of the character of ¢ Instrument.’ For these rea-
sons, it is clear that it is not right to urge (against the
Purvapaksin) the fact that ¢ things are not perceived simul-
taneously ’ (as has been done by the 8i¢ra).”

[Having pointed out difficulties in the Bhasya presenta.
tion of the Sidghanla standpoint embodied in Su. 52, the
Var{ika introduces its own presentation of that standpoint]
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—The Purvapaksin who holds that there is a single Sense-
organ, should be questioned as follows, in regard to the
several alternatives possible:—You hold that there is a single
Sense-organ which apprehends all things ; now does this
single Sense-organ operate by contact, or not ? * What of
that ?” Well, if it operates by contact, then you should say
what that single Sense-organ is. If the Cutaneous (Tactile)
Organ is that single Sense-organ, then there can be no per-
ception of Colour and such other things, which can never be
in contact with the Cutaneous organ. If it could apprehend
Colour &e. without coming into contact with them, then the
same would be the case with Touch also [so that it would
not be true that the organ operates by contact only.] If
it be held that the vrgan operates half and half, both ways,
—i. 6., some things it apprehends by contact, and others
without contact,—then it loses the character of ‘Instrument.’
‘ Well, let it lose the character of ‘Instrument’—What harm
does that do to our position ?” Now, it is in answer to
this last argument of the Opponent that we have the Sulra
(52) pointing out that—* what is put forward cannot be
accepted, as it would involve the contingency of several
things being perceived simultaneously ’;—the sense being
that when the contingency of several things being per-
ceived simullaneously is urged against the Siddhantin,
who holds that there are several sense-organs, his answer is
that no such contingency can arise, decauses the Sense-organs
are® instruments’ [and no instrument can have several
operations at one and the same time] ;—while such an expla-
nation is not available for the Parvapaksin, according to
whose view the Sense-organs have been deprived. of the
character of  Instrumeut’ |and who finds nothing undesir-
able in this]. Further, the assertion, that the ¢ sense-organ
operates by contact, and it does not operate by contact,’ is

self-contradictory.
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Further, the Cutaneous Organ cannot be the only sense-
organ, heciuss of non-consomilance; what is meant by ¢ con-
comitance ’ is that the perception of one thing by one person
is accompanied by the perception of a second thing also; and
if there be such concomitance, there would be no possibility
of men being blind or deaf &ec.

Satra (53).

Tae CuraNeots ORGAN OANNOT BE THE ONLY SENSE-
ORGAN ; AS THIS WOULD INVOLVE INNER CONTRADICTIONS.®
(St. 53).

Bhasgya on Si. (53)-
(P. 153, L. 13 to P. 151, L., 5}.

The Cutaneous Organ cannot be regarded as the only
Sense-organ; as such a view involves inner contradictions :
That is, it would mean that by that Organ, Colour &c. are
perceived without being in contact with it ;—and if the organ
is operative without contact (as it is ea-hypothesi, in the
perception of Colour &c.), then it should be so in the per-
ception of Touch also; or if Touch &c. are apprehended
by the organ by contact only, then Colour &e. also should be
apprehended by contact only.} It might be urged that
—* the Cutaneous Organ operates half and half.” But, in
that case, since no obstruction would be possible, any and
every object would be equally perceived. That is to say,
if you mean that—* Touch &c. are apprehended by the
Cutaneous Organ only whén they are in contact with it,
while Colours are apprehended by it without being in con-
tact with it,”—then (our answer is that), under such a
theory (where apprehension is possible without contact) there
would be no obstruction (to the operation of the Organ);
and there being no obstruction, there would be perception
of all colours, the hidden as well as the unhidden ; nor would

® The Bhagyachandra explains the term * vipra{iséddha’ as ‘ vidhdya pratigédha,
¢ denying after affirming.’—i.e., contradicting oneself.

This 8a3¢rn is not found in Vishvanatha ; the Bhasyachandra appears to treat
it as Bhdgysz;itis not found in Si¢ra Mes. D, norin the Puri Sitra Ms. It is
found in the Nydyasachinibandha, and the Vartika alsotreats it as Sa¢ra.

t The right reading qYRTt TRy is supplied by the Puri Ms. A. and B.
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there be any ground for the well-known phenomenon that
there is perception of Colour near at hand, and no perception
of Colour at a distance; that is to say, if the Cutaneous
organ apprehends Colour without being in contact with it,
then there would no reason for the phenomenon that, while
Colour is not perceived from a distance, it is perceived
when near at hand.

Virtika on Su. (53).
[P. 391, LL 18 to P. 392, L. 4.]

The Cutaneous Organ etc.—says the Sw¢ra. The rest is
clear in the Bhasya.

(A) Further, the derangement or destruction of one would
make all perception impossible. That is, if there is only one
Sense-organ, then if that one happens to be
deranged, or destroyed, no kind of Perception
would be possible.

(B) Also because there is no possibility of obstruction. If
the Cutaneous Organ is the only one sense-organ, then no
obstiuction can have any force against its operation ; and
as a result of this even very remote things should be perceived.

Var. P. 523.

(C) There would ba no ground for the phenomenon
that there is perception of Qolour near at hand, and no percep-
tion of Colour at a distance. That is, if the Cutaneous Organ
were operative without contact, then there would be no
reason why there should be perception of things close to the
organ, and no perception of things remote from it.

Bhiagya on St (54).
[P, 151, L. 5 to L. 13].

The multiplicity (of sense-organs) having been proved
(indirectly) by the denial of singlencss, the Satra proceeds to
propouud direct positive arguments in support of the same,*

® This sentence has been construed in two ways, by the Vartika :—(1) ékafva-
prafisighdt ananfaram,—* after having negatived singleness'—nduafvasiddhau
sfhapanihdfud wpadiyats—‘the Sitra propounds arguments in support of wulti
plicity, ;—or (2) *é&kafoapratisddha¢ nanajvasigdhau’—the multiplicity of sense-
organs having been proved (indirectly) by the denial of singleness, the Sitra
proceeds to propounds direct argument in support of the same,
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Satra (54).

BEOAUSE THE OBJECTS OF THE SENSE-ORGANS ARE FIVE-
FoLD. (Si. 54).

The term ©artha’ stands for prayojana, ¢ object ’ or ¢ pur-
pose’; and as a matter of fact, this ¢ object’ of the sense-organs
18 five-fold; that is, when Touch is apprehended by the
Tactile Organ, that same organ does not apprehend Colour ;
hence we infer the existence of another Visual organ,
which serves the ¢purpose’ of apprehending Colour;
similarly when Colour and Touch are apprehended (by
the Tactile and the Visual organs respectively), these
two organs do not apprehend Odour; which leads us to infer
a third, the Olfactory Organ, which serves the ¢ purpose’
of apprehending Odour ;—in the same manner, when the
three (Touch, Colour and Odour) are apprehended (by the
Tactile, the Visual and Olfactory organs respectively), these
same organs do not apprehend Taste; hence we infer the
existence of the fourth, the Gestatory Organ, which serves
the ¢ purpose’ of apprehending Taste ;—Ilastly, when the four
(Touch, Colour, Odour and Taste) are apprehended (by the
the Tactile, the Visual, the Olfactory, and the Gestatory
organs respectively) those same organs do not apprehend
Sound; hence we infer the fifth, the Auditory Organ, which
serves the ¢ purpose ’ of apprehending Sound. Thus, from
the fact that the purpose of one sense-organ is not served
by another, it follows that there are five Sense-organs.

Vagtika oun’ Sa. (54).
[P. 393, L. 4 to P. 393, L. 7.)

The multiplicity of sense-organs having been proved by
the denial of singleness, the Sitra proceeds to propound direct
positive arguments in support of the same—says the Bhasya.
% But "—says the Opponent—*we do not understand how
multiplicity is proved by ‘denial’; for all that the denial
can do is to show that singleness cannot be established ; how
does that prove multiplicity? Then again, inasmuch there
can be no action or operation without a means or instrument
(of accomplishing it) how can there be any denying (which
is an action) of Singleness? All that the denial does is to
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set aside the inferential reasonings in support of the Singleness ;
it does not set aside either singlensss or multiplicity. Under
the circumstances, what construction can be put upon the
passage of the Bhdgya ?”

Answer : [ The passage may be construed in two ways]—
(A) ¢ Prafisedhat nandfavasiddhau’ should be construed
ag—* prafisedha{ anantaram nandtvasiddhau’; i.e, © after
the denial, in support of the establishing of multiplicity the
Stutra propounds the argument because the purpose of the
sense-organs 18 five-fold,’ Or (B) the clause *pratisedhit
nandfoagiddhau’ may be taken to mean that ‘the denial of
singleness having been proved by reasons supporting that
denial, multiplicity also becomes proved by implication, in-
directly, ’

“ What is the reason on which the denial is based ? "’

The reason is that—* otherwise several things would be
perceived at the same time’ (St. 52). This is the reasoning by
which singleness has been negatived. And the negative proof
having been already provided there, the next Suitra pro-
pounds the positive proof.*

Because the objects of the Sense-organs are five-fold—says
the Sitra ; and the term * artha’ stands for the ¢ prayojana’
&c. &c,—says the Bhasya.

Says the Opponent :—*¢ This Siitra has no semblance of
reasoning at all. Why so ? Because the probandum of a
reasoning is that which is predicated by—forms the pre-
d’wate of—the Proposition ; so that the proposition being

®The Parishudgdhi remarks—Though the mere invalidating ot the premises
does mot entirely demolish the Proposition, yet, in a case where the negativing of
the Oppouent's proposition is accomplished, it implies the establishing of the contrar y
of that proposition ;—this is what is meant by the Bhdsya. Formally formulated,
the reasoning would stand thus—‘In one body, the number of Sense-organs is
mol oms,—because even though several things are in proximity, yet the perception
of these comes gradually, one after the other, and not simultaneously ;—in a case
where the organ is one only, the peroeption of things in proximity to it, does not
appear one after the other ; as we find in the case of the Visual organ.’
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in the form ‘the Sense-organs are five’, the premiss
‘because the artha of the sense-organs is five-fold’ is entirely
irrelevant ;—even when ‘arfha’ is taken in the sense of
prayojana,—and the premiss in the form ¢ because the
prayojana of the Sense-organs is five-fold '—tke irrelevancy
remains. If (with a view to escaping from this difficulty)
¢ perceptions ’ are made the ¢ subject ’ of the Proposition
[the Proposition being stated in the form ¢ perceptions are
brought about by the instrumentality of five sense-organs’]
then the probans (or premiss put forward) could not be
valid (or relevant). The same thing happens if ¢ Objects ’ are
made the ¢ subject ' [the proposition being stated in the form
‘ Objects are apprehended by means of five sense-organs’].”

Answer—The 8utra may be the taken as stating the
following resonings :—* In regard to Colour, Taste, Odour,
Touch and Sound, the observer is one whose action (of per-
ceiving) is brought about by several instruments,—because
in the appearing of one thing after the closing of another
he requires the aid of a different instrument;—when-
ever a person has several objects,he is always found to
require the aid of a different instrument, when on the closing
of one object there appears another object ;—e.g., when a
man is proficient in several crafts, he needs a different im-
plement when on the closing of the work of one vraft, he
takes up that of another ;—now in the case of Colour, Taste
&ec. also, we find that when one of them appears (is perceiv-
ed) after another has ceased, there is always need of a differ-
ent instrument ;—hence we conclude that in regard to
Colour, Taste, Odour, Touch and Sound, the Observer is one
whose action is brought about by several instruments,’

Satra (55).
[Objection]—*“WHAT 18 ABSERTED CANNOT BE ACOEPT-

ED; BECAUSe THE ‘OBJEOTS’ ARE MANY (AND NoT
¢ pive ’) "—(S1. 55),
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Bhagya on Si. (55).
[P. 151, L. 15 to L. 1q]

| Says the Opponent]—* That there are five sense-organs
cannot be regarded as rightly proved by the fact that the
objects of the Sense-organs are five-fold ; — why P—because the
said objucts are many. The ¢ objects ’ of the Sense-organs are
several; e g., there are three kinds of Touch—the ¢nol, the hot
and the neither-cool-nor-hot'; there are endless colours—in
the shape of white, green and the rest; there are three
odours—agreeable, disagreeable and indifferont ; there are
several tastes—the bitter and the rest ; Sound is diverse,
appearing in the form of letters as also in that of mere in-
distinct sound. In view of these facts, the man, who would
hold the Sense-organs to be five on the ground of the objects
of the sense-organs being five-fold, should also have to
admit that there are many (more than five) Sense-organs,
because the objects of the sense-organs are many.”

Vartika on Si. (55).

[P. 898, L. 9 to L. 15].
What is asserted cannot be accepted &c. §c.—says the
Sutra. This objection is raised against the Sid@hinta in the

form is which it has been put forward ; and what is meant
by this objection is to object to the number five.

But in urging the objection the Opponent is not right,
as he falls into self-contradiction ; when he asserts that
¢ because the objects of the Sense-organs are many the
Sense-organs must be many ’ he goes agaiust his former
allegation that ¢ there is a single Sense-organ.’

The Opponent answers this charge as follows :—* What
is urged against us has no force ; because we are advancing
proofs ; that is, what we mean (by Si. 55) is, ot to prove
that there are several Sense-organs because the objects of
the Sense-organs are five-fold,—and there would be self-con-
tradiction only if we did this,—but simply to urge, in op-
positior, to your argument that * becauss the objeots of the
Sense-organs are five-fold, there must be five Sense-organs’,
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the fact that, if it be held that the number of Sense-organs
ghould be five because their objects are five-fold, then it
should also be admitted that the number of Sense-organs
should be many becanse their objects are many.”

Sutra (586).

[Answer]—INAsMUCH As (THE SEVERAL KINDS OF
ODUUR ARE) NOTHING MORE THAN * ODOUR,’ THERE CAN RE
NO DENIAL 0¥ ODOUR OR THE REST (AS CONSTITUTING THE
¢ FIVE SENSE-ORGANS ').  (Si. 56).

Lihagye on Si, (56).
[P. 152, L. 1 to L. 11},

As a matter of fact, Odour (Colour, Taste, Touch
and Sound) have their exact extensions precisely determined
through their respective communities (or genera) ;—so that
the perceptions of these can be rightly regarded as indicat-
ing the existence of distinct apprehending instruments, only
when it is found that they (the perceptions) arc such as are
not brought about by the same (or similar) instruments.*
Further, the argument that has been put forward (in Sa. 54)
has for its subject the ¢ perceptible things ’ as grouped under
well-defined heads, and not individual things, severally ; while
your denial (in St, 55) of the number *five * as applied to
¢ perceptible things ' refers to individual things regarded
gseverally. Consequently the denial cannot be regarded as
as right and proper.t

© The reading ¥ vt s wroug ; the right reading is TR as fouud in
the two Puri Mes. and iu the Bh@syachandra, aud also supported by the Bhdsya
below.

1 All Odours arc apprehended by the saine organ ; hence they are grouped under
one head,” and regarded as ‘oue’, similarly with Colour, Taete, Touch and Sound.
Hence those five groups justify the agsumption of five ¢ Seuse-organs.” The Opponent
takes each Odour as a distiuct anit, and for each soch uuit he wonld have oue organ ;
and hence he does not agree to restrict the number of organs to five only. But when
all Odours are actually found to be apprehended by the same organ, there is nothing-
to justify the assumption or scveral organs for the appreliending of Odour.
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‘“But how do you know that Odour and the rest have
their extension procisely determined through their respective
communities " .

Well, as a matter of fact, the three kinds of Tonch—the
cool, the warm and the neither-warm-nor-cool—are all
grouped  (and unified) under the single community of
¢ Touch’; so that when we perceive the cool Touch (by the
Tactile organ), the perception of the other two kinds of
Touch—the warm and the neither-warm-nor-conl—cannot
indicate, or justify the assumption of, other instruments
(distinct from the said Tactile organ); for the simple reason
that all the several kinds of Touch are as a matter of fact
perceptible by the same instrument ; that is, the other two
kinds of Touch also are actually perceived by means of the same
organ as the cool Touch. Similarly, all kinds of Odour are
included under the single group ¢ Odour, all kinds of Colour
under ¢ Colour,” all kinds of Taste under ¢ Taste’ and all
kinds of Sound under ¢ Sound.” As for the perceptions of
Odour (Taste, Colour, Touch and Sound) on the other hand,
each of these is found to be obtained by means of a different
kind of instrument ; and as such they indicate so many
different organs, From all this it becomes established that
¢ because the object of the Sense-organs are five-fold, there
are five Sense-organs.’

Vartika on Su. (56).
[P. 393, L. 15 to P. 394, L. 2].

The answer to the objection urged (under S, 55)is given
in the next S#{ra (56), which says—Inasmuch as §c. §e.
Odour &o., have their extension determined through the
communities of ¢ Odour ’ and the rest ; and they do not indi-
cate the presence of any other instruments except those that
bring aboat their own perception. All those entities in
which the community of * Odour * subsists are found to have
their perception brought about by a single (same) organ;
hence the sub-divisions of Odour}—*agreeable’ ; ‘disagreeable’
and * indifferent ’,—~(being all perceptible by means of the
game organ) cannot point to any other organs of perception.
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Similarly with the others (Colour and the rest). The rest
is clear in the Bhagya,

Bhagya on Su. (57).
[P. 152, L. i1 to L. 14.]

[Says the Opponent]—*If things can be grouped under

¢ a8 community, then it follows that all the Sense-organs
‘“ SHOULD BE REGARDED AS ‘ONE, THEIR (SKVERAL)

“ OBJECTS BEING NO MORE THAN * 0BJECT ’ (Su. 57).

“ That i3 to say, all objects being included under the single
“community of ‘object’ [ the ‘objects of the Sense-organs’are one,
from which it follows chat there is only one Sense-organ].”

Vartika on Su. (57).
(P. 394, L. 2to L. 7.]

“ If things can be grouped under a single community, then it
followe that there is ouly one Sense-organ; since their objects are
no more than °object.’ The meaning of this is that there is
no incongruity (in the Pu#rvapaksa view that there is a
single Sense-organ).

Satra (58).
[ Answer]—Nor 80; BECAUSE OF THE FIVEFOLDNESS

—(a) oF Tuk SIGNS (OB INDIGATIVES) IN THE SHAPE OF PEar-

CEPTIONS, (b) OF THE LOCATION, (¢) OF THE PROCESS (OP£BA-

TION), (d) OF THE SHAPE (MAGNITUDE) AND (€) OF THE CON-
STITUENTS. {Si. 58).

Bhagya on Su. (58,)
[P. 152, L. 16 to P. 158, L. 8].

As a matter of fact, objects are never found to have their
extension determined through the community of ¢ Object’ ;
and hence they cannot all be inferred as perceptible by any
gsingle organ, independently of other organs; in the case of
Odour, &c., on the other hand, we find that they do have their
extension determined by their respective communities, ¢ Od-
our’ and the rest; and as such-they are inferred as percep.
tible—each by a distinct Sense-organ. Hence what is urged
(in Su. 57) is entirely irrelevant. ’ '
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This is what is described in detail in the Sutra :—

(A) Becauss of the fivefoldness of the signs in the shape of
Perceplions; what indicate the existence of Sense-organs
are our own perceptions, since the presence of Sense-organs
is proved only by the perteption that we have of certain
thinga ;—this has been already explained in the Bhasya
on Su. 54, which speaks of the * fivefoldness of the objects of
Sense-organs ’ ;—thus then, inasmuch as the ¢indicatives of

Sense-organs,’—the shape of perceptions, are fivefold, the
Sense-organs must be five.

(B) The location also of the Sense-organs are fivefold : (1)
The Tactile Organ, which is indicated by the perception of
Touch, has its location throughout the body ; (2) the Visual
Organ, which, as issuing out of the body, is indicated by
the perception of Colour, has its location in the pupil of the
Eye; (3) the Olfactory organ has its location in the nose; {4) the
Gestatory organ has its location in the Tongue; (5) the Audi-
tary Organhas its location iu the cavity of the Ear;*—all this
being proved by the fact that the five organs have their exis-
tence indicated by the perceptions of Odour, Taste, Colour,
Touch and Sound.

(C) On account of the fivefoldness of the processss also
there is diversity in the sense-organs: e.y., (in visual percep-
tion) the Visual Organ encased in the pupil issues outside
and then gets at the objects possessed of Colour ; the Organs
of Touch (Taste and Odour) on the other hand are themsclves
got at by the objects, which latter reach the Organs by the
movements of the body in which the Organs exist; while the
contact of the Auditory Organ with the Sound (heard) is
obtained by reason of this latter proceeding in a series.

(D) ¢ dkriti; shape’, stands for the exact limit or ex-
tent of magnitude; and this is found to be fivefold. The
Olfactory, the Gestatory and the Tactile Organs have their

®The Bhdsyachandra remarksthat, inasmuch as the Auditory orgaun consists
of Akasha it is not right to lozate it in' the Esr-cavity. To avoid this difficulty, it
offers other explanations of the compound ¢ kaernachhidradhisthdnam’': (1)
‘ chhidram’, ¢ cavity’, stands fora particular form of contact; and ¢ karna’ stands
for an object made up of earth-particles : and ‘adhisthdna’ stands for auxiliary ;
hence the whole compound menns ‘that which has for its axiliary an object made
up of earth-particles’: —or (2) ‘that which is the adhisthana,—substratum,—of the
contact of the Ear .—Both these interpretations would apply te the Akasha.
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shape or magnitude restricted to their respective substrata
(in the body ; the shape of the Olfactory organ is the same
as that of the Nose, and so forth),—and are inferred (as dis-
tinct from the perception of their objects ;—while the Visual
organ, though located in the pupil, moves out of the socket
and pervades over the object ;—while, lastly, the Auditory
Organ is nothing other than Akasha itself, and like Akasha,
is all pervading,—being inferred only from the perception
of Sound: and yet this Organ manifests or renders audible
only certain particular sounds,—being restricted in its scope
by the substratum (body) in which it subsists, by reason of
the force of the peculiar faculties (of Merit and Demerit)
belonging to the person concerned.®

(B) By Jati, ©Constituent’, is meant °‘source’; the
¢ sources’ or ¢ constituents’ of the Sense-organs are five, in
the shape of the rudimentary substances, Harth (Air, Water,
Light and Akasha), It follows therefore that, because
the ¢ constituents ’ are five, the Sense-organs also must be
five.

Var{ika on Su. (68).
[P. 394, L. 5 to P. 395, L. 7.]

What has been urged (in Sii. 57) has no force, as it has
been already answered ; i. ¢., it has already been answered
by what has been said under 8a. 54. For the purpose of
'explaining this same point we have the next Sutra— Not s,
because of the fivefoldness of (i)—the signs §e. §e. §e.

(A) How * perceptions ' are the ¢signs’ or indicators,
of the Sense-organs has been already explained in Si. 56.

(B, The Sense-organs must be several,—because they
have distinet locitions ;—things with distinct locations are
always found to be distinct; e.g., there is diversity of
location in the case of several jars ;—there is similar diver-
sity of location in the case of Seuse-organs ;—hence these

® Thongh the Anditory organ is nothing more than the all-pervading Akisha ;
yet it cannot apprehend all Sonnds in the world, becauseits scope is restricted by
the dirabilities of the body in which it subsists,—-this counection of a particular
organ with a particular object being determined by the merit aud demerit of the
man to whom it belongs.
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must be several. According to the theory that there are
distinct locations for the soveral Sense-organs, when the
location of one organ i3 destroyed, another organ remains un-
affected, resting inits own distinct location ; so that this
theory involves no incongruity.*

(C) On account of the diversity of processes,—in formulat-
ing the argument this rcason should be stated in the form
‘ because the processes of the Sense-organ are diverse ’ the
undesirable contingeney involved in the contrary view may
be pointed out here also, as before.

(D) * Shape’ stands for the exact extent of magnitude ...the
Olfactory : the Qestatory and the Tactile Organs have there mag-
nitude resiricted to their respective subsirata—says the Bhasya.
The Visual Organ, issuing out of the Eye-socket, pervades
over the object ; and is thus of larger magnitude (than the
aforesaid three organs). The Auditory Organ, which is only
Akiisha, is restricted in its operations by the limitations of
its location ; Akisha becomes connected with (located in)
the Ear-cavity, which is found under the influence of Merit
and Demerit, and which (on that account) becomes the means
of the apprehension of Sounds, agreeable, disagreeable or
Var. P 395, indifferent ; and what renders Sound audible

is only the Akasha thus connected with the
Ear-cavity, and not as connected with any other orifices of the
body, like the mouth and the rest ; nor is the Sound render-
ed audible elsewhere (than in the Ear-cavity); and it is for
this reason that the Auditory Organ is affected favourably
or otherwise by what is done to the Kar-cavity ; for so far
as the Akasha itself is concerned (which constitutes the
Auditory Organ), it is eternal, and as such cannot be affect-

® This incongruity will be present in the theory that all Sensc-organs have the
same location ; as in that case the destruction of oue locativn would inan the destruc-
tion of the location of all Sense-organs ; so that the rcwoval of the Eyes would
put an end to all sense-perception !
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either favourably or unfavourably. The greater or less effi-
ciency also of the Auditory Organ is due to this same reason.

(E) ¢ Constituent’ stands for ¢ source "—says the Bhasya.
The sources of the Sense-organs are five ; the five substances,
Earth &c., are the sources of the Sense-organs. What is
meant by these being the ¢ sources’ of the sense-organs is
that the scuse-organs are of the nature of Earth &c.,~and
not that they are the products of these; because Akasha
(which forms the Auditory organ) being eternal cannot be
the product of anything.

Bhasy4 on Su. (59).
[P. 153, L. 9 to L. 15.]

(The 8Sunkhya asks]— How do you know that the
Sense-organs have their sonrce in the rudimentary substances,
and not in Unmanifested Primordial Matter?"”

[The answer is given in the following Sbtra.]
Sutra (59).

Tnw SENSE-ORGANS ARE REGARDED AS BEING OF THE SAME
NATUBE AS THE RUDIMENTARY SUBSTANCES, BECAUSE THERE
18 PEROEPTIUN (BY THEIR MEANS) OF 'HE SPEOIFIC QUALITIES
OF THESE SUBSTANCFS, (Su. 59).

In the case of Air and the other rudimentary substances
we find that there is a restriction as to the perception of
particular qualities; e.g. Air serves to manifest Touch;
Water serves to manifest Taste; Light serves to manifest
Colour ; as for Earth, one earthy thing (oil, /. .,) serves to
manifest the odour of another earth thing {the kunkuma,
f.1.,) i—this restriction as to the perception of the specific
qualities of rudimentary substances is found in the case of the
Sense-organs also |e.g. the Olfactory Organ manifests Odour
only, the Tactile Organ Touch only, and so forth |; hence from
the fact that there is restriction-as to the perception of the
the specific qualities of Rudimentary Substances, we conclude
that the Sense-organs have their source in (are constituted
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by) those Substances, and not in Unmanifested Primordial
Matter.*

Vartika on Su, (59).
[P. 395, L. 7 to L. 18.]

Question :—*“ How do you know that the Sense-organs
have their source in the Rudimentary Substances, and not in
Unmanifested Primordial Matter ?”

This question has no force; asit has been already answered ;
it has been already explained (under Siui. 30) that the Sense-
organs do not have their source in Unmanifested Primordial
Matter.

Th eSense-organs are regarded elc., ele.—says the Sa¢ra. The
¢ specific qualities of the Rudimentary Substances, are Odour,’
Taste, Colour, Touch and Sound; these are called ‘specific’
because they serve to specify (and distinguish the substances
from one another); e.g., Karth is distinguished from Water and
the rest by the presence of Odour; Water is distinguished
from the rest by the presence of Taste, and so forth. Accord-
ing to both parties, a restriction is met with, in the case of
the external substances Earth &c., as to the manifestation
of their specific qualities ; and there is similar restriction
as to Odour &c. being manifested by the Olfactory and
other Organs respectively. Hence from the fact that there is
perception of the specific qualities of the Rudimentary Sub-
stances we conclude that the Sense-organs have their source
in those substances.

®The Ta{parya makes the following observation. By the declaration that therc
are only five Sense-organs, it is implied, that the other five - Hands, Feet &c.—whioh
also have beon regarded as ¢ Sense-organs '—are not ‘ Sense-organs ;' and the reason
for this lies in the fact that they do uot fulfll the conditions of the ‘ Sense-organ ;’
these conditions are—(1) that they should be connected with the Body, (2) they should
be distinot from the defects of sanskaras an (3) they should be the direct instrumenta
of cognition ; and those (specially the last) are not present in Hands, Feet, &o.
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'

“But which Organ is of the nature of which sub-
stance?”

That Organ which serves to manifest the specific quality
of a particular Substance i3 of the nature of (has its source
in) that Substance, so that the Olfactory Organ is of the
Earth, because it serves to manifest Odour,—like the exter-
nal Earthy Objects ; similarly with the rest.

End of section (8).

Section (9).
(Sa¢ras 60—71).
Kzamination of the ¢ Objects’ of Sense-organs.
Bhasya on 8. (60) and (61).
[P. 153, L. 15 to P.154, L. 7].

It has been mentioned® above (in Si J-1-14) that Odour
&c., are the qualities of Harth, and inasmuch as this asser-
tion would be true if Earth &c., had each only one quality,
as well as if they had several qualities,t the author of the
Sttra adds the following Sttras—

@ What this refers to is not the mere ‘mention’ ‘uddésha’ of the Objects; it
apparently refers to their * definition’, ¢ laksana.’ The Ta{parya says—* with a view
to ezamine the nature of objects, the Bhasyakara recalls the definition provided under
Sii. 1-1-14’; the mere ‘mention’ of ‘objects’ has been made under 1-1-1. The
Parisuddhi adds that the purpose underling the examination of the ¢ objects’ is the
proving of the main thesis that there are several scnse-organs’, as also the discarding
of the objections against the definition of Earth &ec.

+ Here the author propounds the doubt that forms the basis of the present
enquiry : As regards the assertion in Sd. 1-1-14, it may nean, either—(1) that each
one of Odour, Colour &c., belongs to each one of Earth, Light &c.; or (2) that among
Earth and the rest, some have one quality, some two ; or (3) that all belong to all.—
Vartika. On thisthe Parishuddhi remarks—The question is—Is the assertion in
8§10, 1-1-14 meant to be resérictive (of one quality to one substance)? or alternative (one
possessing one quality, one several and so forth) ? or cumulative (all possessing all)?
Or the doubt may be in regard to Odour, Colonr, &c.;—some qualities are common
toall substances, some belong to ounly & few ;—to which of these categories do
Odour &c. belong ?
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Sitra (60) and (61).

Feou amona Opour, Tasre, Coroug, ToucE aND
SouND,~THOSE ENDING WITH ToUCH BELONG To EarTH
(S8, 60); aND [FROM AMONG THOSK ENDING Wit Touca]
EXOLUDING FROM THE BEGINNING, ONE BY ONE, THEY BELONG
BESPECTIVELY To WATER, LiguT aAND WATER; AND TO
AEAsSHA BELONGS THE LATTER. (S@. 61).*

‘From among those ending with Touch’— this term,
with its (former Nominative) case-ending changed (into the
Genitive)—has to be consirued along with Su. 61.}

To Akashabelongs the laiter—i.e. Sound,—(so called) in refos-
ence to those ending with Touch.} “Whythen is the comparative
suffix ‘farup’ used, [when the reference is to the four
qualities of Odour &c., while ¢ tarap’ is used when one thing
is referred to one other thing]? ” ‘the word isan indepen-
dent positive adjective (and not a comparative term
ending with ¢ tarap’) and all that it signifies1s that which
comes after’ ; and in Su. 1-1-14)—where all five are
mentioned—* Sound’ comes after ‘those ending with
Touch.’ Or, the word may be taken as a relative term,—
the reference being to ‘Touch’ only; the meaning being
‘among those ending with Touch, that which is last, i. e.
Touch,—in reference to this, Sound is * latter.’

Vartika on 8ii. (60) and (61).
[P. 895, L. 19 to P. 396, L. 15].

Tt has been asserted above that Odour &c., are the qualities
of Earth and the rest; and this assertion is equally compat-

®These are two Sia¢ras—according to the I'arfika and also according to the
Bhasyachandra,

1This term is necessary in Su. 61 : and it can be bronght ouly from the foregoing
8iitra ; there however it has the Nominative ending : hence when construed with
Su. 61, its case-ending has to be charged. The meaning is that Earth has Odour,
Taste, Colour and Tonch ; Water has Taste, Colour and Touch ; Light has Colour
and Touch ; Air has only Touch,

1 The term ¢ sparshaparyantébhyal’, with the case-ending changed, being brought
in from the preceding Sitra.
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tible with (a) restriction, (b) option, and (¢) cumulation;
(a) by ‘restriction’, each one of the qualities would belong to
each ove of the substances; (5) by ‘option’, some of the
substances may have one, while others have two or three
or four qualities; and (¢) by ¢cumulation’ all the qualities
would belong to all the substances. With a view to specify
which of these views is correct, we have the two Stitras,
which restrict the qualities to the several substances, Four
qualities belong to the Earth; and one less than that to
Water ; one less than that to Light; and one less than that to
Air,

¢ From among those ending with Touch'—this term with
ils case-ending changed has to be construed els. elc.—says the
Bhasya,  “What is the effect of this?® We get ata
construction wherefrom we obtain the meaning that—‘‘ From
among those ending with Touch'—i. a,, after them—comes
¢‘Sound’, which belongs to Akasha.  “Ia that case the
comparative suffix farap cannot be right; as it is always
found to be used between fwo things ; in the present instance,
if it means *‘ one among many’, we should have the superla-
tive form u{tamah.”

Well my good 8ir, the term is not a comparative adjective
ending in the suffix ¢{arap’; it means eimply that which comes
after ; ‘uffarah’ being synonymous with ‘parab.’ Or,* the
word may be taken as a relative term, the roference being to
Touch only ;—so that the term may be taken as ending in
the comparative suffix  tarap’. * But we have already said
that if the term is a relative one, it should be utfamak (aud
not uttarah).” That i8 not right;as the reference is to
¢ Touch’ only; the sense being that ¢ Touch’ is later than
¢ Odour, Taste, Colour and Touch’, and ¢ Sound’ is later than
¢ Touoh’, this is what is meant by the term *uffara}’.
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Sutra (62).

[The Pirvapaksin objects)—*‘ THE VIEW EXPRESSED
OANNOT BE ACORPTED ; BECAUSE ALL THE QUALITIES (ATTRI-
BUTED TO THE SUBSTANOES) ARE NOT APPREHENDED (BY THE
SENSE-ORGANS CONSTITUTED BY THEM).”

Bhagya on Su. (62).
[(P. 154, L. 9 to L., 11.]

[The Purvapaksin, holding the view that each one of the
substances, is possessed of only one quality, objects to the
view put forward in the preceding S#fra—* The said
distribution of qualities is not right.—Why P—Because as
a matter of fact, all the qualities that have been attributed
to the various substances (under the preceding Siitra) are
not apprehended by the Sensc-organs composed by those
substances. For example, by the Olfactory organ, which
is composed of Earth, all the four qualities ending with Touch,
are not apprehended ; it is Odour alone that is apprehended
by it. Similarly with the others also.”

In what manner then are the Qualities to be distributed P
—asks the Siddhantin.

[The Purvapaksin answers this question and propounds
his theory in the next Sttra].

Vartika on Su. (62).
(P. 396, L. 17 to L. 19].

“ The said distribution of ihe qualities is not right;—~Why ?
—Because all of the four qualities, Odour and the rest, attri-
buted to Earth are not really apprehended by the Olfactory
Organ, which is composed of Earth. Similarly all of the
three qualities attributed to Water are not apprehended by
the Gestatory Organ, which is composed of Water ; nor
are both the qualities attributed to Light apprehended by
the Visual Organ, which is composed of Light.”

How then are the qualities to be distributed ?

[The Parvapaksin answers the question in the next

Sutra).
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Sujra (63).

(The Pirvapaksin says]—*INssMUCE As EACH
OF THE QUALITIES SUBSISTS, ONE BY ONE, IN EACH OF THE
SUBSTANOES, ONE AFTER THE OTHER,—THERE IS NO AP-
PREHENSION OF THE oTHEsS,”s (81. 63.)

Bhasya on 1. (63).
[P. 154, L. 14 to P, 135, L. 2).

¢ As a matter of fact, from among Odour (Taste, Colour,
Touch and Sound), each subsists, one by one, respectively
in Earth, (Water, Light, Air and Akasha). Henco *there
is no apprehension of the others’—i.e., (a) ‘of the other
three qualities,’ (b) ‘ of the other two qualities’ and (c) ‘of
the other quality’; that is to say, (a) there is no appre-
hension, by the Olfactory Organ, of Taste, Colour and
T'ouch,—(b) there is no apprehension, by the Gestatory Or-
gan, of Colour and Touch,—(c) there is no apprehension,
by the Visual Organ, of Touch.”

Question—1f such is the case, then, how is it that the
Rudimentary Substances (Earth and the rest) are actually
perceived as possessing several qualities ?

Answer—* The perception of several qualities is due to
admixture ¢; that is, that T'aste and the other qualities are
perceived in Earth is due to the Mixture (i.e., presence
therein) of particles of Water and the other substances.
Similarly with the others.” °

Vartike on 8. (63).
“ Inasmuch as each of the qualities ete. efe.—says the
Si¢ra. Since each of the Rudimentary substances is possessed
of only one quality, it isonly one quality that is perceived

by means of each sense-organ. This is what is meant by
S#{ra phrase ‘ one by one’.” '

® The right reading is WRER as found in 81. Ms. D, in Puri Sutra. Mes. A and B ;
in Nydyasach fnibandha, and alao in the Varfika,

+ This is printed as Sdgra ; but no such SGgra is found snywhere; and from the
Bhasya below (e. g.) it is clear that the Parvapaksa consists of only three Sogras,

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHASYA-VARTIKA 3-1-64 1249

Question—If such is the case, then how is it that the rudi-
mentary substances are aclually perceived as possessing several
qualities ?

Answer—* The perceplion of several qualities is due to
admizture ;—that is, Barth is associated with Water and the
other substances; that is why it is perceived as possessed
of several qualities. Similarly with the rest. ‘There isno
thing incongruous in such mixture of the five substances.”

Bhasya on St. (64).
(P. 155, L., 2 to L. 7).

(The Sid}antin asks] —If such be the case, then there
should be no restriction; inasmuch as there is no rostrict-
ion in the association of the substances, there should be no
such restriction as that ‘ Earth has four qualities,’ ¢ Water
has three qualities’, ¢ Light has two qualities’ and ¢ Air has
one quality.’

[The Parvapaksin answers]—* Certainly, restriction
is possible.”— How ?

Sugra (64).

 BECAUSE THE PRECEDING IS PERMEATED BY THE SUCOEEDING,”
—(St. 64'.

“ As a matter of fact, among Earth (Water, Light, Air
and Akasha', that which precedes is permeated-by what
succeeds it ; and on account of this (restricted) mixture or
association, there is restriction (in regard to the qualities).*

*¢ All this is to be learnt from the account (contained in
the Puranas) of the creation of things; and it cannot be

{ Earth is permeated by all the other four substances ; hence all those qualities
are fouud in it ; Water is permeated by all but Earth, hence it is found to possess
all qualities except Ocdour ; and so with rest.

This is the explanation of the Tdfparya.  The Bhdsyachandra explains the
Sigra as—* Earth ispermeated by Water &c., and Water by Earth &c. But this is
not in keeping with the Bhasya.
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directly known now (by us ; since the matter is beyond the
reach of our mind).” * -
Var{ika on Su. (64).
[P. 397, L. 8 to L. 12.]

Question—If it is as the Pérvapakgin puts it, then there
ghould be no such restriction, as that it is Earth alone, and
not other substances, that possess four qualities ; because there
is no restriction in the nature (of the substances).

Answer—** Certainly, the said restriction is not impos-
gible ; becanse the preceding 1is permeated by the succeeding—
says the Sufra. That is the ¢ preceding’ (Earth) is per-
meated by the ’ succeeding’—i.2., Water and the rest; and
and the ‘ succeeding '— Water &c.—are not permeated by
the ¢ preceding ’—Earth &c. ¢ Permeation’ is a particular
kind of contact. [and it is by reason of this peculiar form
of association of the substances that there is the said restric-
tion as to the qualities perceived in each of them].

Sutra (65).

(Siddhanta]—Nor 0 ; BECAUSE THE KEARTHY AND THE
AQUEOUS SUBSTANCES ARE BOTH ACIUALLY PERCEIVED [wITH
DISTINCT QUALITIES OF THEIR oWN.Jt (ST 64).

Bhasya on 8. (65).
[P. 156, L. 9 to'p. 156, L. 14].
¢ Not s '—denies all that has been stated in the preceding

three Sufr.+s. And the reason for this denial is given in the next
phrase—because ths Harthy Substance (Earth) and Aqueous

* Such is the explauation given by the Ta¢parya. The Bhdsyachandra explains
that all this peculiar creation, in which the substauces are associated together
in this peculiar fashion is the result of God’s peculiar powers ; and hence it cannot
be questioned ; it must be uccepted as true, as described in the Scriptures.

+ The Bhasya has provided four explauations of the Siitra, embodying the follow-
ing four statements—(a) Earth and Water are actually perceived, (b) they are per -
ceived with distinct tastes, colours and touches ; (¢) tbey are perceived with distinct
qualities of their own; and (d) Each of the Substauces, Karth, Water &c. is perceived
as mixed up with therest. Wohave adopted (c) alone in the tranelations, as it is
the widest, and as such practically includes the others,
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Substance (Waler) are both actually perceived. [lf the Purra-
paksin theory were trne, and each of the Substances had
only one quality, then] according to the priuciple that
¢ Perception is due to large magnitude, to composition by
several components and to Colour,’ the Luminous Substance
(Light) alone would be perceptible, and not either Harth or
Water ; since the two latter are devoid of Colour (according
to the P#rvapaksa, and the presence of Colour is a nec-
essary condition of perceptibility).* As a matter of fact
however, Earth and Water are as perceptible as Light, Nor
will it be right to attribute the prescnce of several qualities
in a substance to its association with other substances;
because if one holds that the perceptibility of Earth and
Water is due to the presence therein of such Colour as
belongs to another substance (Light) which is mixed with
it,—then, for him, Air also should be equally perceptible ;
or yon should find some explanation for the restriction (that
while Karth and "Water are perceptible, Air is not per-
ceptible) [the condition of perceptibility, in the shape of
mixture with Light, being equally present in all the three].

(B) Or, the clause ©because the Karthy and the Aqueous
are percetved’ may mean ‘because distinct tastes of Karth
and Water are perceived ; i.c., a8 a matter of fact, the taste of
Earth is of six kinds, while that of Water is only sweet, and
this could not be, if the two were actually mixed up. Or,
because distinct Colours of Farth and Waler are perceived ;
while if the Colour of Earth and Water were due only to the
Colour of the Light mixed up with them, then such Colour
would serve only to illumine (render perceptible) other things,
and it would itself not be illumined (and perccived);’t as
a matter of fact however the Colours of Karth and Water are

® Even according to the Oppouent, Earth, Water and Light are held to be per-
ceptible by the Eye ; but according to the view that cach substance hag cnly one
quality, Earth would have Odour ouly,aud Water would have Taste only 5 so that’
both of these being devoid of Colour, would be invisible ; and Light would be the
vnly visible substance. Nor will it be right to assert that the visibility of Larth
and Water is dus to their association with Light.  For such association, according
to the Pirvapaksa, ispresent in Air and Akasha also ;s0 that these two also should be
perceptible by the Eye. Ta¢parya.

+ For the Colour of Lightis only While-light, which, while itself not perceptible,
renders other things perceptible. Ilcnceif the Colour in Earth and Water were only
the Coluur of Light, it would vot be itself pereeived ; while the Colour of Earth and
Water are actually perceived ; these Colours must belong to something other than
Light. :
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actually perceived, as being of several kinds and only one
kind respectively ; e.g, the Colour of Karthy things is of
several kinds, green, red, yellow and so forth ; while the
Colour of Water is only white, acd that also illuminative
in its character :—such a phenomenon is never found in
the case of Substances consisting only of the mixture of
several substances, each endowed with only one (uality.

The Sutra has mentioned ®Karth’ and ¢ Water’ only
by way of illustration. The same is true of other things
also which we proceed to show in detail : The reason for
our denying the Parvapaksa is—becanse of Earth and Light,
distinet louches are perceived; i.e., the touch of Earth ig
neither-hot-nor-cold, while that of Light is actually perceived
ashat; and no such phenomenon would be possible if both (Earth
and Fire) were mixed up with Air, which is neither hot-
nor-cold.

(¢) Or, the phrase, ‘ becausc the Earthy and Aqueous
substances are perceived,” may mean that both these sub-
stances, Earth and Water, are uctually perceived with distinct
qualties of their own ; ¢. g. Earthy things are perceived with
four ualities, and Aqueous things are perceived with only
three ; and from this we conclude that the constituent Earth
(of the Karthy Substance)is also endowed with those same
(four) qualitics ; hecause the finished product is indicative
of the nature of its cause, which, by reason of its being the
cause, is regarded as modifiable (iuto that product). Simi-
larly, inasmuch as the Karthy and Luminous Substances
are perceived as possessed of distinct (ualities, we conclude
that the counstituents of theso also must he possessed of these
same distinct qualities.

(d) Or, [The S#tra may be explained to wean that]
a difference is actually perceived between Earthy and
Aqueous substances, both of which are distinctly perceived ;
that is to say, it is actually perceived that Karthy Substances
are mixed up with Water (Light and Air),—that Aqueous
Substances are mixed up with other two substances (Light
and Air),—and that Luminous Substauces are mixed up
with Air; and not a single substance is ever found to be
possessed of a only one quality,

As for Lhe reasoning propc;uuded in 8Q. 64— becaure
the preceding is permeated by the succeeding [restriction
of qualities becomes possible]”—it is wv reasoning at
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all; becanse we do not find in it any reason leading up
to the conclusion,—on the strength whereof we could
accept the proposition, As for the assertion (made by
the Opponent, in the Bhasya, P. 155, L. 7)—* that the pre-
ceding is permeated hy the sncceeding is to be learnt from
the account, contained in the Puranas, of the creation of
things, and it cannot be directly known now’—is not
right; becanse there would be no ground for the restric.
tion [that Odonr only shonld subsist in Earth, that it
subsists in Earth only, and so forth].* Further, it is actually
seen even now that ‘the preceding substance is permeated
by the succeeding ; e.g. Light (Fire) is permeated by Air
[so that the assertion referred to is not true, being contrary
to a fact of perception]. Then again, ¢ permeation ’ is only a
kind of contact, and this is equal to hoth; so that there
can be no explanation for the fact that, while Light becomes
endowed with Touch by reason of its being permeated by
Air, Air does not become endowed with Colour, though it
is permeated by Light. Further, it is actually seen that the
Touch of Air (which is neither hot-nor-cold) is suppressed by
the Touch of Light (which is hot), and becomes imperceptible
(by reason of that suppression) ; and certainly a thing canunot
be suppressed by itself [and thisis what the said phenomenon
would mean if the touch of Light were due to its permeation
by Air; as in that case the said suppression would mean that
the Touch of Air is suppressed by the Touch of Air].

Var{ika on Su. (65).
(P. 897, L. 12 to L. 17.]

Not so, because the Larthy and the Aqueous substances
elc., etc., says the Siifra. The denial is meant to negative
the three immediately preceding S#iras. He for whom
each of the substances is endowed with only one quality,
for him only a thing consisting of Light would be percep-
tible, as it is only such things that would possess Colour
(which is essential for visual perception); and neither Earthy

® The Bhasyachandra explains the passage as translated. The T'a¢parya offers
a somewhat different explanation :—* There is no cvidence according to you, in
support of the view that Odour subsistsin Earth only ; for the only arguments that
you propound are against such a conception ; hence the account of the creation
of things, referred to y.u, must be taken as figurative, not literally true.”
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nor Aqueous things would be perceptible, as none of these
would possess Colour.

Tt has been oxplained in the Bhasya how this S#tre can
be treated as affording several meanings.

Bhasya on St. (66).
(156, L. 14 to P. 157, L. 5.]

Having thus repudiated a theory opposed to all reason,
the Sifre nextturns to answer the argument (put forward
under Sil. 62)—that * the view cannot be accepted, because
all the qualities (attributed to Substance; are not apprehended
by the Sense-organs constituted by them ”’:—

Sii{ra (66).

INASMUCH A3 FROM AMONG TiE QUALITIES [OF THE
ORGANS o OuraorioN, GEsratioN, Vision, TACTION AND
AUDITION] THERE IS AN EXCESS (IN EAcH ORGAN) OF EACH
or 1tk quantries [Onoug, Tasre, Corock, Toucn AND
SouND], ONE BY ONE, IN THE ORDER IN WHICH THEY ARE
MENTIONED, —FACT ORGAN IS REGARDED A8 PREPONDER-
ATING IN THAT QUALITY.#% (St. 66).

2 We huve translated the Satra according to the interpretation of the Bhdgya.
The Vartika does not accept this view, un the gronud that—“if the predominance
of an Orgau counsisted of its appreliending a certain object, then all Orgaus would be
equally predominant ; for every Organ apprehends its object, But the Virfik:
apparently misunderstands the expression taffdtpradhdnam of the Bhdsya :
it does uot mean that each of the ()rgans respectively is predominaut, as theVar{ika
seems to take it—but that each of the Organs has that for its predominant quality,
and this predominance i indicated by the Sense-organ manifesting that only ; and this
i2 not open to the objection urged in the Vargika. Further,the Varfika esplanation
has no point ; if the Olfactory Orgar. is predominant, as endowed with the largest
number of qualities (four),—what can that have to do with its apprehending Odour
only, which is the point at issue ? In fact that it is endowed with four qualities
shonld make it capable of apprehending all those qualities. The Tdfparya has
attempted to justify the Var{ika's iutcrpretation.

The Bhasyachandra follows the Vargike ; but Vishvantha accepts the Bhdsya.
Vardhamdna also in the Nydyanibundhaprakdasha, offers the following explsnation
of the Sitra—* Inasmuch as among the qualities of the Olfactory and uther Sense-
orgaus, there is an excess of the preceding over the succeeding qualities, each of the
Organs is predominant through that qnality, hence it cannot apprehend all qualities ;

it can apprehend only that quality (in its manifested foriz) whose presence imparts
to it the said predominance.
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Hence [because of the fact mentioned in the Sutra] there
can be no apprehension (by any sense-organ) of all qualities.
Among the qualities of the Olfactory and other Organs,—i.e.,
among Odour and the rest—there being an excess (in each
Organ) of the preceding quality (over the succeeding
qualities)—each organ is rogarded as preponderating in
that quality.

“ What does this predominance mean

It means that the Organ is capable of apprehending
that object.

“ What is meant by the ‘ezcess’ of a quality in an
Organ?”

It means that that Organ has the capability of mani.
festing (rendering cognisable) that quality.

[ The meaning of the Sutra thus is as follows]—Just as
the external substances of Earth, Water and Light,—which are
endowed respectively with four, three, and two qualities—are
capable of manifesting, not all these qualities, bat only
Odour, Taste and Colour, respectively ;—and this on account
of the fact that in the substances there is an excess of the
qualities of Odour, Taste and Colour respectively ,—in the
same manner the Organs of Olfaction, Gestation and Vision,—
which are endowed respectively with four, three and two
qualities,—are capable of apprehending not all qualities,
but only Odour, Taste and Colour respectively,—and this
on account of the fact that in each of the Organs there is
an excess of those qualities, Odour, Taste and Colour - res-
pectively,—Hence [inasmuch as the Organs are not possessed
of the capability of apprehending all qualities] there can be
no apprehension, by the Olfactory and other Organs, of all
qualities.

(On the other hand] If one holds that—* the Olfactory
Organ apprehends Odour, because it is endowed with Odour,
and 80 on with the Gestatory and the Organs”—then, it
should be possible—for each of the other Organs, of Olfaction
and the rest, to apprehend all the qualities that it is endowed
withe [which would not meet the Opponent’s objection].

?’)

© Under the theory noticed—according to which the fact that the Olfactory
Organ apprehends Odour, because itis poseessed of Odour, and not because there ig
an excess of Odour in it—the Organ shoald appreliend all the four qualities of
Odour, Taste, Colour, and Touel, with which it is held to be endowed. So that the
contingency of one Organ apprehending all qualities would remain possible,
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Vai tika on Su. (66).
[P. 397, L. 17 to P. 398, L. 8].

Having thus repudiated o theory opposed to all reason, ete.,
ele. says the Bhasya. There being an excess of the preceding
quality over the succeeding, each Organ is regarded as prepon-
deraling in that qualily—says the S7fra; hence there can be
no apprehension (by any one organ) of all qualities. That is,
among the Olfactory and other organs, the preceding is
more important than the sncceeding, *

“ In what does this importance consist ? "’

It consists in the organ being endowed with four (three or two)
qualities.

“Wherein does the cxcess of a quality consist ? ”
It consists in the organ’s capability of manifesting (rendering
perceptible) its own quality; that is, when one thing is
distinguished by the prosence of a quality, that quality, by
virtue of that thing being capable of manifesting a like
quality, is regarded as being there in ezcess ; as we find in
the case of external substances. Similarly in the case of
Sense-organs also, we find a restriction as to each of them mani-
festing only one quality. Hence there can be no apprehen-
sion (by any Sense-organ) of all the qualities.

He, who holds that the Olfactory organ apprehends
Odour because it is endowed with that quality, cannot escape
from the absurd contingency that one sense-organ would
apprehend all qualities.

Bhdgya on Su. (67).
[P. 157, L. 5 to L. 12.]

The question now arises— ‘‘ To what is this restriction due
—that only one organ is composed of the Farth ; and not all?
—that only a few are composed of Water and Light particles,
and not all ? 't Answer—

© The I'dértika interprets the argnmentdifferently from the Bhdsya.

+ The qnestion simply means that one organ (the Olfactery) is held to be
composed of Earth, the Gestatory Organ of Water, the Visual Organ of Light,
and so forth ; now to whatis all this restriction due?  Agreeably to this, the
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S8#fra (67).
Tie resricrioN [AS T0 ONE OBGAN BEING COMPUSED
OF KARTH, AND SO FORTR] IS DCE TO PREPONDERANCE
[i.c. siNGULARITY }s—(Su, 67).

[ In the formation of any thing] there is a coming
together (amalgaination) of such distinet substances as are
capable of bringing about the requisite thing—this amalgama-
tion being regulated by the destiny (merit-demerit) of men
(to whom the thing is to belong); it is this amalgamation of
distinet substances that constitutes the ‘preponderance’ [ which
means °‘singularity ’ |—of the thing; the word °preponder-
ance 'is found to be used in the seuse of ‘singunlarity’ or ‘excel-
lence’ ; e.g., au ercellent thing is called ‘ preponderating.” For
instance, such things as Poison, Medicinal Plant, Gem and so
forth, which are produced under the influence of the destiny
of Men, are capitble of accomplishing distinet purposes ;
and all things do uot accomplish all purposes. In.the same
manner, when the Olfactory and other organs ave produced,
they are capable of apprchending only certain distinct things,
—and not all things,

Virtike on Su. (67).
(1. 598, L. 9 to L. 16.]

Question.—* Why is it that every Karthy Substance is not
regarded as the Olfactory Organ "’

Tigparye puts the question as— Whence do you gol al the restriction that it is
the Olfactory Organ aloug that apprehiends Odour ?” The Vartike and Vishvauitha
put the question differently—* Why is uot every substance compused ol Earth
regarded ds the * Olfactory Organ ' ¥ 'The Bhasyachandre and the Nydyestira-
viwarane put the questiou in the simplest form —¢ What are the reasons for
regatding the Olfactory Organ alone as compused of Barth, the Gentatory Organ
alunc as composed of Water aud su Lorth 27 With the exception of the Vartika and
Vishvaniha, all ave in agrcement with the Bhisya.

© The Bhasys has cxplained the expression khaya:fvdf ©of the Sibra
mean  prakristafodd, duc to superivrity or singularity. Would it not hesimplerot
toistake it as “meaning isimply preponderance 2—the argument ‘being that ¢ the
Olfactory Organ in regarded as of Harth, because Earth forms the preponderating
elemont in its constitution  In view of this we have translated the said express-
jon as ¢ proponderance,’ which is its natural signilication, aud placed the Bhdsya-
rendering as a parenthetical explanation.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1258 THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA

With a view to account for the restriction (why only one
Earthy substance is regarded as the Olfactory Organ) we
have the S#tra—The restriction, ete., elc.

Question.—* What is this preponderancs (spoken of in the
Sagra)?”

Adnswer—The * Preponderance’ of a thing consists in the
amalgamation of such distinct substances as are capable of
bringing about the requisite thing, swch amalgamation being
rogulated by the destiny of men. The word * preponderating ’
is often used in the sense of exc-llence or singularity ; as in
ordinary language an ‘excellent’ thing is called ‘preponder-
ating.” Such ordinary things as Poison, Medicinal Plants,
Gems, &c., capable of accomplishing distinct purposes, are
produced under the influence of the destiny of men.

Bhasya on Su. (68).
[P. 157, L. 12 to L. 18]

Question- “Why is it that the Sense-organs do not
apprehend their own qualities ¥ "e

[The answer is given by the following Safra]—
Sutra (68).
BECAUSE 1T IS ONLY AS ENDOWED WITH QUALITIES THAT
THE SENSE-ORGANS ABE WHAT THEY ARE. (Sa. 68.)

The Olfactory and other-organs donot, as a matter of fact,
apprebend their own qualities, Odour and the rest. If you
ask—* Why is this so ¥ ?—our answer is that it is only as
endower with their respective qualities that the Olfactory
and other Organs arc regarded as ‘ Scnsc-organs.” That 1s
to say, the Olfactory Organ apprehends outside Odour, only
when it is itself accompaunied by Odour which serves the
same purpose (of making perceptible the Odour, of other
things) as the organ itself; so that it cannot apprehend its

¢ ¢ If, for iustance, the Olfactory OUrgan is, as the Siddhantin holds, endow-
cd with Odour, how is it that the Urgau does not perceive this Olour present
in itsolf ? .

Vishvanatha introduces the Siitra somcwhat differeutly :—* The Siitra pro-
ceeds to prove thal the Scnsc-orgaus arc actually oudowed with the qualities of
Udour, &c.'
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own Odour, for the simple reason that in this the necessary
auxiliary (in the shapo of its own Odour) would be wanting.
Similarly with the other sense-organs,
Vartika on Su. (68).
(P. 398, L. 16 to P. 399, L. 2.]

Question—** How is it §c.—That is, for what reason do
the Olfactory and other organs not apprchend their own
Odour, &c.?”

Answer— Because it is, elc.,, rlc.—says the Sutra-—That
the Sense-organ isan organ only as equipped with its quality ;
what is without a quality cannot ba » Sense-organ. It is for
this reason that a Sense-organ does not apprehend its own
quality.

Bhigya on Sa. (69).
[P. 157, L. 18 to L. 22.]

If it be held that—“the Odour of the Olfactory Organ
would itself Lo the requisite auxiliary also,”—then our
answer is—

Satra (69).

BLCAUSE A THING CANNOT BE APPRERENDED BY ITSELF (St 69);—

there can be no apprchension, by the Sense-organs, of
their owa qualities, In fact, the assertion made is exactly
like the statement—* Just as an external substance is appre-
hended by the Eye, so, by the Eye, that same HEyo itself
should be approhended” ; for in both cases (tho apprehen-
sion of the Eye by itself, and of the organ’s quality by it-
sclf), the causes of requisite apprehension are wanting.
(i.e,, The quality, forming an integral part of the Sense-
organ, cannot be apprehended by tho same organ ; nothing
can operate upon itself . '

Var{ika on St. (69).
[P. 399, L. 2 to L. 13.]

If the Odour wero an auxiliary of the Olfactory Organ,
as well as a thing apprehended by it,—then, because a thing
cannot be apprehended by itself—[there can be no appre-
hension, by the Sense-organ, of its own quality]. 1f the Sense-
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organ wore to apprehend its own Odour, then this Odour
could not be ¢ perceptible by a Sense-organ ’ ; for while appre-
hending its own Odour, the Sense-organ would be appre-
hending itself; since Odour forms its very essence; and
certainly there is no instrument in the world that operates
upon itself ; so that the assertion of the Opponent is
wanting in any corroborative instances. Further, it is
never directly perceived that the Odour of the Olfactory
Organis apprehended by that same organ. "Then again,
why do you not put the question—*Why is the Olfactory
Organ not apprehended by itself 7’ You do net putit
simply because such apprehension is never found to appear;
that is to say, you do not put the question becauso the
Olfactory Organ is never found to apprehend by itself.
And exactly in the same manner, inasmuch as the Odour
of the Olfactory Organ is never found to be apprehended
by itself,—it is not right to put the question why the Sense-
organs do not appreheud their own qualities. Because
the reasons for non-apprehension—the absence of the re-
quisite causes—are the same in both cascs.*
Vartika (70).

[Objection]—" WHAT 13 ASSEWTED CANNOT BE AC-
CEPTED; BRCAUSE THE QUALITY OF SOUND 18 ACTUALLY
rerceivep.”’—(St. 70.)

Blagya on Su. (70),

[P. 158, Ll. 2—3,
¢ Tt is not true that the Sense-organs do not apprehend
their own qualities; because Sound is apprehended by the
Auditory Organ, and yet it is its own quality [Sound

being the quality of Akasha, and the Auditory Organ being
nothing other than Akashal.’’

® Vighvanitha explains the Safrd diffevently : The presence of Odour &c.in
the Sense-organs having been establisl ed, the Safra proceeds to show that we infer
that these qualitics are unmanifested, from the fact that they arenot perceived ;—the
meaning of the Sitra being that the Sense-organ canot apprehend its own quality.
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Var{ika on Su. (70).
(P. 899, Ll 15—1¢.)

“ What is asserted cannot be accepted, because ele.—says the
Safra. It is not right to say that tho Sense-organs do not
apprehend their own quulities ; becanse Akisha (in the form

of the Auditory Organ) does apprehend its own quality,
Sound.

Sufra (71).
Ansier—THE SAID APPREUENSION IS DUE TO THH
FACT OF THE QUALATY (SoUND) aND suUBSTANCE (AKZsiia)
EEING UNLIKE OTHER QUALITIES AND SUBSTANCES, Su.'71),

Bhitsya on Su. (71).
- {P. 1358, L. 5 to L. 10.]

As a mattoer of fact, it is not as endowed with a particular
Sound that Akasha becomes the (Auditory) Sensc-organ pos-
sessed of a quality *; and Sound is not the manifester of
Sound [so that the Auditory organ consisting of Akasha
differs from the other organs consisting of Karth &e., becauso
it is only as possessed of Odour that Harth constitutes the
Olfactory organ, and so forth; while Akiisha forms the
Auditory organ by its very nature ;—and Sound also differs
from Odour].

Fuarther, that tho Olfactory and other organs apprehen:d
their own qualities is known neither by Percoption, nor by
Inforence; while as regards the Akasha of the Auditory
argan, wo do know, by Inference, that Sound is apprehiended
by it ; and Sound is the quality of Akasha. The inference
that leads to this Cognition is that which operates by elimi-
nation : [among the Substances that could be regarded as
tho Auditory organ, to which alone Sound could belong as
a quality] the Soul is the hearer, and not the instrument (of
hearing) | Hence the Soul can not be the Aunditory organ];—
if the Mind were the Auditory organ, then (Mind being imper-
ishable) thero would bo no possibility of deafness;—as regards
Earth (Water, Light and Air), though they have the capacity

© That is, it is not by reason of its having Sound for its quality that the Auditory
organ is an organ of perception ; by its very nature is the Auditory organ Akisha,
The quality of Sound that belongs to Akisha of the Auditory organ could not be the
same that is apprehended by it,
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of becoming (composing) the organs of Olfaction and the
rest, thoy do not have the capacity of forming the Auditory
organ; —Akasha thus is the only snbstance left ;—hence it is
concluded that it is Akdsha that forms the Auditory Organ.
Var{ika on Su. (71).
[P. 899, L. 16 to P. 400, L. 16.]

Our answer fo tho objection (in Sa. 70) is as follows:—
It is not as endowed with Sound that the Auditory organ is
regarded as a Sense-organ; that is, though it is only as
endowed with their rospective gualities that the other organs
are regarded as Sense-organs, yet, such is not the case with
Akasha s—Why P—becanse Sound is unlike other qualities, and
Akasha is unlike other substances. This is what is meant
by the Satra(71). What is meant is that Sound is not
Vie: P. 400. the manifester of Sound, nor is Akiasha, with a
quulity, the Auditory Organ.
“ What then is the Auditory Organ ?"

1t is Akasha itself. 'This is learnt by climination : (1)
The Soul cannot, be the Auditory Organ ; because being the
Agent, the Soul can be only the auditor, and not the Auditory
Organ. (2 Nor can Mind be regarded as the Au.litory Organ ;
forif the Mind were that organ, thea there would be no pos-
sibility of deafness; and further, inasmuch as Mind operatos
upon all things, the Anditory organ also would operate
upou (and apprehend) all things. (3) Nor can Earth &c., be
regarded as the Auditory organ; beeauso these are taken up in
the constitution of the Olfactory and other organs; as a
matter of fact, Earth &c,, are takon up in the composi-
tion of the Olfactory and other organs; so that if Earth
&ec., formed the Auditory Organ, Sound would fail to be
perceived, if there were any derangement in the Olfaclory
and other organs! (4) If the Tactile Organ were the Auditory
Organ, there would be no possibility of deafness [as total
destruction of all Skin would be impossible]! And a total
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anuibilation of all Skiu (tactile organ) would meon death.
(5) 1f Spaco and Timo formed the Auditory Organ, then
Sound, being the quality of something other than that (Space
and Time), could not be spprehended by that organ! [Svund
belongs to Akasha, whilo ihe Auditory Organ consists of
Space and Time, not of Akasha, ex-hypothesi). If (with a view
to escape from this difficulty) it bo urged that Sound isa
quality of Space and Time,—then the only quarrel betwcen us
is that of names ; for Akasha (according to us also) is only
that of which Sound is a quality; and the only difference
between us is that you® give it a different name ¢Space aud
Time’. If it is not so, then what you assert (in regard to
Sound being the quality of Space and Time) means the total
denial of Akasha,~the quality of Sound (as asubstratum
whereof alone is Akasha postulated) subsisting (according
to you) in something else. If Sound subsists in something
else, then Akasha becomes rejected ; as apart from Sound
thero is nothing that could indicate the existence of Akasha ;
as there is in the case of Space and Time, whose existence
is indicated (proved) by the qualitics of Priority, Posteri-
ority and the like.

Thus then, there is no other substance left (which
could ba regarded as constituting the Auditory Organ]. Nor
can Qualities bo regarded as the Auditory Organ; nor
Actions; nor Community, Individuality or Inherence; because
none of theze is found to be endowed with the requisite apti-
tude. Nor, lastly, can it be held that there is no such thing as
the Auditory Organ; as its existence is positively indicated
(proved) by the perception of Sound,  So that the only
thing that remains is Akasha. Hence it follows that it is
Alkasha that constitutes the Auditory Organ.

Thus Ends the First Daily Lesson of Discourse 111,

4 The Bhdsyachandra quoting the Virtika reads qaaty for qaar,
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Discoorse 111
Daily Lesson 11,
8ection (1).
Transient Character of Buddhi—Cognition.
(Sttras 1—9).
Bhagya on Su (1).
[P. 158, L. 12 to P. 159, L. 5].

The Sense-organs and Object: have been fully examined ;
now it is the turn of the Examination of Buddhi, Cognition.
* And the first question that arises is—Is (Jogunition eternal
or non-eternal ?

“ Why should there be this doubt ?”
Sutra (1).

Tie DOUDT ARISES DY REASON OF THE SIMILARITY (OF
CocNiTioN) To ActioN aND ARZsua. (Su. 1).

(@) The ¢ similarity* of Cognition to Action and Akasha
consists in intangibility ; (5) and further, in Apprehension
we do not perceive any such definite character as eithor
liability to production and destruction—which would mark
it ag non-eternal —or the contrary [i.e., non-liability to pro-
duction and destruction] which would mark it as eternal;
hence [all necessary conditions of Doubt, describad under
St. 1-1-23, being present] the said Doubt arises,

© The Agent (Soul), the Instrument (the Sensc-organs) and the Objects of Appre-
hension or Cognition having been duly examined, it is now the turn of the examina-
tion of the nature of Cognition or Apprehension itself.—Bhasyachandra.

The things outside the Body having been examined, the Author next procecds to
examine those within the Body,—says the Parishuddhi. On this Vardhamaua
makes the following observations :—

Wlen it is eaid that the things now going to be examined exist in the Body, it
cannot mean that they subsist or inhere in it, as in thissense Cognition and Mind
cannot be said to exist in the body ; nor can it mesn that they are in physical
contact with it ; as this would not be true of Cognition, and also because many external
things also,are in contact with the Body. What is meantis that the coming
Lesson deals with such objects of Cognition as are distinguished by the character
of being the cause of experienées in connection with the Body. Such cxamination
is conducive to that Disgust for things which is a nccessary step towards Final
Kclease.
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Vartika on Sa. (1).
[P. 401, L. 4 to L. 10].

The Sense-organs and the Objects have been examined ;
next it is the tarn of Cognition to be exa-
mined. And the first inquiry that is stated is as
regards the character of Coguition—is, it etornal or non-
eternalP—The mere existenco of Cognition having been
already proved [there is no need for enquiry as whether or
not there is any such thing as Cognition]. On
this point the author of the Suitra explains the grounds for
Doubt. The Doubt arises &c. &e.—says the Satra. The
character common to Cognition and the two things mention-
ed in the Safra consists of intangibility. In Cognition we
do not perceive any such definite character as either liability to
production und destruction—uwhich could mark it as non-eternal
—or the contrary, which could mark it as cteraal— says tho
Blasya. Hence there arises tho said Doubt.

Bhasya on Su. (2).
[P. 1568, L. 17 to P. 159, L. 10].

[An objection is raised azainst the abovouestion]— The
doubt put forward is groundless; it is a fact known to every
living being that Cognition is transicnt, being just like
Pleasure and such exporiences ; every man has such notions
as—"' I shall know' °I know® aud ‘I have known;’ and tlio
connection with tha three points of time (involved in theso
conceptions) would not be possible if Cognition wore not
liable to production and destruction [So that it i3 not truo
that we do not find in Cognition the liability to produce
tion and deswruction]; * hence, inasmusch as Cognition is

Vair. p. 401,

°The three notivna meuntioned imply that there is produstisve of Cozuition
(as involved in the notion ¢ I shall know,’ which ncans that tha cognition shall
be produced), there i3 continuity of Cognition (as expressed by ¢ L knaw ' ¢ which
mecans that Cognition is present), aud there is destruction of Cognition (as
expressed by * I have known,” which means that the Coguition Las come to an end).—
Bhasyachandra.

The Tatparya puts the question somewhat differently :—¢¢ [f by * Buddhi’ in the
present context, you wean the individual cognition of things, then the whole discuss-
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related to all three points of time (being, as it is, liable to
production, existenco and destruction), it follows as an estab-
lished conclusion that Cognition is now-eternal. Further,
in the Nyaya-snfra itself it has been asserted as a well-subs-
tantiated fact—(a) that ¢ Cognition is pr.duced by the contact
of the Sense-organs, and the Obhject’ (Su. 1-1-16), and (/)
that ¢ the non-simultaneons production of Cognitions indicates
the existence of Mind’ (S@. 1-1-16) [wherein it is taken for
granted that Cognitions aro produced, from which it follows
that Cognition is not-efernal]; so that no further doubt and
discussion would to be called for.”

Qur auswer (in justification of the present enquiry) is
that the prescnt enquiry is for the purpose of refuting the
unreasonable assertions based mpon false speculation; tho
Ninkbyas, speculating in the realws of philosophy, assert
that—* Burdli,; the intexnal Organ of Man, is cternal ;”
and they also put forward arguments in support of this
assertion, as in the following Safra. *

ion becomes  peintless, as no one holds such eognitions Lo be other than mowmentary,
1f, ou the other haud, you mean by Buddhi, the Mahat of the Siikhya, then,
before disenssing the character of such a thing, it behoves you to discass its very
existenee 3 as the Naiyayika does not admit of uuy such universal Thinking Principlo
as the ¢ Mahat” of the Sankhya,

Vardhamina has some observations to make in regard to the exact words in
which the subject- matter of the discussion should be stated.  In the sentence—¢ Is
Buddhi eterval or nou-cterual )’ the term ¢ buddhi’, like every other term, denotes the
genus ‘buddhitva 3 and as this latler is eterual, aceording to all parties, there is no
oceasion for doubt on this matter. Nor can the question be stated in the form
—*“1s the word buddhi one whose denolation ig cteraal, or is it oue whose denota-
tion is not cternal ? ¢ Because it is possible to give the namae to a person, whereby
the physical Lody of that person would form the denotation of the word * buddhi ;°
and certainly there could beno question of this denotativn being eternal. Some peoplo
have stated the question in the form —“Is the denotation of the term buddhi,
which is the substratum of the genus * buddhitva,’ eternal or nou-cternal?” The
Author himegelf wenld favour the question in the form—*Is coguition co-substrate
with I-ness or not?’ According to the Sailhyu, the Buddhi-tattra is the substra-
tum of Cognition, which is something different from the Atman, and as such ot co-
substrate with I-uess. .

@ Whether Budqhi is eternal or non-eternal is not the main subject of our preeent
cuquiry ; this has been introduced only asa prelimivary issue, which serves to
cstablish the conclusion that there is no such thing as the Universal Thinking Priuci-
ple, the Mahag, which the Sankhya posits as somcthing distioct from the ephemeral
Cognitions of things. The fact of the wmatter is that if Bugddhi were something

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1268 THE NYAYA-SUTRAS OF GAUTAMA

Sitra (2).

 BECAUSE THERE 1S RE-COGNITION OF THINGS. ” (Sa. 2).

“ What is this ¢ re-cognition ' ? ¢ Re-cognition is the name
of that re-collective coguition which is involved in tho con
ception that we havo in regard to one and the same thing, in
thoe form—* I now cognise the same thing that [ had cog-
nised before. Such re-collective cognmon can bo possible
only when Coguition is cternal; for if there werc several
divergent Cogmtlons, capable of being produced and des-
troy Ld no ‘re-cognition’ would be possible; for a thing
caJuzscd by ono cannot bo re-gognised by another. ” *

Vartika on Su. (2).
[P. 401, L, 10 to P. 402, L. 7].

Objection : —* The doubt put forward is groundless ; because
the matter is known to every living being. It isa fact well
kuown to every living being, whether Cognition is eternal
or noun-eternal.  Further, Cognition is known fo be connected
with all three points of time ; that is, in connection with Cogni-
tion, we find all threo points of time manifesting itself—as
13 proved by such conceptions as—* I shall know,” *I know’
and ‘I have known'; and no such connection with three
points of time would be possible unless Cognition were liable
to production and destruction ; for instance, no such ° con-
nection with three poiuts of time’ is found in the case of
Akasha, which is not liable’ to production and destruction.

eternal, then it would certainly be something duerent frow the momentarily ap-
pearing and disappearing cognitions ;—if on the other hand, the grounds put forward
in proof of the cternality of Buddhi, are fouad to be invapable of establishing it,
then there would be no justilication for postulating any Universal Thinking Principle
apart from the Coguitions; and it becomes established that ‘Buddhi’ and ‘Cognition’ are
synonymous terms, as declared by the Naiydyika in Si. 1-1-15. It is in this manner
also that the presentenquiry becowes connected with the definition o £ Buddhi set
forth in the Si¢ra (1-1-15) There would be no such relevancy in the enquiry if it
pertained merely to the eternality or non-eternality of Buddhi.—Ta¢parya.

© And according 10 the Sankhya, Budlhi is eternal, and yet capable of under-
going modifications ; by virtue of which it becomes connected with the several
cognitions involved in Re-cognition. This would not be possible of the Soul, which is
cternal, unmodiiable.—T4¢ parya.
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Thus then, when we find in Cognition, this distinctive charac-
ter (liability to production and destruction, which marks it
out as not-eternal), there is no ground for Doubt. For these
reasons there can be no ground for any further doubt or dis-
cussion,” The rest is clear in the Bhasya.

Answer:—The present enquiry is for the purposc of re-
Juting unreasonable assertions based upon fulse speculations—
says the Bhasya. What is intendod is not raercly to ostab-
lish the non-eternality of Cognitions, but to refute
the philosophical doctrines of Opponcnts. The
Sa:khyas, speculating in the realms of philosophy, assert that
* Baddhi is eternal,? and they also put forward the argnment
in support of their assertion; viz: ‘‘becaunse there is re-cogni-
tivn of things”. . We have such notions as—* Thoe things I
had cognised beforo T cognise now ;? and this ¢ re-collectivo
cognition,” which involves the appcarance of two cognitions
(past and present) in regard to the same thing, is possible
only if Cognition is eternal ; and if there were several diver
gent cognitions, no such * re-cognition’ would bo possible ; as
we find in the case of the cognitions of difforent persons.

Satra (3).
[The Siddhantin’s answer to the Saikhya argument].

INASMUOH AS WIIAT HAS BEEN POT FORWARD IS ITSELF

STILL 'TO BE PROVED, IT CANNOT BE ACCEPTED AS A VALID

REASON., (Su. 3),

Blagya on Su. (5).
[P. 159, L. 12 to P. 160, L. 18].

Just as the ¢ eternality ’ of Buddhi is still to be prqvod_’, 80
is also the fact that ¢ re-cognition’ belongs to Buddhi * still to
be proved’, i.e., not proved [it cannot be admitted j;—why so?—
because what belongs to an intelligent being cannot be attri-
buted to an instrument ; as a matter of fact, Buddhi—which
is spoken of as *jAana’ (Cognition), ¢ darshana’ (Percep-
tion), ¢ upalabdhi’ (Apprebeunsion), ¢ bodha’ (Understg.ndmg),
‘prafyaya’ (Coguizance), and ‘aghyavasdya’ (Ascertainment),

Var, P, 402,
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—is a qualily of, and belongs to, the conscious person; and
it is only the conscious person that re-cognises what he has
cogunised before ; so that it is to this conscious person only
that ‘eternality ' can be attributed, oo the ground of *re-
cognition.'® If it be held that ¢ Conscionsness’ (or ‘Intelli-
gence’) belongs to the instrument {and not to the Soul; so
that Recognition also would belong tothe Instrument],—
then it becomes necessary to explain the exact nature of tho
conscious (iutelligent) Being ; for unless you define the
exact nature of the ® Conscious Being,” you cannot posit a
totally different + Soul (a Personality or conscious Being totally
different from what is generally regarded as the Conscious
Being), Thatis to say, if it be held Cognition (Conscions-
ness) belongs to the Intornal Organ in the shape of the Mind,
we ask you—of this *conscious being’ of yours, what is the
exact form, what the character, and what the exact nature P
And what does this *Conscious Being’ do with the cognition
subsisting in the Bug-lhi 2 IF it be hold thab—**it cognises,
chétayale,”—our answer is that this expression would in no
way differ from ‘jizana,’ * cognition ’; that is to say, the two
expressions—‘ tho man cognises’ and * Buddhi knows’—
wonld both connote cngnition, and nothing clso; t as tho
words ¢ chétayate’ (‘cognises’), ‘janitg’ * (knows)’ ¢ budhyald
‘(understands’), ‘pashyati’ (perceives’) ¢ upalabhale’ (‘ appre-
hends’),—all mean one and the same thing. ** But Budyhi
is what makes things known,” That is just so; tho Person
knows and the Bud@hi makes kavon things ; but (under this
theory) it thus becomes established that Cognition helongs to
tho person (as held by the Siddh@ntin), and wot to the Internal
Organ, ‘Buddhi’ (as held by the Purvapaksin).§

9 Itis the person that recngnises; ‘recoguition’ belongs to him; hence it
* recoguition’  proves elernality, this eternality can belong only to the Couscious
Persou, aud not to Bustdhi, which, as the luterual Organ, ig'a mere instrument |
for this simple rcason this Budghi docs not appear in the Recognition at all.—
Tatparya. .

1 The Naiyayike posits one kind of Conscions Being in the shape of the
Soul; the Opponent now porits the * Counscious Being’ in the shape of the Ins-
tramnent, the Internal Organ.  Before this cau be accepted, the Opponent should
explain what he exactly means by the ¢ Conscious Being.’

$ ¢ What ivgpoken of ay cogmsing, i.e., the Person, is nothing different from
what iy spoken of as kioling, i.e., Budghi ; so that ¢ Buddhi and Person’ become
‘uynonymous terms,! Thiw is the cxplanation of the Blasyachandra.

§ Oue is said to ‘know,” when be brings about cognition in himself ; whils
one is said to ‘make known’ thinge wheu it brings about coguition in others §
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[It having been proved that Cognition belongs to the Per-
son, and not to Buddhi, the Author proceeds to refute the
view that the actions denoted by the terms *‘cognition,’
‘apprehension,’ ‘understandiug’ are different from one an-
other, and as such should belong to different entities]—IF it
be held that each of the actions denoted by the terms (above-
mentioned) belong to distinet individual persons,—then it
belinves you to show cause for your denial (of the view that
they belong to tho one and the same person). That is to
say, if the Opponent holds the view that—* ¢nc person doos
the cognising, another the understanding, a third the appre
hending, and a fourth the pereeiving”,—then it comes to this
that all these persons,—the coguiser, the understander, tbe
apprehender and the perceiver—are 8o many distinct persons,
and the corresponding qualities (of cognition and the vest) do
not beloug 1o one and the same person, Such being your view,
(we ask you)—what is your reason for this denial ? if
you put forward “ the non-difference of deuotation” as your
reason,—then the s8ame may bo said for us also. That is, if
what you mean i3 that—*“inasmuch as tho words eagnises,
apprehirndg &e. denote the same thing, it cannot be right
to attribute (and restrict) them all to ono and the same Per-
son {and there would beno sense in predicating 8o many synony-
mous terms in reference to the sama Agent],”—then tho
same fact (0f samencss of denotation) may be equally urged
against you also: For in the two cxpressions, *the person
cogu-ses, chéfaya(é and ‘the Buddhi knows, jana(i,) there
is no differenco in the denotation of the terms ¢cognises’
and ‘knows’; so that both (Person and Buddhi) being
equally cognitive or Conscious Beings, [there being no rea-
son for predicating one of the Person, and the other of the
Buddhi] one of the two must be rejected [and Coguition
should be attributed to one ouly].*

#c that these two Leing totally different, cognition cannot belong to Buddlki, which,
ex-hypothesi, ouly makes things Anown.'—Bhasyachandra.
© This parsage is somewhat obscure ; the obscurity being enhanced by the
reading of the text. Several manuscripts, as also the Vartika, read *ar{hasyabhéda
ifi samdanam,abhinndrih@ &>, &o. Tie only mcaning that can be deduced from
this text is as translated above; we have adopted this.in the body of the text, in
deference to the Vdrf{ita. Several other manuscripts however, among them the
two Puri Mss.,, and alsothe Bhisyachandra, read ‘arthasya bhedu iti &c. &c. Ap-
parently this is the better reading ; because the proposition that the ‘several qualitios
do not belong to the same individual® can be sapported by the fact that the qualitics
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If (with a view to escape from the above difficulties) it
be held that — the name ¢buddhi’ stands for the Mind,
being explained as * bughyal@ anaya ’, that by means of which
things are cognised [i. e. it is the Instrument, not the Agent of
cognition] ; and the Mind is certainly eternal ’’,—then our
answer is that that may be so * (Mind may be eternal) ; but
the eternality of Mind is not proved by the recognition of
things (which has been urged by the Opponent as the reason
for the eternality of Buddhi) ;—specially becaunse as a matter
of fact, we find IRecognition appearing even when there is
a diversity of Iustruments, only it the Cognitive Agent hap-
pens to be the same [sothat Recognition cannot imply or
prove the sameness and continunity of the Zustrumentj;—for
as asserted in 8. 3-1-7,—* there is recognition, with the right
eye, of what has been seen with the left '—an assertion made
in regard to the eye, but equally true of the Lamp also;
there being recognition, of a thing previously seen with the
help of one lamp, with the help of another. From all this

expressed by the terms are different ; if it were the same single quality denoted by
them all, then there would be nothing wrong in predicating all the terus of the same
individual, The difficulty in this rcading however is that, the repeated
reference to the argument of the preeeding clauxe is found, in all manuscripts, in the
form * ablunndirthab &e.', which shows that the preceding clause must be ‘arfhusyd-
bhidul’. 'The Bhagyachandra has made an atteinpt to construe this passage accord-
ingto its own reading, by which the translation shonld stand thus :—* There is a
difference in the denotation of the terms cognises &e., which are not kynonymous ;—
if this is what you mean, then we may make a similar assertion : the words in ques-
tion are synouymous [this assertion being as reasonable as yowrs, that they are nnt
synonymons]; and henee it is not possible to make any distinction (either ar to the
«nalitics denotedd by the worids, or to the cntitics to whom the qualities Lelong).
If you admis this (well-established fact), (hen the same may ho said (in conuection
with what we are gning to point ont) : Thatis, in the two expressions, ¢ the Person
coznises” and ‘the Buddhi knows', there is no difference in the denotation of the
twao terms” ¢ cognises ’ and ¢ knows ’;so that bathh Buddhi and Person heing cognitive
entities, one or the other must be rejected (not regarded as really cognitive) [there
Leing no room for two cagnitive entitics in the same body).”

1t will be fonnd that both thse explanations involve a certain amount of forced
construction. In that which has been adopted in the body of the text, the explana-
tion of the phrase * vyavasthdnupapattil’ is not cutircly satisfactory ; while the
Bhagyachandra in scveral placeshas been forced to give np the construction of
passage, which appears tobe the most natural, and mostin keeping with the style
of the Bhasye.

©® The Puri Mss, and the Bhasyachandra read ‘asgyétadéram’; which means
¢+ Miud is cternal, weadmit that.
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it follows that what has been put forward by the Opponent
(i. e. * tho recognition of things’)is a reason for the eternalivy
of the Nognitive 4gent (Soul ; and not for that of the Instru-
ment, Buddhi).
Vartika on Su, (3).
[P. 402, L. 9 to P. 405, 1.. 9 ]

Iiasmuch as what has been put forward §e. §e.—says the
Siatra. Just as the *eternality’ of Buddhi is still to be
proved, so also it is still to be proved that ¢ recognition ’
belongs to Buddhi. Why so? Decause what belongs to an
inlelligent being cannot be altributed to an Instrument; as a
matler of fact, Buddhi,—whick is spoken of as *Cognilion’
¢ perceplion’, ¢ upprehension’, * understanding’,—is aquality of,
and belongs lo, the conscious person ; ii 18 only the conscious
person that ‘recdgnises’ what he has ¢ cognised’ before ; so
that it is to this conscious person only that * eternalily® can be
attributed on the ground of * recoguition *—(Bhasya).

[Having stated the argumcnt of {he Bhasya, the Vartila
proceeds to add somo arguments of its own].—DBeccause tho
Instrument cannot be the substiralum of an action;—asa
matter of fact, no Instrument is ever found to bo the subs-
tratum of any action ; and ‘apprehending’ is an action;
hence it cannot subsist in the Instrument.* * But, since

® The Parishuddhi remarks—[n veality what the Virtika states here with a
view to show an incongrnity in the Opponeut’s position is itsell inconzruous : that
which hus no action, which is inactive, cannot be an *Justrwment ' at all.  And in
view of this difficulty, the Tatparya explains the Virtika us follows :— What the
Vargika means is that the Instrunent is not the substratum of the principal action ;
it certainly does Dhecome the substratum of thesceondary action. [, g, the act of
cutting dvcs not beleng to the axe ; but the actions of rising and failing apon the
wood do belong o it]; in the prescut coutext, ¢ apprehending ’ is the principal action;
and that to which this action dircctly belongs is the Agent, not the Instrument ; thus

“then, what iy proved by the act of ‘ Recoguition ’ is only its agent, conscivus person,
and not its Insteument’, the Buddhi. Tue Parishugdhi goes on to say, that some-
times the principal nction sabsists in the object also (aud not always in the Agent) ;
but it is nuivérsally admitted that this is not the case with the action of Apprehemd-
ing, which always subsists in the Agent, and not in the Objective or in the Instrument.
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it is the substratum of its own action, what is asserted is
not right.”  If you mean by this that—* Every active
thing being the substratum of its own action, it is not right
to say that the Instrument is not the substratum of
action. "—OQur answer is that it is true that everything
is the substratam of its own action, and by its own action
a thing does not become entitled to the name of *Ins-
trument;’ on the contrary, in regard to its own action,
everything is the ‘agent;' while the present enquiry in
connection with Buddhi proceeds on the basis of the uns
derstanding that Buddhi is an ZInstrumeant. Ilence tho
Objection that has been urged is not rightly taken. “ But
from what you say, everything should be regarded as
Agent. 1f through its own actions, a thing is eutitled
to the name of Agent, then overy active thing (cvery-
thing that helps in the accomplishmout of an act) should
be regarded as tho Agent,” True; but what is an
acknowledged tenet can not be urged as an undesirable
countingency. * “But in that case if overything is to be
regarded as Ageal, how do you account for such distinct
names a8 Agent, Inslrument and the like?” Tnese dis-
tinct names are on the basis of the principal
or primary action (and not on that of the secon-
dary or subsidiary actions of the several things concerned
in it); and that action is to be regarded as ‘primary’ for
the accomplishing of which the Instrument is taken up; so
that when all that is mecant to be expressed is that the
several things are conducive to (instrumental in) a primary
action,—and the diversity of the subsidiary actions of each of
those things is not meant to be emphasised,—those things
(which constitute the Agent, the Object &c,) are spoken of
under the common name of ‘Zaraka,’ ¢ active thing’; while
when the diversity of theseveral actions isintended to be sever-

Var, P. 403.

© That everything is an ‘ agent’ in regard to its own action, is an acknowledged
tenet with us ; hence this cannot be urged as an undesirable contingency.
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ally emphasised, those things come to be spoken of under the
distinot namos of ‘ Agent,’ ‘Instrument’ and °Object.’
(as regards such expressions as (a) ¢ kar{d-karakam,’ °the
active thing, the ¢ Agent,’ (b) ¢ karapa-karakam,’ ¢ the active
thing ¢ the Instrument,’ and like] the active things being
spoken of under their common name ¢ active thing, ’ ¢ k@raka,’
the specific name, * Agent,’ ¢ Instrumentj’ &e. is added with
a view to indicate the distinctive feature of each of them
~—which distinguishes it from the others,-—so that no
other is included under that (qualified) name.* Thus then, it
is with reference to the principal action that the several active
things come to be spoken of under the several names of
* Agent,” ¢ Instrument’ &ec.; and among these, that which
operates: upon other things, and is not itself operated upon
by anything else, is the * Agent’; and similar explanations
of the others may be provided, in accordance with what has
been said by ns before (in Adhyaya II',  “If the charac-
tor of the Agent consists in being not operated upon by other
active things, then, inasmuch as the so-called Agent also
acts only though the aid of the sevoral active things conduc-
ivo to the principal action), [it dves not fulfil the condi-
tions of you definition of the ¢ Agent”].”  Itis not true
that the Agent acts only through the aid of the severul
other things ; for what urges the Agent to act is the result
(sought to be accomplished) ; as a matter of fact, what urges
the Agent to activity is the result, and not the Instrument
or any other active thing; and since the Iesult is notan
*active thing," |so that by being urged by the Result] the
Agent does not lose the character of deiny not urged ly an
aciive thing ;—and that the Agent takes up the other active
things is due to the fact of those being invariable concomi-
tants of (and indispensable for) the accomplishment of the

© Just asin the expression *blind man,’ the term ‘man’ is the common umo;
wherein all men are the same ; while the qualifying term *blind ’ connotes that
" wherein he differs from all other mea,
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said action ; that is, inasmuch as without the Instrument:
and other active things being taken up (by the Agent) the
action cannot be accomplished, those several active things,
being indigpensable, come to be taken up (by him).

From all this it is clear that.the character that belongs to
the Oonscious Deing cannot be attributed lo the Instrument
(Buddhi).

Even admitting that ¢ Re-cognition’ belongs to the Inter-
nal Organ (Buddhi),—in as much as ¢ Re-cognition * would
be excluded from (not invariably concomitant with) both ¢ one ’
and ‘ many, ’ it would be * too specific;’ that is, as a matter
of fact, ¢ Re-cognition’ (which is the probansin the reason-
ing put forward by the Opponent) is not found to be in-
variably concomitant with either ‘unity’ or ¢ maultiplicity’
[so that even if present in Buddhi, it-could not prove either
‘unity,’ and hence ‘eternality,’ or ¢ multiplicity ’ and hence
‘ non-eternality,’ with regard toit].* Further, when we
come to examine the real nature of ¢ Re-cognition,’ the
probuns becomes © contradictory ;* that is to say, when Re-
cognition is analysed, it only serves to indicate the multi-
plicity (and hence non-eternality) of Buddhi. For instance,
when the first perception of a thing has disappeared, and the
second perception appears, there comes a third cognition
preceded by remembrance, which follows upon the manifes-
tration of the impressions (left by the former perception),
it is this third cognition that constitutes ¢ Re-cognition;’
‘—and for one who holds that there is only one (continuous,
eternal ) Buddhi, even a second cognition would be impos-
sible, whence could there be a third? [So that Re-cognition
proving the multiplicity, and hence non-eternality, of Buddhi,

® If Re-cognition were invariably coucomitant ‘with unity, it would prove that
Bugghi is ever one, which would mean that it is efernul. On the contrary, if Budgbi
were proved to be many, it would mean that it is nox-elernal. )
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becomes a ¢ contradictory * probans in the Opponent’s argu-
ment].  *“ But the diversity is in the cognizances, ” “1f
you mean by this that—** while Buddbi continues
to remain fixed, its cognizances go on appearing
and disappearing; so that when the first cognizance dis-
appears and the second cognizance appears, that is ZRe-
cognition, "—this cannot be right ; because we cannot conceiveo
of Buddhi apart from the cognizances, It behoves you to
explain the exact nature of that Buddhi which you assume
to be something different from * cognizance ; ’ for us ¢ Budg@hi’
is only ¢cognizance,’—Bugddhi being nothing more than
the apprehension of things. Then again, the two examples of
(@) the ‘ recognition ’ by the Tactile Organ of what has been
secn by the Visual Organ, and of () the ¢ recognition’ with
the help of one lamp of what has been seen with the help
of another lamp—go to indicate that ¢ Re-cognition’ pre-sup-
poses ¢ multiplicity ’ (of Cognitions and Instruments) [which
proves that it involves several transitory Buddhis, and not
a single eternal Buddhi]; and thus the probans (in the
Opponent’s argument) turns out to be * contradictory. ’

Var. p. 404.

If it i3 the Buddhi that does the ascerlaining, what ig it
that the Counscious Entity does with the cognition sub-
sisting in Buddhi P If it be held that—it * cognises,”
—we ask—who is it that cognises? If it be held that
“ cognising is done by that to which the ascertaining belongs,
then this involves self-contradistion [that one to whom the
ascertaining belongs does the cognising by means of the
said ascertaining, cannot be possible ; as it is mnot possible
for a thing to operate upon itself], If, on the other hand,
it is the Soul that does thé cognising,~—how is it possible for
the Soul to do the oogmsmg with the help of the ascertaining
or cognizance that subsists in Budghi? For as a matter
of fact, one thing cannot become active by the action sub-
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sisting in something else. If then, it be held that ¢ the
conscious Person cognises and the Buddhi Anows”,—the two
terms do not demote anything different from ¢cognition’;
i. e. * cognises ' means exactly the same thing as ‘knows’.

“Rut Budgdhi is what makes things known.” If you
mean by this that—* while Buddbi makes things. known, it
is the Soul that %nows them ”,~—then p'ur answer 18 that
tha: is just 80 ; it is the Soul (Person) that Znmws things, and
Budghi only makes things known. But this is quite contrary
to the position taken up by tbe Pérvapaksin.

. Then again, it behoves you to explain what difference
there is in the exact nature of ‘ascertaining’ and ¢cognis-
ing.”  “It behoves you also to explain how they are
both one and the same.” Well, the two are one and the
same for the simple reason that there is no difference bet.
ween them, either as to place or to time or to character;
that is, because the Soul cognises things exactly the same—
in point of time, place and character—as that as-ertained
by Budghi [the two must be the same].  ** But it is not
established that there is no difference in the character of
the two,"” If you mean by this that—*'it is true that
the Soul cognises things that are just the same—in regard
to place and time—as those ascerlained by Buddhi; but it
i8 not true that ascertaining is the same in character as
the cognising ''*—this cannot be right; as this would mean
that' there are several persons (conscious beings) in one and
the same body; that is, if the ascerfuiner is different from
the cogniser, one person recog.ises and another sees, and
yet another hears and thinks,—then, it comes ¢» this that
all these persons—the seer, the hearer, the thinker and the
rest—are 80 many & stinct persons.

Further, what' have you got to say in ‘support of the pro-
position that *“ all these (cognition, understanding, &c.) do

® Both editions read m,, which gives no sense. Weadopt the
veading 'swm ’,.. '
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not belong to one and the same Person” P All that you can
eay is that all these terms are synonymous. But while it
is true that these words are synonymous, it is also true that
there is no difference in the denotation of the terms ‘cogniser’,
‘ agcertainer’, ‘thinker,” and ‘understander’; so that it is
not right to assert that *“ Buddhi ascertains and Soul cog
niges,”

If ¢ Recognition’ were put forward in proof of the etern-
ality of Mind,—there would be no force in this ; for the etern-
ality of Mind is admitted ; as a matter of fact, we also admit
that Mind is eternal; so that there is no need for any argu-
ments for proving it.

Nor can ¢ Recognition’ rightly prove the unity of the
Instrument (Buddhi); as the premiss of such reasoning
could not be true; for we find that there is ¢ Recoguition’
also when there is a diversity of Instruments,—only if the
Cogniser remains the same ; for instance, there is Recognition
by the Organ of Touch of what had been seen by the Visual
Crgan,—~and also by means of onelamp of what had been
seen by means of another.

Bhagya on Su. (4).
[P. 160, L. 18 to P. 151, L. 1.]

The view has been held (by the Sisnlkhya) that—¢ From
out of the elernal * Buddhi’, there go forth, in reference to
the single object cognised, emanations, which constitute the
¢ Cognitions ' of those objects,—and that the * Kmanation’ is
noth%x‘:g different from the Source from which it proceeds.”
~—This, however, -

I8 NOT RIGHT; BECAUSE THERE IS NO SIMULTANEOUS

COGNITION OF THINGS. (S0, 4.)

1f the * Emanation’ and its source were non-dif_ferent,— then,
inasmuch as the Source (Buddhi) is, ez hypothesi, eternal, the
Emanations also should be always present (ecternal); which
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wotﬂd mean that all the cognitions of t'hings that we have
are eternal ; and if this were so, then the cognitious of things
should be simultaneous [which is an absurdity].

Vargika on St (4).
[P. 405, L. 9 to L. 13.]

The view has been held §e. §o.—says the Bhasya. This
eannot be right; becamse there 13 no simullaneous cognition of
things,—says the Sa{ra. What the Sua/ra means is that,
the ¢ Source ’ being permanent, its Emanations also should be
permanent (if both be the same).

Satra (5).
[OTBERWISE] THE CESSATION OF TBE OOGNITION ®

WOULD MEAN THE DESTRUGTION (OESSATION OF THE EXIS-
reNce) [oF THE INTERNAL OgroaN, Buppri]—(St. 5).

Bhidsgya on Si. (3).
[P. 160, L. 25 to P. 161, L. 1.]

{1f Cognitions were not eternal, even though thesame
as Buddhi, then |, whenever the Cognition (Emanation from
Buddhi) ceases to exist (as it must, being transient), the
¢ Source of Emauation’ also should cease to exist; and this
would mean that the Internal Organ (Buddhi, which is the
source from which the Emanations in the shape of Cognitions,
proceed) is destroyed. On the contrary [i. e. if even on
the cessation of the Kmanation, its source continues to exist],
the two should have to be regarded as different from each
other,

Vartika on Sa, (5).
[P. 405, Ll 15-16,]
Otherwise, the cessation §o. §c.—says the S8fra. What
the Stitra means is that (Emanations and Source being iden-

tical), the cessation of the Emanations should mean the
cessation of their source also.

® Hcre, as in 80. 7, ‘ prafyabhijidna ’ stands for cogmition in general.
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Bhasya on 8. (6).
[P. 161, L1. 1=5.)
The Siddhanta.

As a matter of fact, the Mind, which is of limited magni-
tude (not all-pervadmg), comes into contact with the several
sense-organs®, one by one (and at distinct points of time);
so that— .

INASMUOR AS THE PROCESS IS GRADUAL, THE APPRE-

HENSION IS NOT SIMULTANEOUS,—(Sil. 6.)

that is, of the objects of sense-percephon Hence it
follows that the ‘ Emanation’ and its ¢ Source’ are distinct
from each other ; for if they were one and the same, there
would be no appearance and disappearance of them (which
would be incompatible with the afore-mentioned gradual
prooess).§

Vartika on Su. (6).
[P. 405, L1. 16—17.]

43 a maller of fuct, the Mind, which is of limited magni-
tude, comes into contact with the Sense-organs, one by ons—
says the Bhagya; so that inasmuch as o, §o.—says the
S@{ra., What the S#¢ra means is that there is difference
between the Emanation and its Source ; if the Emanation
and its Source were one and same, there would be no appear-
ance and disappearance for them.

Satra (7).

THE NON-APPREHENSION OF ONE THING IS DUE TO
(rae MIND) BEING OCCUPIED WITH OTBER THINGS (Su. 7).

91, ¢. with the Soul, and the Sense-organs—says the Bhdgyachangdra,

+ The olear meaning of the S@fra and Bhdsya is as translated ;—the term
¢indriydrthandm’ being syntactically construed with the ‘ grakanam’ of the Sifra.
The Bhagyachandra however offers a different construction : Aeccording to it the
words of the Bhagya bhave no syntactical connection with those of the Sagra ; and
the first sentence of the Bkagya is to be construed n—-indriyarfhanam ndndfvam
(there is diversity in the Sense-organs and in the objects of perception), vriffivrifsi-
matoshcha ndndfvam (there is diversity between the substratum of the emanation
and the emanations themselvea—i, . the contact and the resultant cognition),
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Bhagya on Su. (7).
[P.1€1, L1, 7-9.)

The term ¢ apratyabhijiina’ here stands for ¢ non-appre-
hension * (and not for non-resognition). The °non-apprehen-
sion’ of a certain object is explained on the assumption that
(at that time) the Mind is occupied with some other object ;
and this (explanation) is possible only on the presumption that
the Emanation is something different from its Source; for if
the two were one and the same, there would be no force in
any previous ‘occupation with other objects.’

Var{ika on Sa. (7).
[P. 406, L1, 1-3.]

The non-ap,rehension §c., &c.—says the Safra. The ex-
planation offered is possible only if the Emanation and its
Source are different from each other; for if the two weres one
and the same there would be no force in any * previous occupa-
tion with other objects '—says the Bhasya.

Bhasya on Su. (8).
[P. 161, L. 9 to L. 22,)

® If the Mind were sall-pervading, its gradual contact
with the Sense-orguns, one by oue,

WOOLD NOT BE POSSIBLE ; BECAUSE THERE IS NO
morioN—(S4. 8).

The Sense-organs (before becoming operative) have to bo
gob at by the Internal Organ; and the moving, necessary for
this getting at something, cannot be present (in the Miud, if
it is all-pervading) ; so that gradual operation being impossi-
ble, there can be no explanation for the (well-known) fact of

® This auticipates the argument that the mere fact of the Mind's contact
with the Senss-organs being gradual does vot necessarily imply that the Mind is
not all-pervading ; for even though the Mind is all-pervading, yet it would be pos-
eibls to have contacts with the Sense-orgaus, one by one. The segse of the re-
futation is that this is not possible :—the term ‘Samyogah ' of the Bhdsya being
syntactically connected with the na’ of the Sitra. The gradual contact of a
thing with general things pre-supposes motlon—moving from one place to the other
—on the part of the former ; no such motion is possible for a thing which is all-
pervading ;.i.e., ocoupying all points in space, it cannot, and need not, move from
‘one place to another. Henceif Mind were all-pervading, it could not bave motion;
and bence it could not have gradual contact with the Sense-organs.
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apprehensions being non-simultaneous (as urged in Sa. 6). For
the non-simultaneity of apprehensions having been found
impossible, by reason of the absence of motion in the all-
pervading Mind, there is no other reagon from which it could
be inferred (by which it could be acconnted for). *In the
case of the Organ of Vision, thoughithe fact of near and
remote things (e.9. Hand and Moon respectively) being
seen at the same time leads one to conclude that the Organ
has no motion, yet the fact that it hes motion is inferred
from the reason in the shape of the phenomenon of obstruct-
ion of vision by the interposition of something else, between
the Eye and the Hand (which is near), and between the Eye
and the Moon (which is remote). . [There is however no such
reason or ground availuble for the inferring of motion in the
Mind, in which motion is found to be apparently impossible
by reason of its all-pervading character, according to the
Opponent].

All this dispute does not arise in regard to the eristence
of the Internal Organ (Mind), nor in regard to its efernality ;
for that there is such an Infernal Organ as the Mind, and
that it is eternal, are well-established factst. ‘ In regard
to what, then, does the dispute arise.”” It arises in regard
to its all-pervading character ;—and this character is denied
(by the Siddhantin) on the ground that there is mo proof for
it [lit., it is not found to be cognised by any instrument of
right cognition]. :

[The Bhagya proceeds to show a further reason for reject-
ing the view that the Emanations, Cognitions, and their
Source, Buddhi, are identical]—The Internal Organ is one,
while the Emanations, in the shape of Cognitions, are many ;
e.g., visual cognition, olfactory cognition, cognition of Colour,
cognition of Odour; all this would be impossible if the
Emanations and their source were identical. -

From all this we conclude that it is the (Conscious) Person
that cognises, and not the Internal Organ.}

® The Autbor citcs an example per contra.—Bhagyachandra.
+ The Naiyiyika also admits the Mind to be atomic and hence eternal, It is
ouly Buddhi, cognitions, that he holds to be transient.
} For the 8iddAdangin, who regards the Emanations as different from their
* source, it is quite poesible and reasonable that things are cogrised by the Soul,
by the iustrumentality of such instruments as the Internal Organ and the several
Bence-organs— T'@(parya.
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By this fact (that it is the Person that knows, and not the
Internal Organ)‘ what has been said (in Su. 7) in regard to
the Mind being ¢ occupied with other things’ becomes refut-
ed ; because *being occupied with other things’ can only
mean ‘apprehending dther things’; and this belongs to
the Person, not to the Internal Organ ,1' though we do
admit of the Mind also being ‘occupied,’ in the sense that
in one case it is in contact with a S8ense-organ, while in aa-
other it i not in such contact.} [But this does not justily
the view that the apprelLending is done* by Budqhi, and not
by the Person].

Var{ika on Su. (8).
[P. 406, L. 8 to P. 407, L. 10].

If the Mind were all-pervading, ele. etc.—say the Bhasya
and Sagre. What the Safra means to lay stress upon is
that the Sense-organs are got at by the Internal
Organ; and if the Internal Organ were all-pervad-
ing, it could be in contact with several Sense-organs at one
and the same time, and simultaneous Cognitions would be
possible,— the Opponent’s theory is open to this ‘objection.
* But even if the Mind is afomic (as the Naiyayika holds it
to be), simultaneous cognitions should be possible in regard
to things perceptible by the same Sense-organ.” There
can be no simultaneous cognitions, for the simple reason
that the Mind is an insétrument, an organ, ““ Why cannot
the same explanation be possible for us (who also hold the
Internal Organ to be an instrument)?”  The same ex-
planation cannot be available for you; because simultaneity

© Or the fact that the Internal Organ is noz lll-pervadmg—sccordmg to tho
Bhasyachandra.

+ I alone ean be ¢ pre-occupied’ who apprehends things ; and inasmuch as
it is the Person, and not the Iuternal Organ, that apprehends, it is only the Person
that can be said to be ‘occupied by other things,” This however does not mean -
that no kind of ¢ occupation’ is poasible for the Internal Organ ; ¢ occupation’ in
the sensc of being in contact with the Sense-organs, is quite possible for the
Internal Organ ; it is only ¢ ocenpatxon in the sense of °apprehending things’
that cannot belong to it.

$ The Bhagyachandra, as also the two Puri Mss., drop & inboth places.
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of cognitions is found when there are diverse sensc-organs ;
that is, when thore are several® sense-organs supervised by
a single Sapervisor, they are found to be operative simulta-
noously ; c.g., two axes in the two hands of a person oper-
ato simultancously [because thoy are supervised, handled, by
the same person]; in tho same manner, if tho several Sense-
organs were supervised by a single all-pervading Internal
Organ, [which, according to the Pirvapaksin, is also the
Supervising Agent), it should be possible for them to operate
-simultancously ; and this being possible, it should be possible
to have simultancous cognitions.t

Because there is wo molion—says the Satra. If the Inter-
nal Organ were all-pervading, it would net be possible for it
to have motion, which is necessary for getting at (the Sense-
organs). Nor is there available (for you, who hold the Iuter-
nal Organ to be all-pervading) any reason for holding that
the Sense-organs do nobt operate simultaneously,—on the
strength of which reason you could uphold the non-simul-
taneily of cognitions, which has been shown to be incompati-
ble (with your theory'. In some cases people do admit things
that have been found incompatible; s.g., though the motion
of the Visual Organ is denied {(and fouud incompatible) on the
ground that some people can see near and remote objects at
one and the same time,—i.s. because one sees the Haud,
which is near him, and the Moon, which is far off, at one and

° .M is the right reading.

+ In ordinary experience it is found that when there are diverse instruinents
haadled by a single Agent, these instruments de operate at ore and the same time.
According to the Saiikhya, the Internal Orgail is the Agent, and it is also all-pervad-
ing ; 80 that under this theory, all Sense-organs should be supervised by the Internal
Organ always, andail at one and thesame time ; which would weau that we should
always have Simultaneous Coguitions.—The same absurdity does not arise under
the Siddhkanfa; for according to this, the Internal Organ bein atomic, and not
all-pervading, it could never be in contact with more than one Sewse-organ, or
wmore than oue Ohject, at a time ; so that no simultaneous cognitions of things—
perceptible either by thesame or by soveral Seuse-organs—covld ever be possible.

- ~Faifpurya. !
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the same time, it follows that the Visual Organ does not
move,—though the motion of the Visual Organ‘is thus
denied, yet the motion is inferred (and admitted) from
the phenomenon of obstruction by intervening things ;
~—there is however no such proof (ground for iuference) for
the non simultaneity ® of cognitions (when the Internal
Organ is all-pervading). [Hence under the theory that the
Internal Organ is sall-pervading, the contingency of cogni-
tions being simultaneous cannot be escaped from ; which
proves that the theory is untenable].

Says the Bhasya —All this dispule does not arise in regard
%o the existence of the Internal Organ, nor in regard lo its
elernality,—* in regard lo what then does the dispute arise ?”
~il arises in regard lo ils all-j.ervading character ; and this
¢haracter is demied on the ground that there is no groof for il ;
that is, there i8 no proof in support of the assertion that the
Internal Organ is all-pervading.

Further, the Internal Organ is one, while the ¢ Emana-
tions,’ in the shape of the Visual and other kinds of cogni-
tion, are many; and this fact is incompatible with the view
that tha Emanations and their Source are identical. For us,
on the other hand, who hold the Emanations to be different
from their Source,~it is quite proper that things are appre-
hended by the Soul with the aid of such instruments as the
Internal Urgan and the Visual and other Organs.

S ——r—

By this fact what has been said (in 84. 7) in regard to the
Mind being ‘occupied with other things' becomes refuted,
~—says the Bhasya;and the meaning is that this becomes
refuted by the fact that it is the Person that cognises, and
not the Internal Organ,  “ What is the meaning of being

* wﬁm is the right reading, '
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occnpied?” It means that there appear several cognitions
pertaining to desired objects ; and this appearance of several
coguitions is for the person, not for the Internal Organ. As
for ¢ being ocoupied ’ in the sense of being in contact (with
one) and not in contact (with others), this we admit as be-
longing to the Internal Organ.

Bhagya on 84, (9).
[P. 161, L. 22 to P. 163, L. 2].

{The Opponant tha Saskhya, says)—* Even when the
¢ Emanation’ is identical with its Source, it cannot be (reason-
ably) assﬂ'ted that ¢ the Internal Organ is one, and its Kma-
nations wany.’ [For]

Sigra (9).
“ Tueg NOTION OF 1TS BEING DIFFERENT (DIVERSE) IS

ANALOGOUS TO THE NOTION OF DIFFERENOE (DIVEESITY) IN
REGARD TO THE ROOK-CRYSTAL, ** ~(S. 9).

* In regard to the Emanation (which, as identical with
the Internal Organ, is, in reality, one only), there is a notion
of its being many (diverse), by reason of its being associated,
or in contact, with diverse objects;—just in the same
manner as, in regard to the rock-crystal, which is in contact
with other (coloured) substances, there is the notion of its
being different (from the pure white rock-crystal),—wben
the crystal is spoken of as being ‘ blue’ vr ‘ red’ (as disting- -
mshed from the white crystal).”* ,

© The phrase ! visay3ptarapadhdnat ’ at the end of tie paragraph is to be cons-
- trued with * nindfvabhim@nab’ of the second line ; the construction being—weqt

o AT AegrRrtearTg, JersraR. ... ARt o

The seuss of the Piirvapakga is thus explained by the T'dfparya :—* Itis true
that Emanations appear as many ; but this appearance is a mistaken one ; for it is
not possible -for the Emanations, which are not different from the Interual Organ,
to bémany in reality. The fact of the matter is that, just as in the case of the
Rook-erystal, which ia one and of one uniform colour, notions of diversity appear
by reason of ifs contact with several coloured things, and this notion of diversity
is purely adventitious,—in the same wanner when the pure white Internal Organ

" becomes associated, though the Sense-organs, with diverse things, it takes the form
of the Coguitions or ¢ Emanations,’ and henge agpears as diverse and many.’’
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[The Bhisya answers the above view of the Szikhya1—Wa
. eannot accept the abov, as there is no reason in support of it.*
What the Opponent means is that —* the uotion of diversity
in regard to Cognitions is only figurative, unreal, being liko
-the notion of diversity in regard tothe rock-crystal; and it is
not real, asis the notion of diversity inregard to Odour,
Taste, ete.” ;— but in support of this theory there is no reason
adduced [what is stated in S@. & being ouly an Example];
and in the absence of valid reasons, it cannot be accepted
as right. “ But the absence of reasous is equal.”’$  Cer-
tainly not; for as a matter of fact, in the cuse of Cognitions
il 18 actually found that they appear and disappear one after
the other [and not all together ;—and this is a clear reason
in support of the preposition that they are really many, not
one], That is, it is found as a matter of fact that in connec-
tion with the Objects of Perception, Cognitions appear and
disappear, one after the other (at different points of timo);
and from this it followa that the notion of diversity in regar
to Cognitions is real, just as it is in regard to Odour, etc.

Vartika on Sa. (9).
[P. 407, L. 10 to P. 409, L. 10].

The Parvapaksin says —* The Sankhya, versed in the
science of reasoning, cannot accept the view that the Internal
Organ is one and the Emanations many. For, asa matter
of fact, just as the Internal Organ is one, so is the Emanation
also. It might be urged that— this goes against a percepti-
ble fact,—the sense being that, if it be held that the Emana-
tion is not different from the Internal Organ, this goes
against a perceptible fact; since, according to this view,
there could be no such diversity of Cognitions as of Colour,

© Thisis found as 8@¢rain Puri Sa. Ms., in Satra Ms. D, also ju Nydyasatra-
vivarapa ; the Bhasyachangra and Vishvanitha also treat it as Sitra. Butit is
not found in the Nydyaschinidbandha, and both the Var{ika and the Tp}p rya
takeit as part of the SBkdsye. Vardhamina says that soine people call it ¢ Siddhin-
ta-Sagra,’ and adds that the Ta¢parye calls it ‘ BAGsyam,’ because the ‘bhasye’
isnothing 1noro than an explanation and expansion of the ‘ Sigra’.

1t “Just as we make tho simple assertion,—that the notion of diversity
ju Ggurative—without adduciog any reasons,—so do you also 1nerely make the
assercion that the notion of diversity is real, withont adducing any reasons, Ko
that both of us are open to the same charge.”
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Taste, Odour and Touch.” But our answer is that it is not
true that there could be no such diversity of cogaitions; for
this diversity is in consequence of the diversity of the objects
(cogaiszd). That is, even though the Emanation (Cognition)
is one and non-different, yet, it appears as diverss, by reason
of the diversity in the objects cognisal; just as such things

“as the Rock-crystal and the like, appear as diverse, by reason
of the proximity of its attendant substances. Itis with a
view to embody this idea that we have the Sutra.—The
notion of its being diffsrent is analogous, ets. (Su. 9).”

[Our answer to the above is a3 follows]—The view put
forward cannot be accepted; as the premiss involved is not
true. As a matter of fact, mnotions of diversity are found
to be of both kimds--(a) it appears in regard to such things
as Odour, etc., which are really diverse, () and also in
regard to such things as the Rock-crystal, which are not-
diverse; so that if we take the 8a{ra as it stands, it contains
no reason (in support of the proposition stated); being as it
is a mere statement of an example (showing one kind of no-
tion of diversity) ; and merely stating an example, it does not
contain any reason (to show to which of the two kinds the
notion of diversity in regard to Cognitions belongs). Further,
as regards the Parvapaksa, none of the several alternatives
(possible under the statement in Sii. 9)is found
to be tenable [or to have any force at all]®.

The case of the Rock-crystal has been cited as the example ; and
the only two alteraatives possible are :—(a) the Rock-crystal
actually differs through the difference in its associates, or
(b) it does not differ.  * But what of this?” Well, it
the Rock-corystal actaally differs, then it does not afford " an
-instance (in support of the Paroapaksa); while if it does not
differ, then the question is—whence arises the notion of

Var. P. 408.

@ 80 that it is not ouly that there ia no reason in support of the Pirvapakga ;
there are reasons aga‘nst it.
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diversity in regard to it? If it be held that this notion arises
from the diversity of its associates,—then (we ask)—how
do you know that the associates are different? 1f the know-
ledge be held to be duo to the difference in the Cognitions,
then there is self-contradiction; for the two statements—* the
Emanation is not different’ ‘and ¢ the Cognition is different’—
are mutnally contradictory ; the two terms ¢ Emanation’ and
¢ Cognition ’ being, according to the Sankhya, synonymous.
[The Sankhya asks]—* What is your reason supporting
the view that the Emanations (Cognitions) are diverse? ’

[The Bhasya answers]—The reason consists in finding
that Cognitions appear and disappear one after the other;
as a matter of fact, it is found that Cognitions are born and
disappear one after the other, Further, inasmuch as
the notion of diversity pertains to oneas well as to diverse ob-
jects, whence do you get at the idea that the notion appears in
regard to what is really diverse, or in regard to what is only
one P* That is to say, we have found the notion of diversity
appearing in regard to the Rock-Crystal, which is really only
one ; and we have also found the notion of diversity appear-
ing in regard to Odour, &c., which are really diverse ; so that
the notion of diversity being found to appear under both
circumstances, it cannot be right to assert (on the strength
of the said notion aloue) that the thing (with regard to which
the notion appears) is really either one or many.

Then again, the notion of diversity that is found in re-
gard to one and the same Rock-crystal cannot possibly
appear unless there is (actual) diversity” in the Cognitions ;
so that for one who holds all Cognition to be one only, there

‘.'Thin anticipates the following PQrvapakga argument—* The notion of diversity
in regard to Cognitions may be treated as the reason for regarding the Emanations
as one ; the reasoning being stated io the form—the Emanations are one only— be-

cause these appear in regard to the (false) notions of diversity —as in the case of
the Rock-Crystal. 8o that it is not true tliat there is no reason stated in 83. 9 in

support of our contention, "
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cannot appear, in regard to the Rock-crystal, such diverse
cognilions as the ‘ blue ’ and the like. Some people might
suggest the explanation that—®it is quite trye that in
regard to the Rock-crystal, the notions of dlue &c. should
not appear ; for there is (in such cases) no direct connection
(of the blue &c. with the perceiving organ); as a matter of
of fact, the blue object is not in contact with the Visual
Organ ; if it is in contact, then it is that object which would
be perceived as blue, and not the Rock-crysial ; so that it is
only right that the notion of &lue should not appear in regard
to the Rock-crystal,—as such a notion could be co-substrate
~with the Rock-crystal (and not the blue substance).”  But
this explanation cannot be accepted ; because we find close
juxtaposition; (in the phenomenon under consideration)
what are in contact with the Eye are the Rock-crystal and
the blue object in close juxtaposition ; so that itis only
natural that by reason of this close contact the blue colour
is imposed upon the Crystal, and there arises the misconcep-
tion that it is blue; just as in the case of things that are
really apart from one another, if one fails to perceive the space
intervening between them, he has the misconception that they
are in close touch with one another. [So that the impro-
priety of the notion of ‘blue’ in regard to the Rock-crystal
cannot be explained as being due to ubsence of connection].
He for whom there is no diversity in Cognitions—and all
Cognition is one—, for him the scientific doctrine that ¢ there
are three Instruments of Cognition’ would be not true; for
if there is no diversity in the Cognitions, there can no divers-
ity in the Instruments of Cognition [and yet the Sankhya
himself declares that ¢ there are three Instruments of Cogni-
tion’).  “The threefoldness is due to the diversity in the ob-
jects cognised.”  If you mean by this that—
“the objects cognised are of three different kinds,
and being affected by this, the Cognition also becomes three-
fold ”,—this cannot be right; for diversity in the objects

Vir. P. 409,
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cognised cannot be apprehended withoat diversity in the
Instruments of Cognition®; as a matter of fact, unless there
is diversity in the Instruments of Cognition, we cannot ap-
prehend any diversity in the objects cognised.  “ But it
may be due to identity with the object.” If you mean
by this that—*it is the object itself which, being (diverse)
a8 it is, appears as such (in the Cognitiont),”—this cannot be
accepted ; as in that case there would be no use for the Instru-
ments of Cognition ; i. e. if it is as you put it, then the Instru-
ments of Cognition are useless. Further, your theory involves
two self-contradictions (or incongruities) : viz. (a) you assert
that ¢ diversity of objects is not indicated by diversity of Instrn-
ments of Cognition,’ and then again, that ¢ the object becomes
diverse because of its being identical with Cognitions’ [and
thess two statements are incompatible with one another];
and (6) you assert that ¢ the person cognises as the Buddhi
determines’, and this also is incongruous [as (he determining
and the cognising must be done by the same agent ; and] be-
cause of the absence of variety (or diversity); what you say
is possiblo only in the case of a thing possessed of variety ; it
is not possible in the case of that which is devoid of variety
[i. e. which is non-different]. Further, the assertion that
¢ one apprehends the Cognition as subsisting in Buddhi * also
is contradictory ; as this statement [which means that the
Buddhi is the substratum in which the Cognition subsists],
taken along with the tenet that Buddhi and Cognition are
one and the same, would mean that the substratum aud the
thing subsisting in it are one and the same : According to
you Cognition being the same as Buddhi, the said assertion
would mean that the substratum (Buddhi) is the same as

©As a matter of fact, the diversity in the objects is due to the diversity in the
Cogaition or in the Instruments of Cognition ; and not vice versa.

$That is, the vbject and the Coguition being identical, when the former is diverse,
the latter also becowes so.
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that which subsists in it (i, e. the Cognition); so that the
assertion—* one apprehends the Cagnition as subsisting ia
the BugdJhi’—involves self-contradiction.

Exsp or Srerios (1).

Section (2).
(Stutras 10—17.)
Beamination of the Theory that Things of the World are

underguing deslruction every moment,
Bhagya on Sa. (10).

[P. 163, L. 2 to L. 12.]

Under 8a. 9, the Sisnkhya has asserted that—* The notion
of diversity in regard to the Emanation is analogous to the
notion of diversity in regard to the rock-crystal ”; —being
unable to admit thie, the Nihilist [who holds that things of
the world ave in a continuons flux, undergoing destruction
every moment] arguos as follows :*—

© Having thas refuted the Saiikkhya dectrine from the stardpoint of the Nyiys,
the Author, with a view to point out the defects in that ductrine pointed ont by the
Bauddha philosopliers, proceeds, first, to expound the doctrine of the Bauddhas.—
Tatparya.

Though the main snbject-matter of this section—the demelition of the
Nihilistic philosophy,—is of use in all philosophical systems, yet in the preieut
«contexl, it bas been introdazed with a view to the proving of the Soal's existence ;
it is only when the continued existence of things has Leen established that there
can be any force in the arguments, based upon Rucoguition, that have been put
forward under 8it: 3. I. 1, et seq. ; and it is only when the difference between gnalities
and things possessed of gualities has been established that we can prove the existence
of the Soul, as the necessary substratum of such well-known qualities as Desire and
the rest— Parishudghi.

Some people have held that this is only a part, ard continaation, of the foregoing
section ; and sheald not be treated as a separate section ; specially becanse the Bhisya.
at the end of the present section concludes with the words—‘Thus it is proved thet
Buddhi is not-cternal ’, from which it is clear that the Bhigya takes the whalo as
one section dealing with the non-eternality of Budgdhi. But the fact of the matter is
that the subject-mattor of tho present scction is totally different ; the Bhagya-
conclusion is due to the fact that the subjoct of the present acction hnsbeen intre-
ducod in councction with the non-elernlity of Buddhi.—Vardhamana.
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Saira (10).

[ The Nihilist sdys)—'*IN TiE ROCK-CRYSTAL ALSO,
THERE ARE PRODUCKD FRESH ROCK-CRYSTALS ONE AFTER
THE OTHER j SINCE ALL INDIVIDUAL THINGS ARE MOMENT-
ARY; HENCE WHAT HAS DEEN STATED (18 S0.9) 18 wiTHou™
reasoN.” (Su. 10).

“The proposition (stated in S8. 9) that—‘In the ease
of the Rock-crystal, the notion of diversity is due to the
diversity of its associates,'the Rock-crystal remaining oue
and the same during the whole time”—1is without any reason
in its support ;—* Why P'—becanse in the Rock-crystal alsv
there are produced fresh rock-crystals ona after the other; that
is to say, in what is regarded as the Rock-crystal, several
rock-crystals appearand several disappear (during the time);
—*how is that?'—since all individual things are momentary ;
the ‘moment’ is an extremely small point of time ; and things
whose existence lasts only for that time are called ¢ momen-
tary’.  ‘How do you know that individual things are
momentary? We infer this from the fact that in the case
of the Body and such things we find & continuous series of
growth and decay ; in the Body the essence of food tuken,
brought about by the process of digestion, grows into blovd
and the other constituents of the body ; and this growth and
consequent decay goes on continuously; and by ¢ growth’
there is production or birth oi the individual things, and by
‘decay ’ there is destruction.® It is in this fashion that, by a
process of modification of its constituent elemeats, there
comes about, in the Body, in due course of time, a growth
or development. And what is found in the case of one
individual thing, (in the shape of the Body) should be under-
stood to apply to every individual thing.”t
* ®We have adopted and translated the reading as in the printed text. In jlace
of qfefrgwe .. however, the two Puri Mss. and the Bhdsyachandra read
qftss’weqr &c. By this readiug the passage should be translated thus:‘In the
case of the Body we find that thereis pakii, ripening, which is a form of destruction;
and there is continuous growth and decay of the food-eseence, which becomes
destroyed and then turns icto blood &o."

+ The Nihilistic position is thus summed up in the Tafparya—" All that exists
must be momentary,—as the Body ;—and the Rock-crystal also, being sometliing that
exists, inust be momentary. In the case of the Body we find that it undergoes
growth and decay, in course of time becomniug fat and lean ; from which we infer
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Var!(ika on Sa. (10).
[P. 409, L. 1T to P. 410, L. 6.]

Under 88. 9 the Sankhya has asserted §o. §o.—says the
Bhagya ; and against this the Bauddha Nihilist says—*In
th- Rock-crystal §c. &o.”—says the Safra. “Itis not right
to assert that there is notion of diversity in regard to the
Rock-crystal which remains one and the same ,—becausa
individual things are momentary;—and this momentary
character of things is proved by our finding that there is
continued growth and decay ; that is, the momentary charac-
ter of things is inferred from the fact that in the case of the
Body and such things, we find that the essential juices
(of food) brought about by the process of digestion, go
on growing and decaying (increasing and decreasing)
overy moment; and ‘growth’ means the production and
‘decay’ means the destruction, of the individual; and the
actual production and destruction of the Body (as a whole)
appear at another time; from which it is concluded that
the Body undergoes growth and decay every
moment. A thing that is not found to under-
go growth and decay every moment, does not undergo them at
any time at all; as we find in the case of the Earth: while
the Karth (the Earthy Object, the Jar)itself remains unchang-
ed by baking, thare is no appearance or disappearance, in it,
of such qualities as are produced by baking ; and just as in the
Earth, which is being baked, there go on momentary trans-
formations, so are there in every individual thing. This
argument may be formulated thus:—The Body must be

© Vir, P, 410,

that it is undergoing minute chargesevery moment ; aud these changes constitute
&0 many ‘destructions’, Even thoughsuch growth aui decay are not apparent in
the case of the Rock-crystal and such things, yet weare justified in assuming that
there must be such in these cases aleo, because they are entities, like thn Body.”
So that the notion of diversity in the case of the Rock-crystal is not mistaken ; there
wre really diverse crystals, appcaring one after the other; though the crystal
apparently remains the same.
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regardcd as becoming different at each point of time,—be-
cause while the cognition of its external form continues the
same, at the end, a change is perceived in it :—just as in the
case of tho Earthy substance which is being baked, and in
the case of the Earthy substance which is not being baked.”

Siaira 1)),

[The Naiyayika's answer to the above Bauddka argument]—
INASMUEH AS THERE IS NO REASON IN SUPPORT OF THE
UNIVEBSAL PROPOSITION,—WE OAN APMIT OF 1P ONLY IN
ACOORDANCK WITH OUR EXPFRIENCE (Si. 11).

Bhasya on Si. (11).
[P. 163, L, 14 to P. 164, L, 2].

It is not universally true that ¢in all individual things
there is & continuous serics of growth and decay, just as
there is in the Body ' ;—whyP—because thereis no reason or
proof in support of such a universal proposition ; that is, such
a universal proposition is net supported sither by Perception
or by Inference. Hence we can admit of il only 1w accordunce
with our ewxperience; that is, in cases where we actually per-
ceive such continuous series of growth and deocay, there, by
reason of our actually sceing the appearance and disappear-
ance of soveral individual entities, one after the other, we
admit of such a series of growth and decay ; e g., in the case
of the Body and such other things; where, on the other hand,
we do not perceive any such series, there we deny it ; e.g., in
the case of such things as the stone and the like. In the case
of the Rock.crystal, we do not perceive any such series of
growth and decay. Hence it is not right to assert that * in
the Rock-crystal, there are produced fresh rock-crystals, one
after the other” (St. 10); for such an assertion (attributing
growth and decay to all things on the ground of the Body
being subject to growth and decay) would be similar to
the attributing of the bitter taste to all things on the ground
of the Arka (a poisonous plant) being bitter !

Vartika on Sa, (11).
[P. 410, L. 6 to P. 411, L, 2].
Inasmuch as elc., etc.—says the Safre. The finding of
the continuous series of growth and decay in the Body, may
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prove the fact of the Body being different at each moment
of its existenco ; but it cannot prove such Diversity (of
individual entities) in the case of the Rock-crystal and such
thiugs, in whom we do not find any such peculiar growth and
decay ; so that what the Nihilist has put forward is not a
valid reason at all, “There must be diversity where it
18 actually perceived . If you mean by this that—* by
the perception of the series of growth and decay we do not
seek to prove the momentariness of all things ; all that we
moan is that where there is such a series of growth and decay,
the things is momentary ” ;—then our answer is that it is
quite true that in cases where there is continuous growth and
decay, there is a diversity of individual entities; bat this does
not mean that they are momentary; inasmuch as * percop-
tion of growth and decay ’, which is capable of being otherwise
accounted for, cannot be accepted as a reason for (i. e. necos-
sarily proving) momentariness, “Llow can it be accounted
for otherwise P " Well, what happeus in the case of the
Hody is that the component particles ef the Body, on becom-
ing joined by the particles of food, renounce their former
composite form and take up another, and thus bring about
another body (different from the former); and thus it is only
right that we should admit of diversity (of individual bodies)
[ou the strength of the fact put forward; but it cannot be
accepted as a valid reason (for regarding the bodies as
momentary).

“The statement of the proposition is similar in both
cages.” If you mean by this that—*“it is admitted that the
component particles of the Body being joined by the parti-
cles of food renounce their former composite form and take
up another, and bring about a different. (new) body; but it
is not admited that the new body is produced, because of the
momentary character (of the former body); now what is
the reason for this?'—our answer is that we do not admit
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it because it is no proof; thit is, it is not that we seck to
prove the diversity of bodies by the presence of growth and
decay through food ; you have asserted that the body is a
different one because there are found in it features that dis-
tinguish it from the former body,—and from that you have
deduced the momentary character of bodies,~so that you
make ‘ the perception of distinguishing features’ the reason
for ¢ momentary character’; and what we do is
simply to point out that the said ¢ perception
of distinguishing features’ is capable of being otherwise
accounted for, and hence can not be a reason for ¢ momentary
oharacter;’ and we do not assert anything as a proof (for
diversity).

Vir. P. 411,

Bhagya on 8Su. (12).
(P, 164, L. 2 to L. 8].

Some people hold that—* Every object consists of a
series of entities, each entity being entirely destroyed and
succeeded by an entirely different entity, without any trace
of the former,—and each of these entities has but a momen-
tary existence ;”'—but this view

CAN NOT BE ACOEPTKD ; BECAUSE THE OAUSE OF PRODUCTION
ANP OF DESTRUCTION (\T HEN PRESENT) ARE PERCEIVED.
(Su. 12).

The augmentation of component particles is perceived to
be the  cause of production,’ in the case, for instance, of the
Ant-hill and such other things; and the disruptivn of compo-
nent particles is perceived to be the ‘ cause of destruction,’
in the case, for instance, of the Jar and such other things.
But when a philosopher holds that a thing is destroyed, with-
out losing any of its component particles, or that & thing is
produced, without having its component particles augment-
ed,—there can not be perceived any cause, either of the
¢ total destruction ' or of the ¢ production’ of an entirely new
thing.*

®The Vargika explains the argumemt somewhat differently.
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Vartika on Su. (12).
[P. 411, L. 2 to P. 413, L. 8].

In cnse it be necessary for us to put forward positive
proof (of Diversity), we put forward the following— Because
the cause aof production and of destruction is always perceived—
rays the S#{ra.

(A) In the case of the Ant-hilland the Jar respectively,
we perceive the *cause of production,’ in the form of aug-
mentation, and the ¢ cause of destruction,?in the form disrup-
tion ; these two would not be poassible if things had really
momentary existence. ¢ Augmentation’ means growth—e.g.
when we eay ‘the bull has grown; ¢ Disruption’ means
decny ;—e g., when we say “the bull has decayed ;' both these
expressions pertain to things that have continuous existence ;
when a new thing is produced, we do not say that ¢it has
grown ;' nor when it is destroyed do we say ’it has decayed.’
So that what the S#{ra means is—*inasmuch we perceive the
cause of production, in the shape of augmentation, and tho
cause of destruction in the shape of decay [things can not
have merely momentary existence}.*

(B) Or, the term * kdrana,’ in the Sifra may be taken
as standing for the *substratum,’ the ¢container’; the
“karya’ or product being the *contained;’ and what the
St{ra means is that, ‘if things are momentary, the relation
of container and contained, the relation of cause aud effect
is not possible ;—hence, the meaning of the Stuitra is—*inas.
much as wg perceive the relation of Cause and Effect (among
things), things cannot be momentary ’; the argument being

® This is the Var{ika's-interpretation of the Satra ;—this is somewhat ditferent
from the.interpretation of the Bhdsya, according to which the Sigra means—¢ in-
asmnuch as the causes of production -and destruction are always perceived, if
present,—and as we can not perceive any such cauee in the case of the momentary
production and destruction of things,—we conclude that there is no such pro-

" duction or destruction.’
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formulated in the formn——° The Cause and Effect must exist at
the same point of time, becaunse they bear to each other
the relation of container and contained,—just like the milk
and the basin’'; the milk is contained in the basin, and exists at
the same time ag the basin. “ What you say cannot he
accepted ; as there i3 no such thing as the relation of con-
tainer and contained,” If you mean by this that—* no
such relation as that of container and contained subsists
between the cause and’its effect, becange as a matter of fact,
the Effect is not contained in anything at all; we have never
seen any Effect being contained in anything,”—our answer
is that this is not true, the premiss propounded bheing not
quite truc: it is not exactly true that ¢ no effect is contained
in anything’; for according to both parties, Colour isan
effect and is yot contained in something ; and further, it goes
against your own tenet that ¢ Touch is the substratum of
Colour '; that is, if Colour be held to be not coutained in
anything, then that contralicts your assertion that ¢ Touch
is the substratum of Colour.” On the strength of this exam.
ple of Colour—which bears testimony to the coevalty of two
things—whatover pair of things we provoe to be conval,—all
those things como to be proved as existing at the same point
of time.

{"The Opponent takes up a new line of argument]—*‘ Even
among womentary things we find the relation of canse and
effect ; both destruction and production happening at the
rame 'point of time; e.g., in the case of the rising and dip-
ping of the two ends of the scale.” If you mean by this
that—“he relation of Cause and Effect is possible among
momentary things also, the appearance of the effect being
simunltaneous with the destruction of the cause: the effeat
comos into existence at the moment that the cause is des-
troyed ; and while it is undergoing destruction the Cause is
eztant, and the production of the Effect comes about at the
same moment of timo as the destruction of the canse; just
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as the rising of one end of the scale and the dipping of the
other occur at the same moment,”’—our answer is that this
is not right, as you have not understood the meaniag of the
reason we have put forward: we do not say that there is no
relation of Cause and Kffect among momentary things ; what
we mean is that the Cause and the Effect existing at two
different points of time, they cannot bear to each other the re-
lation of container and contained ; and that there'is no in-
stance to show that an Effect exists without substratum for
container); while in support of our view—that the Effect
is contained in the cause—we have the instance of Colour,
etc.® Then as regards the action of the Seale (that you
have cited as an instance of simultaneity of cause and effect),
we do not accept the view that the rising of one end and the
dipping of the otlier are two distinct acls; in fact the two
together form a single act; and as such this cannot be
regarded as an instance of the simultaneity of two acts; that
is to say, if what you put forward refers to the Scale (as a
whole), then the two acts (of rising and dipping) that you
spoke of constitute a single act of swinging (of the entire
Scale); and there being a single act, it is not right to speak
of ¢ simultaneity’ in this connection ; for what is one cannot
be spoken of as ‘simultaneous’ If, however, you refer to
the two parts (pans, of the scale),—then, inasmuch as no
one holds the view that these two acts are related to each

© The Oppuncat has been trying to show that the relation of Cause and Effuct
¢és possible also among momentary things. Bat it is not the relatiou of cause
and cffect that we put forward as the reason for the non-momentary character of
thinge; it is the relation of container and contained as subsisting between cause
and effect, that we have put forward as the reason ; and this latter relation is not
possible in the case of momentary things. What too is the meaning of the
1 destruction ' of the caaso? Does it consist in the non-existence of the cause ?
Or in the presence of the causes leading to its destruction 2 1f the former, tlien
there can be no simultaneity between Cause and Effect ; and if the latter, the cause
of destruction cutniog into existence while the thing to be destroyed ie still pres-
ent, how can this latter be regarded as momentary? 1f the Eifect camne iuto exis-
teuce at the same tine as the Cause, then the two being likethe two Lorus of the
Cow, one could not be regarded as the cuuse of the other.—Tad¢parya.
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other as cause and effect [since the Rising subsisting in one
pan, cannot be the cause of the Dipping in the other pan),
what could be related to what? [the two acts subsisting in
two distinct substrata]. If what you mean to lay stress upon
is only the simultaneily (between the Rising and Dipping of
the two ends of the scale) ;—then our answer is that there is
simultaneity between things only when there is simultaneity
between their causes ; i e,, it isonly when the causes of several
things exist at the same time that those things come into
existence simultaneously; so that there can be no eonnection
between the Rising and the Dipping (of the two ends of the
scale themselves ) ; and as for the simultaneity of their causes,
—this is not possible ; for the cause of the Rising consists
of gravity, a certain effort and some conjunctions ; and that
of the Dipping the cause consists of the contact of the scale
with the string as aided by the contact of substances possess-
ed of gravity., [Thus then, even though between Rising
and Dipping there may be this simultaneity that their causes
are simuitaneous, it does not prove anything either as regards
the Rising and Dipping between cause and effect, or as regards
things being momentary]. If the Opponent should deny
that Motion or Conjunction are distinet things,—this has
already been answered: it has been already pointed out
that Conjunction is something different ; and being the cause
of Conjunction, Motion also must be something
different.

Even such causes of production and destruction as are
found present in the case of certain things are not found to
be present in the case of the Rock-crystal; and what is
never found cannot be admitted.

Sii{ra (13).
[The Nihilist suys]—
“ JUST AS IN THE CASE OF THE DESTRUCTION OF MILK,

AND THE PRODUCTION OF CURD, THE CAUSE IS NOT PEROEIVED

(AND 18 YET ADMITTED |,—80 WOULD IT BE IN THS CASRE

OF THE SUBSTANCES IN QUESTION.”—S. (13),

Var. P. 413,
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Bhagya on (30. 13).
[L. 164, L. 11 to L. 13]

“[When milk is turned into curd| though we do not
perceive the cause either of the destruction of the milk, or
of the production of the curd, yet the existence of such
cause is admitted ; -similarly in the case of the Rock-crystal,
the existence of the cause of destruction, as also of the
production, of several individual entities should be admitted.”

Vartika on Su, (13).
[P. 4138, L. 7 to L. 9.]

““Just as in the case of the destruction of milk &c &e.—
says tho Sn¢ra, Even though the cause of the destruction
of milk is not perceived, and yet it is adwnitted ; so also the
cauge of the production of the curd; in the same manner,
the causes of the production of the individual Crystal-entities
are not perceived, yet they should be admitted.”’

. Safra (14). .
[The Siddhanfin answers]).—
INASMOCH AS THERE IS ACIUAL APPBEHKENSION

THROUGH INDICATIVES, THEBE AS NO NON-PERCEPTION (IN

THE CASE OF MILK AND CURD).—Sii. (14).

Bhggya on Su. (14.)
[P. 164, L, 15. to P. 165, L. 1.]

As a matter of fact, the cause of the destraction of Milk
is actually apprehended,—~being indicated by the destruc-
tion of the Milk ; similarly the cause of the production of
Curd is also apprehended,—being indicated by the production
of the Curd ; so that it is not true that there is ‘‘ non-percep.
tion” (of the said causes).®. Contrary to this is the case of

® That there is destruction of the Milk is inferred from the appearance of Cnrd
in the milk-particles; the inference beiug—*In the milk-particles there has been
destruction of Milk, because there have appeared in them pagticles of a substance
other than, not compatible with, Milk, and the destruction of AMlilk being thus
cognised, inasmuch as the said destruction is an effect, it must have a causs;
80 that the cause of destruction is indicated by, has for its indicative, the destruction.
The indicative of the production of Curd consists in the actual perception of the
Curd ; and when the production is thus cognised, inasmuch as it is an effect, it
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such substances as the Rock-crystal and the like; for in
the case of these, there is nothing to indicate the
productions of several individual. entities (in the same
vbject); which leads us to conclude that there is no such
production (of several entities in a piece of Rock-crystal).

Vartika on Sa, (14).
[P. 418, L. 11 to P. 421, L. 13].

Inasmuch as there is actual apprehension ele. ele..~says
the Sfifra. That which is actually apprehended throngh
indicutives cannot bhe said to be non-existent. Quite
different is the case of the Rock-crystal and such substances;
that i3 to say, there is nothing to indicate that in each such
object as the piece of Rock-crystal there are productions of
several (momentary) entities, ~ “ It is not true that there
is nothing to indicate this ; the diversity in the touch, which
is cool and warm, proves that there is diversity (in the
things); as a matter of fact, we find that there are different
kinds of touch, cool or warm, only when there are different
things; as we find in the case of Fire and Water [the two
being regarded as different things, because one is hof ant
the other coul}®;—and such diversity of touch is found in
the case of the piece of Rock-crystal also [from which it
follows that several pieces have come into existence).”

It is true that there is this diversity of touch (in the case
of the Rock-crystal); bat it is due to other causes.

“ What is that cause #"’

That cause consists of the entrance (into it) of particles
of Fire and Water; that is, when particles of Water enter
into it, the Rock-crystal becomes cool, and when particles of
Fire enter into it, it becomes hot.

must have a cause ; so that the ‘cause of the production of Curd’is indicated
by its production. And it is not true that ‘‘the cause of the destruction of
Milk and that of production of Curd are not perceived *’ (as urged by the Opponent
in Sii. 13).—Bhdasyachandra,

© Similarly, the piece of Rock-crystal is cool at one moment, and warm the next,

which ¢hows that the former piece has disappeared and a ne'v piece has been pro-
duced in its place. -
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It is not right to say that there is entrance of Water
and Five particles; for there can be no reason for such
particles entering iuto things in varying quantities; for in.
stance, when during the winter pieces of wood, earth, stone
aud metal nre exposed to the atmosphere at night, the degree
of coolness found in these things is varying, the succeeding
being cooler than the preceding [the metal cooler than the
stone, which is cooler than the earth, which again is cooler
than the wood]; and similarly when those same things are
exposed to the rays of the summer sun, the degree of heat
found in them is varying, the succeeding being
hotter than the preceding; all this variation
would (according to you) mean that varying quantities of
Water and Fire particles have entered the said things [more
Water and Fire particles entering into the Metal than into
the Stone, and so forth] ; but we find no reason (or justifica-
tion) for any such assumption. From all this it follows that
the right explanation of the phenomena in question is that
at each different moment of time, things are produced out
of the particles of the elemental substances concerned, and
those things, by their very nature, imnbibe, from external
causes, the varying qualities mentioned.*"

Certainly this would not be the right explanation ; for the
entrance of Water and Fire particles does not set aside the
‘ nature of things’ [so that the view that sach particles enter
the things is not incompatible with .what the Opponent has
said in connection with the ¢ nature of things’|; so that the
explanation based upon the  nature of things’ being equally
available for both parties, such, °nature of things’ cannot
serve as a reason (for one view or the otherjt. Further,

Vir. P. 414.

® “ When the piece of Metal is exposed to the Bun, it is mot true that larger
quantities of fire-particles enter into it ; what happens is that out of the same con-
stituent particles a fresh piece of Metal is prodnced, endowed with the additional
amount of heat ; and so forth.”

+ The reasonings put forward by the Opponent do not prove the momentary
character of things. For if the divergent qualities of the metal, stone &c., were due
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the reason put forward by the Nihilist (‘ because in the Wood,
Stone, &c., there is a varying degree of qualities of cool-
ness &c.,’) is also ‘contradictory *: that is, if you do not
admit the view that particles (of Water and Fire &c.)
enter into things,—then you stultify your own doctrine
that ‘“‘the Elemental Substances (Karth, Water and Air)
are of the nature of hardness, viscidity, heat, and mo-
tion." “How so ?” Well, (according to you)
the thing that was hard becomes hol at one time,
that which was kot becomes hard; so that the thing which
was of one nature, comes to be one of two and three
natures.* For one, on the other hand, whoaccepts the view
that particlesof substance enter into things, this absurd con-
tingency does not arise ; because when a thing (that was not
hot hefore) becomes hot, what happens, according to this
view, i3 that it acquires the heat subsisting in another
substaunce which is in close contact with the forwmer.

to the coming into existence of new stoues and new metals at each moment of
time, and every diversity of character were due only to the sroduction of new
eutities, ~then it would be possible to perceive divergent characteris.ics in the single
piece of wood also ; as according to the Nibilist, in the piece of wood also several
individual entities are always comiug into existence. Hence the rignt view would
appear to be that in the piece of wood itself, there are two such distinct qualities as
serve to distinguish it from the metal and the stone ; though these do not distinguish
it from the several wood-pieces that go on being produced momnentarily (according
to the Nihilist). And these same distinct qualities wonld serve to account for the
divergent qualities of coolness and heat, also under the theory that things are not
momentary ;—s8o that the argnments addaced do not necessarily prove the moment-
ary character of things.—Td{parya..

® According to the Nihilist, what distinguishes one elemental substance from
another is that Earth is Lard, the Water is viscid, Fire is hot, and Air is mobile. Now
turning to the phenomenon cited by the Nibilist, when the Stone becomes hot, what
bappens, according to him, is that in place of the Eprth, which was dry, there
has come into existence, the Fire, which is hot ; and when the stone becomes cool,
there is produced, in place of Earth, Water ; and so forth ; and thus the same piece
of Stone being both Lot and cool and dry, all theee three would be found present in
the same Stone ; sothat the three qualities could not be reglrded as mutually exclus
ive. And this would be directly against the Nihilist’s tenets,—Td{ parya.
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There is & further ¢contradiction’ (or incongruity) in-
volved intho reason put forward by the Nihilist,  “ How ?”
Because it admits the presence of diverse peculiarities in one
and the same thing: That is, according to this, one and the
same thing becomes, at one and the same time, hard as
well as hot, and this becomes endowed with a threefold
character ; so that the reason—*because we perceive pecu-
liarities '—becomes °contradictory,’ inasmuch as it goes
against a former assertion made by yourself [and this is
the definition of the ¢ contradictory ' Reason, as propoundedin
Sa 1-26]*  If (with a view to escape from this difficulty)
you say that— it isnot mere peculiarity that proves diversity ;
only such peculiarities prove diversity as are incompatible
with one another (and as such cannot coexist) ;" —this cannot
be right ; for it shows that you have not grasped our mean-
ing: We also do not say that mere peculiarity proves
the diversity of things; but only such peculiarities as are
not compatible with one another, and which are clearly
differentiated from one another can serve as the differentia
of things;—and what we mean is that these peculiatities
(which go to differentiate Earth, Water, &ec.) must be
incompatible with one another; if they were not so, they
could not serve as differentius [so that when you say
that the stone which was hard, and as such possess-
ed of the differentia of Earth, becomes hot, and as
such endowed with the differentia of Fire, it clearly
means that the stone becomes the substratum of two in-
compatible qualities]; and further, if all three differentias
Hardness of Earth, Foiness of ‘Fire, Fiscidity of Water and

°The explanation provided by the Nibilist is not ouly incompatible with
his definition of the Elemental Substances, but it also contradicts his former
assertion. Under 8. 8-2-10, the perception of peculiarities has been urged as the.
reason for diversity (in the Rock-crystal) ; now itis said that the same thing—the
piece of stone—is endowed with two or three peculiarities, so that the ¢ perception of
peculiarities’ is made the ground for sameness ; and this involves ‘ contradiction’ of
whathas been asserted before,
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Mobility of Air) subsisted in a single Object (the piece of
stone for instance), then, by what particular name wonld
that Objeot be called? If it be called ¢ Earth,’ that can not
be right, for it is found to be Aot (and heat belongs to Fire
only);—if it be called ¢ Fire,’ that also can not be right ; for
it is found to be hard ;—similarly with Air also. Thus then
it is clear that either the reason adduced by you is contradic-
tory to your definition of Earth &c,, or it does not prove
diversity,

What we have said above applies also to the case of heat
perceived in Water (exposed to fire); in Water
also, heat, viscidity and mobility subsist at one
and the same time [when for instance, Water is boiling .

(Against the theory that when Water becomes hot, pare
ticles of Fire enter into it, the objection has been raised
that—¢if Fire-particles have entered into Water, then, just
as we perceive there the hot touch of Fire, so should we
also perceive therein the Colour of Fire; just as we do in
the red-hot ball of Iron;"—against this objection] some
Naiyfiyikas * have offered the answer that—*It is not right
to urge the possibility of the perception of the Colour of Fire
in the Water; because the Coloar (though present) is sup-
pressed.’

But this explanation is not right ; for it shows that the
person who offers this explavation does not know the
doctrines of Nydya: it is not the Naiydyika's view that the
Colour of Fire is suppressed by the Colonr of Water ; his view
is that the non-perception of Colour (of Fire, in the Water)
is due tothe faot of Firebeing of fourkinds ; ithas already been
established in the section of ‘Sense-organs’ that Fireis of
four kinds,—~that which has its Colour suppressed, and so

5The BAGgyachandro, in quoting this passage, reads QR sfter ¢ shivary ;*
wehave adopted this readiog, which isalso in keeping with the F'a¢parya.

Vir. P. 416.
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forth, * [Vide Bhasys under Sa. 3:3'8, where-it is shown
that ¥ire is—(1) with Colour and Touch manifested, (2)
with Colour wmanifested and 'Fouch unmanifested, (3)
with Touch manifested and Colour unmanifested, and (4)
with neither (Colour nor Touch manifested; and the Fire
in heated water is of the third kiud, hence it is that we
do not perceive its colour),

[The Parfika takes up the criticism of the Proposi-
tion put forward by the Nihilist]—What is the precise
meaning of the proposition *In the rock-orystal, there
come into existence diverse rock-crystals” ? If it sime
ply means that it is *something different’, then the argu-
ment i8 superfluous, seeking to prove what is already
established : for the Rock-crystal is certainly ‘something
different "—from the Jar, for instance, aud such other things
(this is admitted by all parties]. If it means that it is *some-
thing different’ from another piece of Rock-crystal,—that also
is as before [for all parties admit one piece of Rock-crystal
to be different from another piece).  If it means that the
Rock-crystal is *something diffsrent’ from the previous
Rock-crystal’, (the piece of Rock-crystal which, at the
previous moment, existed in the place where we see the
present Rock-crystal), then'we ask—which is that ¢ previons
rock-crystal’ from which it is different ? Inasmuch as you
cannot specify any particular ¢previous rock-crystal’ what
is said would be meaningless; that is, in the case of such
things as the Jar and the like there are certain qualities
of Colour &c., which, as admitted by both parties, admit
of the discussion as to their being different or non-different ;
in the case in question on the other hand, there is no
‘previous Rock-orystal’ admitted by both parties, from
which the present rook-crystal could be regarded as

' This paseage quoted in the BLidgyachandra reidu_m orxugfil-
safanfaffmoeed. ’

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com




13810 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

different ;—if your Proposition refers to some such ‘previons
Rock-crystal’ as is admitted by both parties, then no proot
isneeced. [For the only *previons Rock-crystal’ that
would be admitted by the Nuaiydyika would be sume piece
that existed at some previous time, and not a piece that existed
in the same place as this present piece, as held by the
Nihilist ; so that if the Nihilist also means ounly the former,
then both of us being agreed as to that, no arguments are
needed]. If again, you accept the present piece of Rock-
erystal, and assert some past piece of Rock-crystal as different
from the former [i.e., if your proposition is in the form
‘the past Rock-orystal was different from the present one’,
and not in the form ‘the present Rock-crystal is different
from the past one’],—then, in that case, the diversity of
the gualities of cool and hot touch (which you put forwaid a8
the probuns of your argument) would not be such as subsists
in the subject of that proposition ; as the diversity of
qualities is perceived as subsisting in the present pisce of
Rook-crystal [and does not subsist in the past piece]; and
further, who is there that does not admit that the past
Roek-crystal is different from the present one? If how-
‘ever it be meant that the same piece of Rock-crystal is
¢ different ’,—then this involves & clear self-contradiction :
one and the same piece bheing that itself as also something
different. Thus it is found that when we come to examine
the ‘diversity’ (postulated by the Nihilist), it is found
to be either superflnous (proving what is admitted by all
parties), or contrary to the Nihilist’s own dootrines.

* What the proposition—* In the rock-crystal there come
into existence diverse rock-orystals’—means is that *the
rock-crystal does not become the object of several non-
simultaneous cognitions’ .”

If such is the meaning of the Proposition, then there is
no corroborative instance,
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“The Lamp would be the corroborative instance: The
Lamp is never the object of several non-simultaneous cog-
nitions, and yet it is possessed of the character of being an
entity, and so forth; and this would afford an instance in
corroboration of what we assert in regard to the Rock-
crystal,

Not s0; it is not admitted; it is not admitted by all that
the Lamp and such things are never the object
of non-gimultaneous cognitions'; this is not admit-
ted, for the simple reason that all these things continne to
exist for several moments [and as such must be the object
of several cognitions], For instance [the Lamp countinues to
bave existence during the entire series of the following pro-
cesses]—(1) from its beginning to its end the Lamp is related
to the presence of its cause at one moment of time,~—(2) at
the next moment there comes to be manifested in it the
genoric character of ¢ Lamp,’—(8) then comes the moment
when the action (of disruption) is set up in its component
parts,—(4) then the moment at which there is disjunction
among the parts,—(5) at the next moment the conjunction
among the pacts is destroyed,—(6) then comes the moment
at which the Lamp becomes destroyed. Just as the Lamp,
s0 all other things, when undergoing destruetion, do so either
by being reduced to the condition of their constituent cause,
or by the appearance of their contrary [this refers to the
case of Quulities only], or by the destruction of their sub-
stratum ; [which implies their continued existende for a
number of moments];—a thing that has no cause can never
be dostroyed ; according to us nothing that is without cause
is ever destroyed.

“ [If the case of the Lamp does not provide the required
corroborative instance] we may regard the case of the Rook-.
crystal as analogous to that of the action of the substance thut
is undergoing destruction [i. e., the action set up in the sub.

Vir, P. 416.
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stance that is undergoing destruction is destroyed, comes to
an end, immediAtely after it begins ; similarly the individual
Rock-crystal is destroyed immediately after it has come into
existence . ”

This also is not right, because in the first place the ad-
mission of Action involves self-contradiction (on your part),
and secondly because no such Action is admitted (by us) *

“ But the destruction of thingsis not due to any (ex-
ternal) cause. ”

1f you mean by this that—‘‘there is no (external)
cause to which the destruction of a thing is due; every-
thing is destroyed the very moment that it comes into exis-
tence, 't —this can not be right ; as none of the alternatives
to this theory can be maiutained: He who holds that * the
destruction of things is not due to any cause” should be
asked the following questions :—(4) Is it that, since there
is no cause of destruction, there is no such thing as destruc-
tion? or (B) that, since there is no cause (of destruction),
destruction is eternal? According to you, things without
cause are of two kinds—(1) they are either eternal, or (2)

®(a) The whole fabrio of Nihilistic doctrine is based upon the denial of all
¢ Action "’ in substances ; because Action is possible in an object only when It con-
tioues to exist for at least qufficient ttme to be endowed with a potentiality of that
action and its actual minifestation. So that the very conception of * action ’ is incom-
patible with the Nihilistio theory.  (5) We do not adinit of any such action as is
destroyed at the very moment of its exibtence ; for even the destruction of a sub-
stance involves persistence for more than one moment at one moment there is the
action eet up in the substauce, at the next moment comes the destruction of the
sabwtance ; end then comes the destruction of the Aotion. 8o that the Action
mast sebaist st ieast during éhree moments of time.—Tdfparyn.

¥ What the Opponent means is that what the Siddhdn}in has been urging would be
trueif the destruction of things were due to the operation of some cause outsidé itself.
Asamatter of faot however the very production of the thing carries its own destruotion.
This argument is developed at great length in the T'afparye, pp. 388-884, leading
wp to the final conclusion—* Inasmuch as the destructien of things is involved in
fts vory existence, and is not due to an external cause, it is only natural that every-
thing should have only a momeutary existence. ”
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non-ezislent ; while according to us, they are of only one
kind, eternal, (4) If then, being without cause, destruc-
tion be eternal, then the production of the thing becomes an
impossibility ;—and the assertion, that *when the thing is
produced it carries its own destruction with it,* is incongru-
ous (involving a contradiction in terms); and further, this
would mean that the ezistence of a thing is not incompatible
with its non-existence (destruction), and this would imply the
permanent existence of the thing! [For even when its des-
truction has come about, its existence may continue side by
-side with the destruction; just as the destruction continues
side by side with existence).  (B) If, on the other hand,
(being without cause) the destruction be held to be non-
-existent, this would mean that there is no destruction of any-
thing; so that all things would be eternal! Further, if
destruction were mnon-existenf, then, in the absence of
destruction, any such conception as * this is destroyed ' would
be impossible ; for i1 there is no such thing as going, any
such conception as ‘this is going’' is impossible. If what
you mean is that—* Destruction is without cause because
it is itself indestructible”,—then, we ask, whence do you
get at the notion that Destruction is not destroyed ? “ We
deduce this from the fact that things destroyed are not
produced again®.” If yon mean by this that—‘‘if the
destruction of a thing were destroyed, it would mean that
the same thing is again produced”,—then this is not right ;
for the production of the thing is not the same as the ‘des-
truction of its destraction’ and it is only if it were so that
¢ the destruction of its destruction’ would mean the re-
production of the thing t (as asserted by the Opponent). In

© It the destruction of the Jar were destroyed, it would meanthat that saine
Jar is egain produced ; as 8 matter of fact however no Jar ia found to be produced
again ; hence it follows that the Destruction of things is not destructibie,

+ The 1neaning of this passage is not quite clear. In the first place the reading
in both editions is quile corrupt; we have adopted the following reading—
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fact the ‘production’ of a thing is due to a cause; so that
whenever the cause is there, there is production. Further,®
the fact of the matter is that even though Destruction has
8 cause, it is not destroyed ; and this for the simpls reason
that it is negative in its eharacter; it is the characteristic
of only positive entities that having causes they are destroyed.
As for negative things, there is no such restriction; for it
is destroyed, even though without cause; e.g. the Prior
Negation (Previous Noa-existence) of things [which, having
no beginning, has no cause, and yet it comes to an end
when that thing is produced]; and again, it may not be
destroyed, even when it has a cause; e. g. that negation of
things which consists of their total destruction [destruction
of things is brought sbout by certain causes, and it never
comes to an end].  ‘ If the destruction of things is due
to a cause, then the very producer of a thing becomes its
destroyer ; that is, the qualities due to baking ure produced
by the contact of fire; and this same fire-contact, in pro-
ducing another set of baking-born qualities, destroys the
former set of qualities ; so that the producer of these qualities
is also their destroyer.” This is not right; as it shows
want of comprehensiont on your part; it is clear that you
have not grasped our Puish@giks dootrine: according to
our system, the fire-contact destroying the baking-born
qualities is not the same that produced them ; it is a different
fire-contact that destroys the former Colour &c., and
produces the next set of Colour and other qualities ; and this
af} Reroramat art m fierarfmraTg, 3% ; and in this we have, to a certain
extent, the support of the Tatparya. The Tagparya remarks that the Siddbantin
here meats the Nihilist on hia owa grouad : aczording to the Bauddha Nihilist,
even positive things sre mero non-entities ; so that for them it is all the more im-

possible to regard deatruction as something positive.
® The Sigdhdnin now offers the answer from his own stani-poiut—aays the

Tatparya.

4From the next explanatory sentencs, it is clear that the right reading is

sk,
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goes on in each succeeding set of gualities being brought about
by a different fire-contact; so that there is no possibility of
the producer of a thing being its destroyer. 1f what you mean
is that—** that which is of the same nature as the producer
of a thing cannot be its destroyer’”,~—our answer is that this
is not true ; for we find that the contact of water produces
the sprout; and yet a similar contact of water (in the shape
of a flood) also destroys that sprout ; and certainly what is
actually found to happen cannot be {aken exception to as
‘something incongruous, Further, there can be no answer to
the objections raised above (P. 416, L. 8; agaiust the view
that “ the destruction of things is without cause.” From
all this we are led to accept the view that the destroyer of
a thing is (and may be) of the same nature as its producer.

S M——

We have pointed out above the incongruities involved
in the Nihilist’s proposition, with special reference to the
probendum that *‘there are diverse rock-crystals appearing
and disappearing in the same rock-crystal.”

Some people seek to prove the momentary character of
things, («) on the ground of *the perception of peculiarities’
and (b) on the ground of ‘destruction of things being with.
out cause ’; against these we urge the following argument :*

When the Nihihist declares that *Samskaras, (Faculty,
Impulse) are kgapika, momentary,”—he should be asked
the ex'act.meaning of the term °lkgapika’: when you use
the term ®4ganika,’ ¢ momentary,’ what is it that is meant ?
(a) If it means that the faculties are linble to destruclion,
then it asserts only what is already admitted (by all .parties,
and is as such, superfluous), (4) [f it means that they are
liable to quick destruction, then the epithet added (quick)

® The momentary character of things has also heen refuted above, yet on that
occasion, * diversity’ was the main object of ourattack ; while now we turn our
attention maioly against momentariness. This is the point of difference.
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makes the assertion contrary to your tenets. * (o) If it
means that they are produced and destroyed, this also would
be like the others ; that is, the meaning being that
Faculties are produced and destroyed, the assertion
becomes entirely superfluous (asserting what is already
admitted by all parties).  If the phrase ‘produced and
destroyed’ means that they are produced and destroyed at
one and the same point of time,—i.e., the production and
destruction are simultaneous—then there arises this absurdi-
ty that, just as there is *production’ of only such
things as are not already produced, (and ¢ destruotion’ comes
abont simultaneously with production)—so the ‘destruction’
also would be of only such things as are not already pro-
duced!  Then again, if the phrase ‘ produced and destroyed’
means that heing produced,*it is destroyed,—even so, like
production, destruction also should have a cause; that is,
just as the production of a thing being an action and hence
contingent on circumstauces (occasional), is due to a cause,
~—s0 in the same manner (and for the same reason) the
thing can uudergo destruction, only when it undergoes the
operatioa of the cause of that destruction; for we have
already pointed out (Text, P. 416, L. 8, el seq.) the
objections to the view that the destruction of things is with-
out cause.

Then again, the term ‘ksaniks’ contains the possessive
affix (thasi, by Panini, 5-2-115) ;—how does this affix come in?
If, in accordance with the Nirukfs, * Kgana’ stands for
¢ Kgoyo ', destruction,~and the term * kganike ’ means that
which has destruction,—this cannot be right, because of the
difference in time; that is, at the time that there is ¢ destruc-
tion,’ the thing to which i¢belongs is not there (having ceased

i 'l:lle qualification ¢ quick’ applied to the destructibility of Impressions implies

that the destructionof other things is not gvick; i.e., they are more lusting than
Impressions; and this would be contrary to the Nihiliet’a doctrines, by which all

things are momentary,

Var. P. 418,
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to exist); and the possessive affix 13 never found to be used
in connection with things that exist at different times.* I
(with a view to escaping from this difficulty) it be held that
—the positive entity itself, as qualified by its impending
destruction, is what is spoken as ‘/kgagika’ [s0 that qualifi-
cation by something impending not being impossible, this
would form the basis of the required possessive relation], "—
but evea so, it is not possible for the thing, qualified by
the destruction, to be spoken of as having or possessing that
destruclion ; and thus also the use of the possessive affix
would be unjustifiable.

““What is meant by Faculties being ksanika is that the
time of their existence is only one Kyena, moment; having
posited the Ksapu’ or moment, as the lowest conceivable
measure of time, we ca'l those things kgapika which con-
tinue to exist onlyduring that point of time.””  This also can
not be right ; because the Bauddha admits of Time as a mere
name (a mere hypothetical entity, without real exis-
tence): * O Bhiksus, five things exist in mere name "—says
the Buddhist scripture;—and that which is a mere name
cannot serve as the qualification of anything.

We have already pointed out (Text, P, 415, 1. 20 et. seq.)
that in support of the proposition—* things are momentary’
—there can be no corroborative instance; Lamp and such other
things not being admitted (by both parties, as momentary).

As rogards the reasons or premisses put forward (in sup-
port of the proposition all things are momentary ’),—* be-
cause we perceive peculiarities at the end,” and so forth,—they
are either ‘inadmissible’ (4~iddha), or ‘ otherwise ex plicable ’
(Anya{hasiddha), or * contradictory * ( Virugdha); and as such

®The Possescor and the Possessed must exist at the same time ; otherwire the
velation of possession would be impossible. Hence no possessive relation being pose-

ible between the thing and its destruction, the use of the poseessive affix in Kgdmku
canuot be right.
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cannot be accepted a8 valid reasons.* Then (as regards the
* peculinrities’) even granting (for the sake of argnment) that
things are possessed of !peculiarities,’—your premiss is
Vie. P. d19. found to be *Iiconclusive’ in view of the said
peculiarities belonging to the one thing that

exists at that present moment; that is to say, in order to
be an effective premiss, the ‘ presence of peculiarities’ must
be such as is admitted by both parties; and this caun only be
when the ‘ peculinrities’ are taken as belonging to the one
thing that exists at the present moment ; and the ¢ presence
of peculiarities,’ being thus found to be concomitant with s
single thing, must be rejected as ‘inconclusive’ \in the proving
of diversity). If the premiss is stated in the qualified form—
* because we see peculiarities at the end,”’—the qualification
becomes futile; the exact meaning of the phrase * at the end ’
i8 not explained; and further, it has to be explained which
particular ‘ end ’ (preceding or following) is meant to be that
at which the peculiarities are perceived. If ‘end ' stands
for destruction, then certainly no peculiarities are ever per-
ceived at such ‘end’ [The thing having been destroyed,
- wherein could the peculiarities be seen 7], If the lust entity
itself be spoken of as the ‘end’, then, inasmuch as the
¢ peculiarities ' would be perceived in one entity, the probans

(as concomitant with singleness, not diversity) would be *con-
tradictory.’

Another premiss (adduced by the Nihilist in support of
the proposition that *all things are momentary’) is—*be-
cause there is perception and non-perception ” ; and the pur-
port of this premiss is as follows :—* When such things as

® The reasons, adduced by the Nihilist are—(a) *because there is perception, at
the eud, of peculiarities’ ; thie is * inaduissible,’ since this perception cannot belong
to the preceding momeut ;—(b) ¢ bocause things exist’ and (c) * because they are
proflucts’ ; both these are ‘otherwise explicable’ than on the basis of the momentary
character of things,; and further ‘existence’ aud ‘being a product’ pertainiug to
all things at all times, aie both ! contradictory ’ to * momentariness,’
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the Lamp are being carried, they go on being destroyed at
one place and produced at the next; so that there are * per-
ception and non-perception’ of those things [there being
percaption when the thing is produced, and ¢ mon-percep-
tion ’ when it is destroyed]; —similarly when the person,
Davadatta, goes along, we have * perception and non-percep-
tion’ of him; which proves that this person also is under-
going destruction and production at every moment."

This reasoning however is not valid ; as the ¢ perception
and non-perception’ of Davadatta and such persons is due
to other causes; that is, the said ¢perception and non-per-
ception? are due to conjunction and disfunction, and not to
production and deslruction; when the conjunction of a person
with a certain place has come to an end, that person is not
percetved at that place ; and when the said conjunction has
come about, he is pereeived at that place; [so that ¢ percep-
tion and non-perception’ should be attributed to the presence
aud absence of conjunction; for] when, by reason of the con-
junction of a thing with a place, that thing is conceived of
as being present at that place, the appearance of the no-
tion of such presence or absence must be due to the-
presence or absenee of the said conjunction. As against
the philosoplier who would deny the existence of conjuuc-
tion and disjunction, we bave already proved before that
there is such a thing as Conjunction; and the same would
apply to Disjunction also. Thus it becomes established
that the ¢ perception and non-perception’ of things are due to
conjunction and disjunction ; they canuot be due to any-
thing elss.  Then as regards your assertion that *7The
Lamp is produced at another place (after baving been
destroyed at one place),”—we do not quite understand
this. “Whyso?”  Waell, according to you, a thing is
destroyed at the same place at which it is produced ; so that
the thing (Lawmp) that would be produced next, being non-
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existent at the time, cannot have any impression left upon
it (by the previous entity); and without such an impression,
that thing caunot come into- existence at any other place.
If it be held that—'‘ even withont such imipression the thing
can come into existence at another place,”—then our answer
to the Buddha would be that it is not pessible for anything
to be produced ut a place other than its own. [So for this
reason also it is not possible for the Lamp to be produced
at another place].  * But what is affected by the impress-
ions is the cause of the thing; and since the
thing, as its produet, subsists in that cause, it is
produced exactly in accordance with that impression.”  This
explanation also is equally untenable : (According to the Nihi-
list) it is as irapossible for the preduct to leave an impression
upon its Cause, as it is for it to leave it upon its product,
So that according to you, the product should come into
existence either always in the same place, or always ala different
place [and it cannot be in the same place at one time and
at another place at another time]

Var. P, 420.

~ What has been said above applies also to the phenome-
non of “unequal falling.” The Nihilist has argued as
follows :—* Things must be regarded as momentary, because
there is unequal falling. As a matter of fact, when such
things as a piece of stone and the like are falling
through £pace without any obstruction, it is found that
some things fall sooner than others; and the only
possible explanation of this phenomenon is that all things
being equally momentary, in the ¢ase of some things the
momentary condition produced is such as has no capacity
for the producing of any further downward series of conditions,
while in others the conditions are capable of producing
further downward series (and the latter take more time in
falling tban the former).””  But this phenomenon (of
unequal falling) also is capable of being explained otherwise
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(than on the basis of the momentary character of all things):
Even when the several things falling are equal in weight, it
may happen that while the falling of one is due to such
combined causes as its weight, its effort and the momentum
imparted to it by a throw, that of the other is due
merely to its weight, and that of the third thing is due toits
weight and the effort of some person; and it is by reason
of the varying causes to which the falling is due to that
the things take more or less time in the falling ;* and this
‘unequal falling’ therefore cannot be regarded as a valid
reason (for regarding things as momentary).

~ Agaiust the theory that Faculty or Impulse remains one
and the same (from beginning to end) the Nihilist has raised
the objection that *“in that case the arrow that has been shot
should never fall down (the impulse imparted to.it continuing
to be effective).” ~ This objection is answered simply by the
remark that we do not hold that Faculty remains one and
same; that Faculty is diverse we have already explained
under Su. 2-2-35. Even if Faculty be regarded as one (as
held by the Puishésika), the diversity in its effects can be
explained on the basis of the fact that on account of the force
of diverse causes, that same Faculty at one time brings about
forcible (and lasting) action, while at another time it brings
about less forciblo (and evanescent) ones; just as it happens
in the case of Gravity; that is, Gravity, though one and the
same, at one time leads to slower falling, by reason of the
presence of other accessory agencies (which retard and coun-

® When a man on a house-top shoots his falcon upon the pigeon on the ground,
—the rushing down of the falcon is due to—(1) its weight, (2) its effort urged
by its desire to catch the pigeon,—(3) the momentum imparted to it by the throw-
ing falconer. When the falcon rushes down on its own account, and i not shot by
the falcouer,its falling is due to the first two causcs ; and when the same falcon
simply glides down, without the incentive of a likely prey, the falling is due
to its weight only. So that the same thing may take varying amounts of time
in falling ; and this can be explained as boing due to causes entirely diferent fromn
the momeutary character of things.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1322 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

teract the force of gravity); and, when the retarding agency
is removed, it leads to quicker falling ; then again, it is found
that a piece of stone dropped in the Air falls more quickly
than rain-drops [though there is the same fores of Gravity
operating in both cases).

From all this it follows that ‘unequal falling’ is not a
valid.reason (in support of the proposition that *all things
are momeutary ’).

* What "—asks the Nihilist—* is your reason in support
of the non-momentury character of things ?"

We have already indicated our reason, whea we poiate:l
out that the Cause and its Effect, beiag related to each other
by the relation of container and contained, must exist at the
same-time, just like the cup. and the jujube fruit-in it.®
For the following reason also [we hold that things are not
momentary] :—

(A) ¢ The cognitions in question (i.e. the series of cogni-
tions that we have in regard to the single pieee of Rock-
orystal), which are not simultaneous, must pertain to a single
object,—because, while being co-extensive (or conterminous)
with such cognitions of the thing as are not wrong, they are
spoken of by means of the same words,—just like the cogni-
tion of one thing by several persons at the present one and
the same moment} ;—when several persons cowe to have
cognitions inconnection with the single present moment, these
cognitions,—being co-extensive with such cognitions of the
thing as are not wrong, and also capable of being spoken of

® The reading qreftfd, though fuund in both editions, is not right; the
right reading wrfieft, is supplied by the Bhdsyachangra, which has quoted this

passage.

+ The Patparya oxplains *avyutthdyi’ as ‘abhrdnfa’ ; it remarks that
the clause * while &3.’ wonll be sufficient as a valid premiss, and the other
clause, *they are spoken of by mneans of the samde word,’ has been added only as

an additional reason.
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by means of the same words,—are found to pertain to a sing-
le object ; in the same manuer, the non-simultaneous Cogni-
tions in question also,—being co-extensive with such cognitions
of the thing as are not wrong, and capable of being spoken
of by means of the same words,—must pertain to the same
single object.’  [This proves the continued existence of
single objects).

(B) ¢ The cognitions of - each single Soul cannot belong to
several agents,—for, if they were 80, no recognition or recole
lection should be possible,—just as it is not possible when
the coguitions belong to Davajatta and other diverse indivi-

duals” [This proves the continued persistence of the
Soul).

(C) * The cognitions of Colour, Taste, Odour and Touch
must have one as well as diverse canses [the one cause being
the Soul, and the diverse causes heing, the Visnal Organ in
the case of Colour-cognition, the Gestatory Organ in the case
of Taste.cognition, and so forth],—because they are all
recognised a8 ‘ mine ’,—just like the cognitions of the pres-
ent single moment by several such persons as have entered
into an agreement with one another (and as such form a
single entity, in the shape of the Composite Group of Indivi-
duals)? [This also proves the continued persistence of the
Soul]. '

(D) © The cognitions of yesterday and of to-day, falling
within a single contiguous series—have one as well as diverse
causes,—Dbecause they are recalled as ‘ mine’,—like the cog-
nitions of several persons just referred to. [This also
proves the persistence of the Soul).

(E) ¢ The cognition of things described in the Scriptures
must have one as well as diverse causes,—becanse they are
recognised—Tlike the cognitions of several persons just refer.
red to ;—and also because there is no such recognition in the
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case of the several cognitions belonging to several agents
just as shown before.”

Bhagya on Su. (15,.
(P. 165, L. 1 to P. 166, L. 5].
To what the Bauddha Nihilist has urged in St. 13, some
oue (the 1skhy) has offered the following answer—
Sa. (15).
~ “Or THE MILK THEBE 18 NO DESTRUOTION (WHEN IT
TOURNS INTO OUBD); FUR WHAT HAPPENS I8 EITHER TRANS-

PORMATION OR MANIFESTATION OF NEW QUALITIES.”®
(Su. 15).

“ Of the milk there is transformation, not destruction,”—
snys one (the Sa#khys)—* and there is transformation when
the substance remaining constant, its former character (e. g.
that of ‘ milk’) is destroyed and a new ocharacter (e. g. that
of ‘ourd’) is produced.”

. Another philosopher (the Neo-8ankhya) says that ¢ there
18 manifestation of new qualities ; i, e. the substance remain-
Ing constant, its former qualities disappear and new ones
appear ".t

Both these views appear as if they were one and the
sawme,

Vartika on 8u. (15).

[P. 421, L1 15—20.]
“ Of the milk &o. §¢.—says the Safra. The Milk is not
destroyed, nor is the curd produced; what happens is that

the substance remaining constant, its former quality disap-
pears and new qualities appear.”

® The translation of the 83fra is in accordance with the iuterpretation of the
Bhigya, the Verpika and the BAdsyackanira. Acoording to Vishvanigha it should
ron thus—* WhatRappens is enly transformation, which coqsisls in the manifestation
of new qualities.

1 The new qualities also are not produced, in the sanse that they come into
existence for the first time ; for according to the Siikhya, the gualities were thera
all along ; but only in  latent form ; and they only become manifested ; and when
they are regarded as having been destroyed, they only disappear from view, they
are not lost. -
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Both these views appear as if they were one and the 3.me—
says the Bhasgya ; what is the siguification of the compara-
tive particle, ‘ iva’, *as if’? What it means is that there is
this similitnde between the two views that according to
both the Substance remains constant, and yet there is this
difference that, while according to one there is appearance and
disppearance (of qualities), according to the other there is
destructiva and produclion.

Bhagya on Sa. (16).
(P. 116, L. 5 to L. 12.]
The answer to both the views (put forward in S@. 13)
is as follows:—
Sttra (16).

{Siddhanta]—WHEN WE PEKORIVE A NEW SUBSTANCE
BEING PRODUCKD THRUUGH A FRESH BECONSTITUTION,
WE INFER FPHOM TAIS THE CESSATION (DESTRUCTION) OF
THE PkkVious sUBSTANuE. (Si. 16).

When we see that a new Substance, in the shape of Curd,
is produced through a {resh re-constitution or re-or-
ganisation of the compouent particles,—this * re-constitution’
being in the form of congulation*,— we infer from this that
the previous subtance, Milk, has been ‘destroyed’ through the
disruption of its component particles; just a3 when we see
the new substance—Saucer—being produced out of a fresh
re-arrangement of the component particles of the Clay-lump,
it isinferred that the Clay-lump has been ‘ destroyed > through
the disruption of its component particles. And the cons-
titutional contiguity between Milk and Curd is similar fo
that between Clay and things made of Clay; [that is, the
component particles of the Milk continue to subsist in the
Curd, just as those of Clay do in the thing made of Clay];
if there were a complete destruction of the Milk (along with
its compouent particles ; if it were completely burnt to ashes,
for instance), the production of the new substance (Curd)
would ever be possible,—there being no connection possible
(between this production and any existing substance),

© When the former constitstion or arrangement of the component particles of
the former substance—Milk—is upset, aud a fresh arrangement—conducive to the
niow substance —is set in, we have what is called ¢ summiirchhanam ' —Bhasyachangdra.
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Vartika on Su. (16).
The answer to both views (set forth in Sf. 15) is stated ¢
= When we perceive a new substance elc. elc.—says the Safra.
The rest is clear in the Bhagya.

Further, (as we have geen) according to one view there is
‘appearance and disappearance, and according to the other
‘production and destruction’ (of qualities) ;—and neither of
these views is right ; for what happens is only the relinquish-
ment (by the substance) of its former condition. Whether
the ‘ nivyiffi (absorption) and pradurbhava (emergence)’
consists in ‘destruction and production’ or in ‘dis-
appearance and appearance,’—in auny case, the substance
relinquishes its former condition; for unless the thing has
been totally dissociated from its former condition, there can-
not be either ‘ appearance and disappearance’ or °destruc-
tion and production.” From all this it follows that it is not
rvight to hold that there is transformation of the substance,
while it itself remains constant.

Bhagya on Su. 16.

Even admitting (for the sake of argument) that there is
destruction of Milk and production of Curd without any cause,
we point out the following objections against the theory
(of the Nihilist) :—

Satra (17).

INASMUCH AS IN SOME CASES THE CAUSE OF DESTRUC-
TION 18 PELCEIVED, WHILE IN SBOME IT IS NUT PERCEIVED,

—WHAT 18 STATED (A8 THE PREMISS) IS NOT UNIVERSALLY
TRUE.®* Sii. 16.

1t is ot universally true that—* there is destruction and
production of individual rock-crystals, just as there is of
Milk and Curd” ;—“why ? ”—because there is no reason (in
support of such a universal proposition) ; that is, there is no
ground for asserting that © the case of the individual entities
in the Rock-crystal is analogous to that of Milk and Curd,

~ ®Vishvanatha reads the S@ra simply as fafATer Frearqesd:  But evgry-
where else—in the Nydyasafravivarana, Nyiyasichinibandha, the Sitra-Me D,
and in Puri 86, Me,—we find it as printed in the Text.
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whera destruction and production are without cause,—and it
is not analogous to that of the Jar, where there is destruction
when the cause of destruction is present, so that there is no
destruction and production of individual entities in the Rock-
crystalsimply because the causes of suchdestruction and pro-
duction are not present,”® '

Further, the statement of the Example is baseless : If
‘destruction and production’ were ever actnally perceived in the
caseof such things as the Rock-orystal and the like, then alone
could there be any basis for the statement of the Example —
** Just as in the case of the destruction of Milk, and the pro-
duction of Curd, the cause is not perceived” (81, 13);—as a
matter of fact however ¢ destruction and production’ are not
perceived (in things like the Rock-crystal) ;—hence the state-
ment of the Example is entirely baseless.t

Then again, when you admit the ¢destruction and pro-
duction ’ of the Rock-crystal, you tacitly admit also the canse
of these [since, being effects, thoy must have a cause]; so that
your denial (of the cause) is not right. That is to say, you
cannot but admit the force of the Example (of the Jar) in the
assertion—* the destruction and production of the Rock-
crystal, &c,, like those of the Jar, cannot be without cause’;
for the simple reason that its force cannot be denied. On
the other hand, the force of the Example cited by you—in the
asgertion “ the destruction and production of the Rock-crystal,
like those of Milk and Curd, are without canse”—can

~ be easily denied ; for the simple reason that (in all cases)
‘destruction and production’ are actually found to proceed

© The reading of the last purt of this passage is confused ; by a comparison of the
readingsin several manuscripts, the right reading appears to lne—mm wq-

ferrraparestefortenfeat Regait frmdrafesrcarrarirrregare gfa

+A correct example is that which is found to be similar to the thing in question ;
in the present inatance ‘destruction and production of several entities in the Rock-
orystal’ is the thiug in question, under dispute ; so that the Example, to be currect,
should be one that resembles the said *‘destruction and production’; this resem-
blance could be known to us only if we had ever perceived such *d:struction and
production in the Rock-crystal’ [Until we have perceived a thing, wecannot recog-
pise ite resemnblance to anything]. As a matter of fact however as no such ¢ production
and destruction in the Rock-crystal ' is ever perceived.: Hence the example cannot
be a correct one.—Td{parya.
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from canses ; 8o that when we see ‘destruction and produc-
tion’ in the case of Milk and Curd, we infer the presence of
a cause; as the Effect is a sure indicative of the Cause.

From all that has gone before (in this section and the last)
it follows that Buddhi or Apprehension is not eternal.

Vartika on Si. (17).
[P. 422, L. 8 to P. 423, L. 7.]

Even admitting that the destruction of the Milk and the
production of the Curd are without cause, we urge that—
Inasmuch as §c. §o.—says the Sof{ra, There is no ground
for believing that the destruction and production of the
entities in the Rock-crystal, like those of Milk and Curd, are
without cause, and that they are not, like those of the Jar,
due to causes.

The statement of the Ezxample i3 baseless—says the Bhagya.
“What is the meaning of the term ‘adhisgthana,’ ¢ base *? ”
1t means, dshraya, substratum.  What then is the mean-
ing of baselessness? " It means that the original thing
itself is non-existent ; the meaning being, that as a matter of
faot we do not perceivethe ‘destruction and production of the
Rock-crystal’ going on every momeut ; so that there can be
no occasion for the arising of the question whether such
* destruction and production’ are with or without cause.
To one who does not admit the existence of Sound, no one could
say—¢ just a8 Sound, being a product, is non-eternal, so is
such and such thing also.’ Similarly when the original thing
itself is non-existent, no Example can be put forward (in its
corroboration).

Then again, when you admit the * destruction and produc-
tion of the Rock-crystal,’ you tacitly admit also the causeof these;
80 that your denial is not right. The °Milk and Curd ' and
the ¢Jar'—both of these are instances in point ;
and the question arises—Is the caseof the ‘Rock-
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crystal’ analogous to that of ¢ Milk and Curd,’ or to that of
“Jar’? The truth is that it is analogous to the case of the
Jar; because the cause of the ¢ production or destruction’
of the Jar is actually seen. It is not right to regard the case
of the Rock-crystal as analogous to that of Milk and Card;
because the canse of the *production and destruction’ of
this latter are deduced by inference.

From all that haa gone before it follows that Budgdhi is not
elernal—says the Bhasya. For the following reasons also
Buddhi should be regarded as non-eternal:—(a) Because being
a perceptible quality, it subsists in an all-pervading sub-
stance, like Sound ; (6) because belonging to a commanity,
it is perceptible by us and subsists (in something else),
like Sonnd ; and (c) because being of the nature of an Instru-
ment, it is not perceptible by persons other than Yogis,
like Sound.*

Section (8).

[Sa¢ras 18—41]).
Budg@hi—Apprehension—is a quality of the Soul.
Bhagya on 8a. (18).
(P. 167, L. 16 to P. 168, L. 9.]
We now proceed to consider the question—From a.

mong the Soul, the Sense-organs, and the Objects of Cognition,
of which one is Bugdhi the quality ? + Though this fact

© Sound is an instrument in Verbal Cognition.

+ It is only after the eternality of Buddhihas been refuted that there is any
-likelihood of its being a quality of the 8oal. Hence it is the latter subject that is
introduced now. The purpose of this enquiry also consists in the proving of the
Soul as an entity apart from the Body &c, Under S1. 3 1-162, seg. we have proved
the existence of the Soul, on the strength of Apprehension through Recognition ;
and now we are going to establish it on the strength of Apprehension asits quality.
—Parishuddhi. .
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is well known, yet it is introduced with a view to carry on
further investigations on the subject. The doubt as regards
Apprehension %being the quality of the Soul or of somne
other substance) arises from the fact that it is found to
arise from the contact (of several things, Soul, Mind, Sense-
organ and Object), and people fail to detect any peculiarity
in any one of these (by virtue of which the quality of
Apprehension could be attributed to that exclusively).

Sitra (18).
APPREHENSION CANNOT SUBSIST IN THE SENSE-ORGAN, Ol

IN THE OBJEOT,— SINOE IT CONTINUES TO EXIST ALSO WHEN THHKSE
TWO HAVR BEEN DESTkOYED. (Si. 13).

Apprehension or Cogoition cannot be a quality of either
the Sense-organ or the Object, because even when these have
ceased to exist, Apprehension continues to exist. For
instance, even after the object (seen) and the Semnse organ
(the Eye) have been destroyed we have the cognition
in the form ‘I have scen’. On the uther hand, afier the
Cogniser (tbe Soul) has been destroyed, there can be no
Cognition at all. As a matter of fact, there are two kinds
of Cognition : there is one kind of Cognition which proceeds
from the contact of the Sense-organ and the Object (e.g. the
ordinary percaptional cognitions), and which ceases upon
the destruction of the Sense-organ and the Object ; and there
is the other kind of Cognition which proceeds from the Con-
tact of the Mind and the Soul; and it is only natural that
theso latter should persist (even upon the destruction of the

Vardhamana adds the following:—The connection of the present Section with the
immediately preceding section on the mornentary character of things lies in this that
if all things are momentary, there can be no such thiug as the ®constituent’ cause
of things; so that there would be no possibility of Apprehension subsisting, as
quality, in the Soul. Hence before taking up this latter question, we Lave had
to dispose of the former theory.. ..... Even though the fact of Apprehension being
a quality of the Soul has already been put forward under 83. 3-1-14, yet there is this
difference that under that Sitra we have proved the existence of the Soul, as the
substratem of apprehension as a quality ; whiln now we are going to prove the exis-
tence of Apprehcusion iteelf as a quality of the Soul. Some people thiuk that the
present section serves the purpose of adding fresh reasonings in support of the doctrine
already established before, and thus etrengthening the pupil's convictions,  The
Tégparye, for instance, remarks that the present sestion carries on farther invastiga-
tion into a matter already diecussed Letore.
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Sensc.organ and the Object). To this latter class belongs the
recollection in the form ‘lhave seen’, which pertains to things
seen before ; aud when the cogniser has been destroyed, it
18 not pussible for any previous perception to be recollected ;
for a thing that has been perceived by one cannot be re-
collected by another. Kven if (the existence of Soul be not
admitted, and) the Mind be regarded as the (Oogniser,—it
would not be possible to prove that either the Sense-organ
or the Object is the Cugniser,

“ Well then, Coguition may be a quality of the
Mind.”

[The answer to this is given in the next Si¢ra.]
Partika Su, (18).
[P. 423, L. 8 to L. 16.]

The Apprehension that has been described above,—of
what is this a quality ? This is the question that we proceed
in consider now. “This enquiry is not right, as it is still
to be proved that Apprehension is a guality.” But that
Apprehension is a quality is proved by the fact that being
non-eternal, it is not perceptible by the Eye.

The doubt as regards Apprehension (being the quality of
the Soul or of some other substance) arises from this fuct that it
is found lo arise from contact;~and on this point we notice
the following peculiarity—says the Bhagya.

Appreheunsion cannot §o. §o.,—~says the Sitfra. Even when
the Object and the Sense-organs have been destroyed, we have
the cognition in the form °1 have seen’—says the Bhasya.
“ But the cognition I kave seen, being a recollection, does
not arise from the contact of the Sense-organ and the
Object; as a matter of fact, this cognition in question is a recol-
lection, and as such cannot arise from the Contact of the
Sense-organ and the Object.”  Our reasoning applies with
equal force to Recollection also : just as without the Cogniser
the cognition does mot come about, similarly when tbe
original apprehender has been destroyed, there can beno
Recollection, in the absence of that original apprehender.
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“ Wo may regard Apprehension as the quality of the
Mind."
[The answer to this is given in the next S#{ra].
S#fra (19).

APPRERENSION CANNOT BE THE QUALITY OF THE MiND,
(n) WHOSR EXISTENOE IS INFERKED FROM THE FACT THAT
THE APPRERENSION OF THINGS I8 NOT SIMULTANEOUS—[OR
(b), BEOAUSE THE APPREHENSION OF THINGS IS NOT SIMUILe
TANBOUS]—{(¢) AND ALSU BEOAUSE THE SIMULTANEOUS COG-
NITION OF THINGS ACTUALLY APPEARING IN YOGIS WOULD BB
INKXPLIOARLE IP COGNITION BELONGED To TH® Minp,]*

Bhasya on Su. (19).
[P. 168, L. 11, to P. 169, L. 4]

(A) The fact that the apprehension of things is not simul-
taneous is indicative of the Kxistence of the Internal Organ
(Mind) [as explained in Sa. 1-1-161; and the (nternal Organ
(or Mind), having its existence inferred from the fact that
the apprehension of things is not simnltaneons,—Apprehen-
sion or Cognition cannot be a quality of that Mind,

* Of what then i3 it a quality ? "

It is a quality of the Cognitive Agent, as it is he who is
the controller.t

As a matter of fact, the controller is the cogniser, and
that which is coutrolled is the fnstrument. So that if the
Mind had Apprehension for its quality, it would cease to be
an instrument. Aud from the fact that the apprehension
of Odour &c., belongs to that Cognitive Agent who is equipp-

© 'T'wo explanations of the terin mﬁm&: are possible ; both of which have
been incorporated in the translation as (a) aud (b). The Bhdsya construes the @
in the Siigra as imnplying a further reason, which weputinas (¢). The Bkdsya
notices only (a) sad (b).

+ Though the sentence Feq R is generally regarded as Sa¢ra, it should be
treated as Bhasya.—Parishuddhi.

One who is independent, and operates by himself, is the Cogniser ; while that
which is operated upon, countrolled by auother, is the instrument ; theintelligence
necessary for the carrying on of activities and of operating the several instruments,

bearing unon it, belongs to the Agent.—T'a{parya. ' .
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ed with such instrumnents as the Olfactory Organ and thelike,
we infer the approhension of pleasure &o., as also Re-collec-
tion, which belongs to that Cognitive Agent who is equipped
with the instrument in the shape of the Internal Organ ?Mind).
Under the ciroumstances if it bs held that that of which
Apprehension is a quality is the Mind,—~to which we give
the name *Soul '—while that which is instrumental in bringing
about pleasure &o., is the Interau! Organ—to which we give
the name ‘ Mind’; then there is a mere difference of nomen-
clature (between us); and the fact remains the same [that
there are two distinct entities—one of which Appreheusion
is a quality and the other which is instrumental in bringing
about pleasure &c.] according to bovh of us.

(B) The particle  cha’ in the §2fra may be interpreted
a3 implying the further reasoning that the Yogi's simultancous
Cugnition of things would be impossible; that is to say,
when the Yogi has attained the culminating poiut of his
practices ho becumes endowed with exceptioual faculties
of perception, and haviug created for himself several
bodies endowed with distinct sets of organs, he appre-
heuds several cognitions simultaneously in those bodies ;—
such a phenomenon could be possible if there were a siugle
Cognising Ageut permeating all those bodies ; it could not be
possible if the cognitious belonged to the Mind, for the simple
reason that it is atomioc (and as such could not be present
in several bodies at one and the same time). If (with a
view to escape from this difficulty) Mind be held to be all-
pervading (not alomic), even so this could uut be accepted
as a valid argument against Apprehension being a quality
of the Soul. For if Mind were all-pervading, then, since
it is the iuternal Organ (of Coguition), (and is all-perva-
ding), it could be in contact with ail the seuse-organs at one
and the same time, and thus bring about several Cognitions
at one and same time (oven in the case of ordinary persons)
(which is an inpossibility).

Varlika on Sa (19).
[P. 423, L. 18 to P. 424, L, 18].
Apprehension can not be the quality of Mind §e. f¢.—says
the Sa¢ra. Inasmuch as the existence of Mind is indicated by

the non-simultancous cognition of things, Apprehension
cunnot he regarded as its quality. ‘
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Objection :—* Since the Bhagya puts in a qualification,
it would seem that there are several internal organs.*”

If you mean by this that—'* When the Bhisya
says that ¢ dpprehension cannot be the quality of that
Mind whose ewistence is inferred from the fact that the
apprehension of things 8 nol simullaneous, it appears
that the writer admits of several Internal Organs; for
unless there are several internal organs there
can be no sense in adding the said qualification,”
—then we deny the force of your argument; for all Sense-
organs are organs of Cognition, ¢ manana'—and being organs
of ‘manana’ all Sense-orgaus may be called * manas’, {Mind’;
and under the circumstances the qualification is clearly
called for—* Of that Mind whose exisience is inferred from
the fuct that Apprehensions are not simultaneous, Apprehension
cannot be a quality. ?

“ Even so the qualification is pointless; becanse it is not
admitted to be the quality of any other organ ; that is,
if Appreliension is not the quality of the luternal Organ,
then it must be the quality of some other organ; but as a
matter of fact, it is not held to be the quality of any other
organ [Hence there is no sense in the qualification.]”

This criticism is not right; for itis quite possible to
have some such other ‘organ’ (as is held to possess the
quality of Apprehension); that is, the character of *Instru-
ment of Cognition ’ and ¢Object of Cognition ' are variable,
and not immutably fixed (so that even the Cognising
Agent, fo whom we attribute the quality of Apprehension,
may, on certain occasions, appear as the ¢Instrument of
Cognition’) and thus become liable tobe called Organ’;
e. 9. when the Yogi perceives (the character of) one person
by means of another person, the latter person becomes the
‘instrument’ of the cognition of the former; and certainly

Var. P.424.

® From the addition of the said qualification it appears that there is also that
Miud whose existence is not inferred iu the said munner.
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this person is held by us to have® Apprehension for his
quality ; hence [when denying the fact of Apprehension being
the quality of an organ] it is ouly right that we should add
the qualification that it is not the quality of that organ whose
existonce is inferred, ele. elc.

For these reasons Apprehension cananot be the quality of
the Mind.

“Of what then is it a quality 1" It ids the quality of the
Cognitive Agent, as il is he who s the conlrollar. A3 a matter
of fact, the controller is the Cogniser and that which is controlled
is the instrument,—says the Bhasya. In regard to the
Cognising Agent, there is no such hard and fast rule that
he must always be the Controller; forat times he also becomes
the controlled; butin regard to the non-intelligent (uncon-
scious) things (e.g. Instruments and Objects), it is absolutely
certain that they must all be the controlled only ; so that the
Mind, being unconscious, must be the coatrolled,—just like
the Olfactory and other organs.

It Mind had Apprehension for its quality, then this would
mean a mere difference in names; i.e. if the ¢ Mind’, the
¢ Internal Organ,’ be ¢ that which has Apprehension for its
quality’, then it is merely a different name (for what we call
*Soul’). For just as for the Cogniser, jiialri, the Sense-
organs are the instruments of cognition,— similarly  for the
thinker, Man/ri, there should ba a organ of thinking [and it is
this organ which is called ¢ Mind,’ ‘ Manas ']. If both (Soul
and Mind) were conscious (cognitive) entities, it would not be
possible to ascertain which cognition belongs to which of the
two. Lastly, if the Internal Organ (Mind) were all-pervad-
ing and had Apprehension for its quality, then it would be
possible to have Cognitions by means of all the Sense-organs
at one and the same time.

*Both editions read wvayrw, which is meaningless. The right reading is wey yror
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Safra (20).
[Objection]—* WRAT BAS BEEN URGED APPLIES
EQUALLY TO THE CASE OF APPRERENSION BEING A QUALITY
or THe Sovr.”” (Sa. 20),

Bhagys on 8Sa. (20).
[P. 169, L. 8].

“ The Soul, being all-pervading, would be in econtact with
all the Sense-organs at one and the same time ; so that there
would be a possibility of several Cognitions appearing simul-

taneously.”
Var{tka on (Su. 20).
[P. 424, L. 21 to P. 425, L. 1],

“ [Whot hos been wurged, otc., elc~says the Satra. For
him also who holda that the Soul is all-pervading and is pos-
sessed of the quality of . Apprehension,—as there would be
nothing to prevent the contaet (of that Soul) with all the
Sense-organs,—it would be possible to have several simal-
taneous Cognitions.”

Sngra (20).
[Answer).—TrE sAID (SIMULTANROUS) APPEARANCE
oF COGNITIONS IS NOT POSSIBLE ; BECAUSE THE CONTACT OF
THE MIND WiTH (ALL) THE SENSE-ORGANS 18 NOT POSSIBLE.

Bhasya on 86. (21).
[P. 160, L1. 8—10].

In the cognition of Odour, ete., the contact of the Sense-
organs with the Mind is as much a necessary cause as the
contact of the Sense-organs with the objects ; and inasmuch
as the Mind is atomio, it is not possible for its eontact with
all the Senee-organs to appear at one and the same time.
And by reason of the non-simultaneity of this contuct
(of the Mind), it is not possible for several cognitions

to sppear simultnneously, even though th t e
of the (all-pervading) so:ﬂ, gh they are the qualities

Far{ika on Sa. (21).
[P. 425, L1, 1.3)
There is no possibility of Cognitions appearing simul.
teneously (under our theory); becanse there are other canses :
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That is, like the contact of the Sense-organs with the objects,
the contact of the Mind with the Sense-organs also is a
cause (of Cognitions) ; and this latter contact can not be
simultaneous, for the simple reason that Mind is atomic
[and hence cannot be in contact with several organs at one
and the same time].
Bhagya on Si. (22)
[Po 169, Lo 10 EO IJ- 14'.]

If it be held that—** The Cognition of Odour &ec. procecds
from the Contact among Soul, Sense-organ and Ohject only,
‘and the contact of Mind is not essential; [so that even
though the contact of the Mind and the Sense-organ may
be absent, that will not stand in the way of Cognitions
appearing simultaneously ; hence there is no force in the
answer given in S@i. 21]. ”—then our answer is—

Saira (22).

THIS OAN NOT BX RIGHT ; FOR NO PROOF 1S ADDUCED IN SUP-
PORT OF SUCH CRIGIN (OF CuGNITIONS, WITHOUT CONTACT OF
Mi~p).* (S0, 22).

When you make the assertion that—* The Cognition of
Odour &o. proceeds from contact among Soul, Sense-organ
and Object only”’,—you do not ndduce any proof in support of
such origin,—on the strength whereof we could accept it. $

FVar{ika on Su, 2.
[P. 425, L. 3 to L. 14.]

*“If Cognition were Leld to be produced out of contact
among Soul, Sense-organ and Object,—how would it be
then?

The answer is that that could not be right &o., &c.—says
the Sajra. (A) *No proof is adduced in support of the as-

® ‘Karapa® tands for ‘pramdna’, proofs, says—the Bhapyachandra. What
the Opponent says in 5a. 21 is a mere assertion and since no proofs have been
adduced in support thereof it cannot be accepted.

+ Vishvanatha takes this Sg$ia also es coming from the Parvapakgia, and
meaning as follows :—* Iuasinuch as the Siddbantin cannot point out the cause of
Coguition, Cognition cannot belong to the Soul. He caunot point to AMind—=Soul
Contact as the cause ; for it this were so, then Cognition should never cease; th
contact of the all-pervading Soul being always present.”
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sertion that Cognition procceds from the said contact
only’,—such is the meaning of the Siitra;—Or (B) when
the assertion is made that *Cognition proceeds from the
contact of Soul, Sense-organ and Object only’, no other
cause is shown why Cognitions should not appear simul-
taneously (which is the real point at issue).—Or (C) why
Cognition should not appear in dead persons; for the Sense-
organ (the tactile organ in the Skin of the Body, e.g.) being
in contact with the outside object, and the contact of the
Soul (which is all-pervading) also being there, why should
there be no cognition in the dead body,—this is what has
got to be explained. * (D) Further, if the Mind is denied
the Soul alone by itself would be the-sole cause of Recol-
lection and such other Cognitions (as those of pleasure &o,,
for instance) ; and in that case, why should there be simul-
taneous recollections of several things? (E) Lastly, when
the Sense-organ and the Soul are in contact with the Object
at one and the same time (at the time that Cognition
appears),—what is the cause of the Cogvition? Is it the
Sense-object contact ? Or the Soul—object contact ? Or
the contact of Soul, Sense-organ and Object? You do not
mention specifically what the precise cause (of Cognition) is.
Satra (23).
[Objection]—*¢ FurTHER, IF APPREHENSION SUBSISTS
(18 THE SOUL), THEN, IT SHOULD HAVE TO BE KIGARDED
AS ETERNAL  SINCE WE DO NOT PERCEIVE ANY CAUSE FOR
173 DESTRUCTION.” S50, (23).
Bhisgys on Si. (23).
[P. 164, L. 16 to L. 18,)

‘¢ What is urged in tlns S7lra is meant to be taken along
with what has been said under Su. 20. [This is the force
of the particle cha],

® This explanation is got at when Mind —contact is nccepted as an essential fact =
or in the cause of Cognitions, The Mind residing in the Body, all Cognitions of
the Suul would be possible only iu the Buly and never ontside the body.
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“ There are two kinds of causes whereby qualities are
destroyed : (1) the destruction of the substance in which
the quality subsists, and (2) the appearance of a contrary
quality. Inasmuch as the Sounl (which is the substance
in which Apprehension subsists) is eternal, the former cause
of destruction is not possible (in the dostruction of Appre-
hension). Then, as for a quality contrary to Apprehension
(whose appearance would put an end to the Apprehension),
we do not find any such quality (appearing in the Soul).
So that, if Apprehension is the quality of Soul, it must have
to be regarded as eternal.” ; '

' ~ Vartika on Su. (28).
[P. 425, L. 14 to P. 426, L. 3.] :

« Further if Apprehension §e. ec.—says the Safra. What
is urged in this Safra is meant to be tuken along with what
has beon said under SB(ra 20—says the Bhasya. If Appre-
hension is a quality of the Soul, then it should have to be
regarded as eternal, since we do not find any cause for its
destruction. * Why so?' Because'of qualities, there are two
causes of destruction : the destruction of its
substratum and - the appearance of a contrary
quality. Of these (in the case in question) the former is not
possible, because the Sonl (the substratum of Apprehension)
is eternal ; as for a contrary quality, there is no such quality ;
so that Apprehension should be regarded as eternal.”

Stifra (24). \
[A4nswer]—INasmuca As ArPRERENSION 1s (UNI-

VEHSALLY) RECOGNISED A8 NON-ETERNAL, ITS DESTRUCTION

PKUCEEDS FROM ANOTHEL APPREBENSION ; JUST LIKE SOUND,

St. (£4). ‘

Vir. P.426.

DBhasgya on Su. (24).
[(P. 170, Ll 2—2.] ;
That Apprehension is transient is recognised by all living
beings in their own experience;—and as a matter of fact,
(in the case of every Apprehension) we perceive a series of
cognitions ; and we infer from these facts that (in this series)
one Apprelension is ‘ contrary’.to the other ;—just as in
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every Sound thers is a series of Sounds, where one Sound is
contrary to the other [aud hence the cause of its destruc.
tion]. -
" _ Vartika on Sa. (24).
[P. 426, L. j to P. 427, L. 4.] .
Inasmuch as Apprehension etc. eto.—says the Safra.
It having been proved that Apprehension is not eternal,
its destruction’ must be taken as proceeding (a)—either
from another Apprehension, or (b) from faculty (or impress-
ion). *“But the two are not together.” If you mean by
this that—* Two cognitions never exist together, so that
the latter could not destroy the former,”—then, this is not
right ; for we have denied the simultaneous appearance of
cognitions ; that is, what we have denied is only simultuneous
production of cognitivns, and not their co-ezislence ; and there
is nothing incongruous in two Cognitions being together
(it is only not possible that they should come into - existence
at one aud the same time) and what we hold is that, when
the Effsct has come into existence it puts at end tothe Cause ;
that is, when the effect attains its forin, it destroys its cause ;
as wefind in the case of Sound ; when the Sound, which is the
product of a preceding Sound, has attained its form, it sets aside
its cause, in the form of the previous Sound ; and in the same
manner Cogoition also (coming into existence, puts an end
to its cause, the preceding cognition), “ This would not
be possible in the case of the final ones.”  If you mean
~ by this that—* If the preceding Sound and Cognition are
destroyed respectively by the succeeding Sound and Cogni-
tion, then what would be the cause of the destruction of the
final Sound and the fioal Cognition ? So that (there being no
such cause) just as the final Sound and the final Cognition
are destroyed without cause, 8o should all other effects,
also be destroyed (without cause),””—this cannot be right;
because what happens is that there is no .produetion (of
further Sounds) by reason of the. contach (obstruction) of
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tangible (solid) substances; that is, the final Sound is ob-
structed (put an end to) by the contact of solid substances;
when the originating (preceding) Sound comes into contact
with such objects as the wall aud the like, these contacts
put an end to the Sound inhering in the same source as
‘the preceding Sound ; it is for this reason that the final
Sound ceases to be heard. As regards the final, Cognition, it
is destroyed either when thereare no causes for its contin-
wation (in the form Merit and Demerit),—or by reason of
the peculiarities of time (which is instrumental in putting
an end to the said meritand demerit),—or by the appearance
of Impressions (produced by the final Cognition itself).
+ “How is it destroyed by the peculiarities of

Time?”  The cause for the continuance of
t! e final Cognition consists of merit and demerit, heace when
they have ceased to exist, the final Cognition also ceases to
exist.  “ But why do ycuseek to provide such explana-
tions ? Why caunnot you accept the fact that the destruction
(of Cognitions) is without cause ?” We do not admit this
view, for the simple reason that it is open to the said ob-
jections ; against the view that the destruction of cognitions
is without cause we have already pointed .out objections,
when we were refuting the Nibilistic theory that all things
are momentary.

| Varp.427.

Bhagya on Sa. (25).
© [P. 170, L. 4 to L. 11.]

[Says the Opponent]—* If Apprehonsion is a quality of
the Soul, several Recollections should appear at one and the
same time; for innumerable impressions produced by cognit-
ions—which are the causes of Recollections, subsist in.the
Soul simultaneously,—and the contact of the Mind with the
Soul, which is a cause common to all Recollections, is also

resent ; 80 that there is mo non-simultaneily in the causes
of Recollections [ Hence it should be possible to have several
Recollections at one and the same time].”
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In view of this objection, some Logicians (Ekad2shins),
with a view to show that the contact (necessary for Recollect-
ions) is not simultaneous, offer the following explanation :—

Sn{ra (25). o
“ A8 A MAITER OF FACT, RECOLLEOTION PROCEEDS
. PROM THE CONTACT OF THE MIND WITH THAT PART OF THR
SouL WHIOH 18 PKRMEATED BY (THE IMPRESSION OF) THE

(CORBESPONDING) COGNITION ; BO THAT SEVERAT, RECOLLEOT-
10NS OANNOT APPEAR SIMULTANE0USLY.” (8. £5).

“ The term * Jiana’ in the S#{ra stands for impression
brought about by cognition. * What happens (in cases of
‘Recollection) is that the Mind comes into contact only
gradually, one after the other, with such parts of the

oul as are impressed (affected) by Cognition; hence the

Recollections -also, that proceed from the snid contact
of the Mind with the Soul, appear only gradually, one
after the other (and not simultaneously).”

. Vartika on Su. (25).
[P. 427, L. 4 to L. 13].
¢ If the non-simultaneity of the appearance of Cognitions
is held to be due to the non-simultaneity of their cause,—
then what we would urge is that the cause is simultaneous;
‘80 that the cognitions also should appear simultaneously, just -
a8 happens in the case of Recollections.”

The most important answer to this objection is as fol-
lows :—As a matter of fact, an Instrument has the power of
accomplishing only one action at a time; an Instrument cannot,
at one and the same time, bring about several actions [so that
the Mind, being an instrument, cannot, by its very nature,
bring about several cognitions at one and the same time],* As
for kKecollections, they also cannot, * like cognitions, appear
simultaneously, for the simple reason that they are of the
nature of definitive notions. -

Others (Bkadashins) however, desirous of showing that
the cause (of Cognitions and Recollections) is not simultane-

© The na, though absent. in both editions, is essential ; asis clearly indicated
by the Td{parya. . o
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ous, offer the explanation that—"* as a matler of fact, ets. etc.
(Sa. 25).
Satra (26).
THis EXPLANATION I8 NOT RIGRT ; BECAUSE THE MIND
LIES WITHIN THE BopY. (Si. 26).

Bhagya on Su. (26).
{P. 170, L. 13—15].

" As a matter of fact, when the Mind of man comes into
contact with the Soul born in a body,—~and this contact
appears along with such Karmic residue as has begun to
fructify,—this is what is called the person’s * living;' so that
until the person dies (and the Soul escapes from the limita-
tions of the Body), it is not possible for the Mind,—which
lies and functions within the Body, to come into contact with
such parts of the Soul as lie outside of the Body, and may be
impressed by (previous) cognitions. [And as for those parts
of the Scul that lie within the Body, with these the Mind is in
contact at one and the same time, whereby the possibility of
Cognition and Recollections appearing simultaneously

remains],
: Vartika on Su. (26).
With a view to show that the explanation offered by the
Ekadeshin is not right, the S&fra says—This ezplanation is
not right, ele. elc.

Question—* What is the meaning of the term ‘ovpifti,
*lying ’ when you say that ‘ the Mind lies within the Body '?
It cannot mean the relation of the container and the contained
(i.e. it cannot mean that the Mind is contained, or subsists,
in the Body); for the Mind does not subsist in anything.
Nor can ‘lying’ mean capability of functioning (the meaning
being that the Mind functions only within the body); for
we actually find it functioning outside; when, for instance
the Visugl Organ, .occupied by the Mind, goes out of the
Body, and brings about the perception of Colour, ete.; this
moving out of the Visual Organ® muet be regarded as the
e '.l‘hal readiug in both editions is defective ; the meaning is clear; aud the

right reading appears to be wyWt frexrt -
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action of the Mind, because it takes place on'y when the Mind
* is present;—and no third kind of *lying’ (of
the Mind) is possible. Hence it is not right
to assert that ‘the Mind lies within the Body ".”

Our answer to the above is that the ‘lying’ of the Mind
is not the relation of contuiner and conlained, noris it the
functioning within; all that is meant by the Mind lying within
the bedy is that the Mind never functions except through the
Body ; that is, the Mind, without the Body, does not accomp-
lish any purpose of man, ‘ :

Vir. P. 428,

Sitgra (27). )

[The EBkageshin objects to Sm, 26]—* Tns BEASON PUT
FORWARD IS NOT VALID, BECAUSE IT IS STILL TO BE PRUVED,”
[Su. 27.] - _
Bhagya on Sa. (27),

(P. 170, L1. 17—18.)

“Asa matter of fact, living consisls in fruclifying
Kurmio residus only ; so that it is still to be proved that
the Mind lies within the Body,” o

Var{ika on Su. (27).

“It is still to be proved that without the Body the
Mind is not capable .of accomplishing any purpose of
man.” b :

. Safra (38).

[Answer]—TaE ABOVE OBJECTION 18 NOT RIGHT; BECAUSB
(IN SUPPORT OF OUR CONTENTION) THERR IS THIS PROOF THAT THE
RECOLLEOTING PERSON BETAINS 4 Bopy, (81, 28).

Bhasya on Su. (28).
[PO 171’ Llo 2—50] ..

When a person is desirous of recollecting something he
concentrates his mind,. and then, after .some time, succeeds
in recollecting that thing ; and while he is recollecting it,
he is found to be equipped with the body - [which shows
that in the phenomenon of Recollecting the Mind operates
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in the Body; otherwise, if the Mind operated outside the
Body, there would be no contact of the Mind outside with
the Soul as equipped with the Body; and in the absence
of this contact, no Effort would be possible ; and without such
Effort the retaining of the Body would be impossible]. The
Effort due tothe contact of the Mind with the Soul is of
two kinds—retaining and impelling ; and when the Mind of
goes cut of the Body, no retaining Effort (within the Body)
would be possible ; so that (in the absence of the retaining
or.sustaining Effort), the Body of the recollecting person
would, through its inherent gravity, fall down.

Vartika on 81, (28).
[P. 428, Ll 6-10.]

~ The above objection §o. yc.—says the Si{ra. It is seen
that Recollecting and Retaining of the Body are simul-
taneous; and what is actually seen must be admitted by
all, If the Mind were to. go out of the Body for any
length of time, the retaining of the Body would be

impossible,
Safra (29).

[Another Objection]—* WHAT HAS BEEN URGED IS

NOT POSSIBRE; A8 THB MIND "IS QUICK IN ITS MOTION.”

(Su. 29). _

. ’ Bhagya on Su, (22).
[P. 171, L. 7-9.]

“ Ag a matter of fact, the Mind is quick in moving; so
that it is quite pussible for it to go out of the Body and
come into contact with such, parts of the Soul as are out.
gide the Body, and are impressed by Cognition; and then
it quickly returns within the Body, and gives rise to the
Xffort (necessary for the retaining of the Body). Thus it
is quite possible for the Mind to carry on both the processes
(of Oontact and of Effort). Or (inversely), it may be that
the Mind goes out of the Body after having produced the
Effort required for the retaining of the Body; and thus
it is quite possible that the Body should continue to be
retained (until the Mind returns to it, . which it does very
quickly).. ' o -
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Vartika oun S. (29).
[e. 428, L. 12.]
“ Both phenomena—of recollecting and retaining of the
Body—are quite possible.” :
| S8{ra (30).

[Ancwer]—WmT‘nAé BEEN ASSERTED UANNOT BE;
BROAUSE THERE 1S NO RESTRIOTION A8 To THE TIME OF
RecorrectioN. (St. 30).

Bhayya on Su (30).
[P. 171, Ll 11—16.]

As a matter of fact, while one thing is remembered
quickly, in another the process of recollection is delayed ; and
when the process of recollection i3 delayed, the Mind is held
concentrated, with a desire to remember the thing, and there
appears a continuous series of ideas, and when among these
there appears the idea of some such thing as happens to be
the distinguishing feature of the thing to be remembered,
it becomes the direct cause of the desired recollection.
All this phenomenon could not be possible, (under the
theory of the Opponent) ; as it would mean the going out of
the Mind for a considerable length of time.

Then again, the contact of the Mind with the Soul, can-
not bring about Recollection, except when it is in contact
with the Body : because it is the Body that forms the recep-
tacle of all experience. As a matter of fact, it is the Body
of the Cognitive Person which forms the receptacle of ex-
perience ; so that when the Mind goes out of the Body, its
mere contact with the Soul cannot bring about either Cog-
nition, or Pleasure &ec.; if it did (i. e, if Cognition, Pleagure
&o. were brought about independently of the Body) thenthere
would be no use of the Body at all. .

* Par{iks on S0, (30).
«  [P.428,LL12-16.) |
- 'What has been asserted etc. cle. says the Safra. Inas.
much as the time taken by Recollection is not fixed, what
has been urged (in Sii, 29) is not right. Further, when one
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declares that the contact of the Mind with the Soul brings .
about Recollection independently of contact with the Body,—
for him the Body ceases to be the receplacle of experience ;
and this cessation would mean that the Body is entirely

useless. :
- Satra (81). _

[4 second Bkadeshin Logician offers the following
remarks against the view of the former Ekadeshin pro-
‘pounded in §d. 25,]—* THE PARTIOULAR KIND OF CONTAOT

~ (or Tae MiND, WITH THINGS OUTSIDE TRE BoDY) Is NoT
POSSIBLE j (A) EITHER BY THE IMPELLING OF THE SoUT,

OR (B) BY CHANCE, OB (0) BY REASON OF INTELLIGENCE.”
—(Sa. 31.)
‘ Bhasya on 8i. (31).

[P. 171, L. 18 to P. 172, L. 6.]

The contact of the Mind outside the body could be due
—(a) either to the impelling of the Soul, or (b) to chance,
or (c) to the intélligence of the Mind ;—but as matter of fact,
none "of these 1s possible. “Why”? (a) Because the
thing has still got to be recollected, and because Recollection
and Cognition are not possible through mere desire. That
is to say, if the said contact were due to the iwpelling or
urging by the Soul, theni it would mean that the Soul
impells the Mind after having cogitated thus—*the Impress-
jon which is the cause of the Recollection of this particular
thing subsists in this part of the Soul, let, therefore the -
Mind come into coutact with this part’;—and this form of
cogitation (where the iden of the thing is already present)
on the part of the Soul would mean that the thing is already
recollected, .and is not one that has got be recollected ; and
further *a part of the Soul’ or the *Impression’ cannot be
perceptible to the Soul ; so that any notion of these by the
cognition of the Soul itself is absolutely impossible [and yet
both of these appear in the said cogitation). (b) As a matter
of fact, the person recollects a thing only after fixing his
mind upon it for some time; and it (i e., the contact neces-
sary for Recollection)cannot be due to mere Chance, (o) Laste
ly, Intelligence (to which the said contact might be due)
dyoes not belong to the Mind at-all; as we have already
shown that Cognition does not belong to it.
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Var{ita on Sa. (32).
[P. 429, L1 1—2]

Other people offer the answer to the theoory of the
Bhadashin that the particelar contact (necessary for Recollec-
tion) is not possible either by the impelling of the Soul, or by
chanve, or by reason or tutelligence.

Bhagya on Su. (32).
[P. 172, LL. 6—16.]

The said particular kind of contact (which has been ob-
jected to under Sa. 31)

IS SIMILAR TQ THAT PARTICULAR KIND OF CONTACT
"WHICH OAUSES PAIN IN THE FOOT OF THE PERSON WHOSE
MinD 18 PREOCOUPIED (ST. 32).

When a person, having his Mind preocoupied with some
attractive scene,® is hurt in the foot by a pebble or thorn,
a particular kind of contact of the Mind with the Soul must
be admitted ; for we perceive that there is actual pain and
feeling of pain in such cases ; and what has been urged (in
Su. 31, against the particular kind of contact postulated by the
previous Ekadéshin in the case of Recollection) would apply
with equal force to the case cited. [And yet it cannot be
denied that there is such contact actually present in the
case), Then as regards what the second Ekadashin
has said in regard to contact being due to °chance’ (in Sa.
81),—it is open to this additional objection that as a matter
of fact, no action and no contact can ever be due to mere
‘chance.’ [8o that this part of the argument is entirely
baseless). ' » ‘

¢ But in the case of the pain caused by the thorn, what
causes the action (in the Mind) is the Unseen Karma (force
of Destiny) which brings about all experience.”

This also will be equally applicable to both cases. What
you mean is that—*the Unseen Destiny, subsisting in the
Person, which serves to bring about all his experiences, is
what leads to the action of the Mind (and brings it into
-contact with the Soul), whereby there - comes about pain

® Several Mes. read J, which should be construed-with what follows, meaning
~—*having his foot hurt by a pebble “or thorn in some place,’ But Y gives
better sense, as translated. ' : e
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and also the feeling of pain’ ;—but exactly the same may be
the case also with the particular kind of contact that brings
. about Recollection.

Thus then, what has been said by the second Ekadzshin,
to the effect that *the particular kind of contact is not
possible, either by the'impelling of the Soul, or by chance,
or by intelligence” (S@. 83)—is no-criticism at all (of
what the first Etagd@shin has put forward under Su. 25);
the real criticinm of that position is what has been said by us
ahdve to the effect that ‘ this explanation is not right, because
the Mind lirs within the Body.’ Su. (26).

Vartika on Sa. (52).
[P. 422, Ll 8—10,]

What has been urged in St. 31 is no answer (to the argu-
ment of the first Hkadeshin),—becanse the particular kind
of contact would be similar to that contact which causes pain
in the foot of a person who has his mind preoccupied, It

- will not be right to urge that—* the Unseen Destiny which
leads to experience would form the restricting agenoy,”
—because this -also will be equally applicable to both cases,
H:noe the right answer is what we Lhave put forward under
St. 26—that ‘the explanation given by the Ekadeshin in Su.
25 is not right, because the Mind lies within the Body.'

' Bhagya on Sa. (33).
[P. 172, L. 17 to P, 173, L. 18.]

Question—* What now is the reason that Recollections
are not simultaneous, even though their causes are present at
one and the same time?" '

Sé¢ra (33).

[ 4nswer]—RECOLLECTIONS ARE NOT SIMOLTANEOUS,
BROAUSE S8UOH UAUSKES A8 ATTENTION, PEROEPTION UF THE
SIGN AND THE REST ARE NuT ALL PRESENT AT ONE AND THE

" saME TiME. (S, 83), )

Just as the Contact of the Suul with the Mind and Im--
pressions are the *onuse of Recollection,” so also are Atten-
tion and Perception of the Sign and such other things [detail-
ed in S0. 41); and inasmuch as these latter do not appuar.
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at one and the same time, it is to this that the hon-simultanei«
ty of Recollections is due.*

[The Opponent argues]—“Just as in the case of Intuition-
al Perception, ro also in the case of such Recollection as is
independent of Attention and the other causes, there should
be simultaneity. T'hat is, there are at times certain Recol-
lections which, being independent of Attention and-the other
causes, resemble Intuitional Perception ; and in such Reeol-
lections there should be simultaneity, as there is no reason
(why there should be no simultaneity).”t .

[Answer]— As a matter of fact, in the case cited also, the
several causes are present ; and it is because these cavses fail
to be perdeived that people have the idea that the Recollec-
tion resembles Intuitional Perception. =~ What actually hap-
pens is that, when there appear in the mind a number of
1deas pertaiuning to several things, it is only some one of these
several things that brings about Recollection in some man
(and not in others); and this is so because he recollects that
particular thing because he ponders more specially over that
thing ; and yet the Recollector is not cognisant of all the
causes that go to bring about the Recollection; he does not
review his entire memory-process by thinking that ¢in this
fasLion has my Recollection come about’; and because he is
not cognisant of the causes, he thinks that his Recollection
resembles Intuitional Perception, and also that Recollection
is not dependent upon Aditention and such other causes.

Question.—*“How is it in the case of Intuitional Per-
ception P} ‘ :
Answer—The restriction or limitation is due to the pecu-

Liarities of the person’s Karma (past deeds) ; just as there is
in the case of experience. What the question means is-——*“Why

© Mind-Soul Coutact and Ipressions are not the sole tause of Recollection.
So that even though these two are present, yet, inawmnuch as the other canses of
Recollection—Attention, &c.—are not present, several Recolleetions do not appear
simaltancously,

+ When, for instance; without any rhyme or reason, a recollection rushes in
upon the Mind, all on a sudden, Prajibhavaf, etc., is printed as Satra. But no
such Sitra appears either -in the Nyayasachnibanlha, or in anyof the Sifra-
Mes, or in Vishvanitha's Vrittie ’ ;

1 This question has been ‘propounded by the Author by way of introduction to
the principal argumeut in support of his theory.—Pa{parya. '
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does not TIntuitional . Perception appear simullaneously P"—
and the meaning of the answer is that—just as the Man's
past Karma, which brings about his experiences, does not
bring about all his experiences at one and the same time,—
similarly the peculiarity of wau’s past Karma, which is the
cause of his Intuitional Perception, does not bring about
several such perceptions at one and the same time.*

* What is said is not right, becnuse there is no reason.”
This objection is not right, because an Instrument has power
to 'bring about cognitions only one by one. That is to
say, if, by your -objection, you wmean that—*“When you
say that the limitation is similar to that in the case of
experionces, what yon put forward is only an example,—you
do not put forward any - reason,”—then our answer is that
this objection has no force ; because as a matter of fact,
an Instrument can, by its very nature, bring about
cognitions only one by one; and several cognitions are
never produced, at one and the same time, either with
regard to one or with regard to several objects;—and from
this perceived fact of cognitions appearing one by one, we
infer that the capacity of Imstruments is such (that they
can bring about cognitions one by one) ; though there is no
such restriction in regard to the 4gent; because in the case
of a person possessed of supernatural organs and Fowers. it
is found that when (through his occult powers) he creates
several bodies for himself, he does have several cognitions
at one and the same time (in his several bodies).

The following is another objeotion that has been urged
[agrinst the view of the Ekadeshin that— % Recollection
cannot appear . simultaneously, because it proceeds' from
the contact of the Mind with- that part of the Noul
which is permeated by the. cognition” (S@. 15)]:—¢ Even
in the case of thy person who has a single body (and who
is not & Yogi capable of taking several bodies), it would be
possible for several cognitions to subsist in a single part
of the Soul at diverse times, and [since the impressions left
by all these Cognitions would inhere in. the same part of
the Soul] it should be possible to have the recollection of
several things at one’and the same time. As a matter of

© The Ta{parya calls thiv auswer * abilam,’ wnsatisfuctory. The real -auswer
comes fu the next passage,_
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fact, it often happens that when the .Agent has his body
located in a certain place, several cognitions do appear & in
one and the same part of the Soul, through the contact of
the several Sense-organs with their respective objects ;—so
that when the Mind comes into contact with such a part of
the Soul (bearing the impressions of several cognitions), it
is only natural that there should appear, at ope and
the same time, the recollection of all the several things
cognised before ; specially because there can be no graduat-
ion or non-simultaneity in the case of the Mind's contact
with a part of the Soul. Then again, the several *parts of -
the Soul’ not being so many distinct substances, the
condition of ‘subsisting in the same substance’ would be
fulfilled by all cognitions belonging to the several parts of
any single Soul ; and thus (simultaneity of cognitions being
quite possible) the said Ekadeshin’s explanation of the non-
simultaneity of Recollections (propounded in Sa. 25) is not
satisfactory.”

~ [Our answer to the above objection is as follows]—In the
case of Sound-series it is fonnd that only thatindividual Sound
i8 heard which happens to be in contact with the receptacle
or substratum of the Auditory organ (and notall the Sounds ;
even thoughthey all inhere in the same substratum, d4asha)
in the same manner Recollection is produced by the con-
tact of the Mind with each mdividual impression (left by
the corresponding Cognition ; and not with all the impressions
left on the Soul); so that there can be no possibility of
the several Recollections appearing at one and the same
time. 1 Hence we conclude that the right answer to the -
Ekadéshin position (in 8t. 25) is what has been put forward
before (in Sti. 26) ; and it is not true (as has been argued in
lines 11-14 of the T'ext above) that * since reveral cognitions
subsist in a single part of the Soul, it should be possible
to bave several Recollections at-one and the same time.”

®The # is not required. Since however it is found in all Mes. we should
construe the passago as—S% ¥ WM WETRRY 7 awafy e,

T Eventhough it is true that the impressions left by the several cognitions
are prescut i the same part of the Soul,—yet, inasmuch as no Impression pervades
over the entira part of the Snul, it is not possible for the Mind to be in contact with
all theimpressions at one and the same time jand bence uo simultaneily of Recol-
Jections is possible ; the Miud, in fact, can come into coutact with only one impres-
sivn at & time, ' :
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Varfika on Sq. (33).
[P. 429, L. 11 to P. 480, L. 17).

“If you do not admit the explanation offered in Su. 25 —
that there can be no simultaneity of Recollections hecause
there is no simultaneity in the contact of those parts of the
Bonl that are impressed by Cognitions—then the contingendy
of Recollections being sinultaneous remains ; for the simple

.reason that their causes appear at one and the same time.”

Not 80 ; because there are other necessary causes, which
do not appear simultaneously. That is to say, Attention etc.
are necessary aids to the Mind-Soul contact (in the bring--
ing about of Recollection) ; and inasmuch as the said aids do
not appear at one and the same time, there can be no simul-
taneity in the Recollections,  *If simultaneous Recollec-
tions are not brought about by such Mind-Scul contact as
requires the aid of such ausiliaries as Attention and the like,
then there should be simultaneity in the ease of those Recol-

‘lections which do appear -without the aid of Attention
and such other auxiliaries,””  Certaiunly not ; for we do not
admit of any such; that is, there is no such Recollection as
is independent of Attention and the other auxiliaries ; what
happens in certain cases is that these auxiliary causes, even
though present, are not recognised. [This is what gives rise
to the notion that the Recollection has appeared wnt.houb
those auxiliaries].

¢ The case of Recolleotions resembles that of Iutuitional
Perception; Intuitional Perceptions certaiuly can be simul-
taneous ; for their causes are never absent.”

Not 8o ;. for this has already been answered. We Lave
already answered this argument, by pointing out
that no Instrument possesses the capacity to
accomplish more than one action at a time. ~ Further, when
theré are several simulianeous Intuitional Perceptions,—

Var. P. 430.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1354 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

would they all pertain to one and the same object? Or to
diverse objects? It could not be the former ; because there
_would be no use (in several perceptions appearing in regard
to the same object).*  Nor could it be the latter ; for the
simple reason that there is no such capacity (in Cognitions).

Further, thereis no such necessary restriction as that
coguitions can never be simultanesus; for in the case of an
Agent possessed of supernatural organs of perception, it is
found that when he creates several bodies for himself, he
does have several cognitions at one and the same time.

[Another objection has been urged by some people against
the position of the Ekud2shin put forward in Sa. 25]—¢ It
Recollections do not appear simultaneonsly, because there is
no contact with such parts of the Soul as are impressed by
Cognitions,~—then in the case of the person who has a single
body, it would be possible for several coguitions to inhere in
the same parts of the Soul (at diverse times), and since the
Impressions left by these cognitions wonld all co-exist simul-
taneously in the same part of the Soul, it should be possible
to have the recollections of the several ‘things (cognised) at
one and the same time. (So that the explanation offered in
S, 25 is no explanation at all,’)

It is however not riglit to say that—*in the case of a
person who has a single body, there are certain Impressions
that co-exist in the samne substratum (of the Soul); for the
¢ parts of the Suul’ are not so mauny different substances; so
that it is not only cerlain Impressions, but all Impressions (or
Cognitions), that co«exist in the same single substratum, (the
Soul) ; and for that reason all Recollections should be simul-
taneous.

© The Parishuddhi suggests auother explanation of ¢ Vaiyar{hyif '—*‘arfha’
stands for cause ; heace vaiyarfhya menuns absence of cause; that i, abeence of
means of right éaynilio», that is, alsence of proof ;-the meaning thus being that
there is no proof ia support of the assertion that several perceptions appear in
regard to tho same object at one aud the same timo.’ -
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[The Bhisya says— Recollection is produced by the contact
(pralydaalti) of the Mind with each individual impression ;
in regard to this the Oppounent asks]—* When you
say that ‘it is on account of the ¢ prafyasa{ti’ with each
impression that there is no simultaneity of Recollections’,
what sort of *prafydsa{{i’ do you mean? Any prosimily
or mon-prozimity is not possible for Impressions, as they
inhere in the same substratum [‘pratydsa{{i’ only means
prozimity).’

We do not say that * pratyasatfi,’ in the case in question,
consists in prozimiry; what we mean by there being pratyasaffi,
or Contact, of the [mpressions is that there is present a combina-
tion of their auxiliary causes ;—just as there is in the case
of Sound: all the several Sounds appearing in a series inhere
in Akosha,and yet though they inhere in the same substratum,
only those of them are actually heard, the auxiliary causes of
whose per.ception are present, and no others are heard;
similarly in the case of Impressions also (those alone lead to
Recollection which have their auxiliary causes present, even
thongh all Impressions inhere in the same substratum,

Soul).
Bhasya on Sa. (34).
[P.173, L. 18to P. 174. L. 5.]
Some people hold the theory that—* Ji@una, Cognition, is
a property of the Soul, but Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasure,

~and Pain are properties of the Internal Organ; **—this theory
isimpugned in the next Stitra.

® We now procced to consider the question whether or not Cognition belongs
to the samo substratum as Desire and the rest. This doubt arises by reason
of different views being held by the Sasakhya and the Nihilist.—Ta¢parya.

That Cognition belongs to the saine substratun as Desire &c. is a fact known
by ordinary experience, and is also established by reasons. Hence eo long as
it isno proved that Desire &c. helong to the Soul, it cannot be regarded as
establishied that Cognition belongs to it. Such is the connection of the present
question with the main subject-matter of tlre section.—Parishuddhi.

+ Vishvanatha puts it somewhat differently :—* Desire belongs to the Mind §
Desirg again is produced by Cognition ; hence the two should reside in the same
substratum ; therefure Coguition also should Lelong tothe Mind, not to the Soul.”
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Sifra (34).
INASMUOR A8 ACTIVUIY AND OESSATION FROM ACTIVITY

ARE 0aUSED BY Distre aND AvErsioN ora Coanisant Brine

Desikg AND AVERSION MUST BELONG To THIS COGNISANT
eINg).* (Sa. 34).

As a matter of fact, what happens is that the person
cognises the fact of a certain thing being a source of pleasure
and another thing being a source of pain to him,—then he
desires to obtain that which gives him pleasure and desires to
get rid of what causes him pain,—and when he is imbued
with the desire ¢+ obtain and pats forth an Kffort to obtain
what gives him pleasure, this Effort is what is called ¢ aativtty ;'
and when imbued with the desire to get rid of a thing, he
avoids what gives him pain, this is what constitutes
‘cessation from activity ;'— thus we find that Cognising, Desire
ing, Effort, Aversion, Pleasure, and Puin, all these belong to
(reside in) one and the same substratum ; that is, Cogunising,
Desiring and Acting have one and the same Agent, and
subsist in the same substratum. From all this it follows that
Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasure, and Puin are properties
of the cognisant, intelligent thing (the Soul),—and not of a
non-intelligent thing (the Internal Organ). Such ‘activity’
and ‘cessation from activity’ as has been described we
actually perceive in the case of our own Souls,—aud from
this we infer the same in regard to other Souls.

Vartika on Su. (34).
(P. 430, L. 17 to P. 431, L. 5.]
Some people have held the theory that Cognition belongs
to the Soul, but Desire and the rest to the Internal Organ.

The *theory’ quoted in the Bhisya is thus explained by the Ta{parya—* The
intelligence of the Soul isene and inwutable; in this are reflected the Internal
Organ modified into tho forms of the several objects of cognition ; aud it is by
virtue of these reflections that the one Lutelligence appears to be dicerse and liable
to production and destruction. Desire, Aversion &c. on the other hand, are by
their very nature, diveree and liable to be produced and destroyed. Hence while
the Cognition belongs to the Soul, Desire &c. belong to the Internal Organ,

® Vishvanigha has supplied two constructions of the SA§ra.—(1) ¢ Activity and
Ceseation from Activity are due to Desire and Aversion, hence these latter are grey,
must belong to a Cognisant Being ; aud (2) ‘Inasmuch as Activity and Cessation
from Aoctivity are caused by Desire and Aversion of a Coguisant Being, (these
fatter wust belong to that coguisaut being).’
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This theory is impugned in the next S#fre. Inasmuch as
§o. §e.—says the Si#fra. What the Si#frs means is that
Desire &o. also belong tothe Cogniser. If Dosiro belonged
to the Internal Organs, they could not be perceiv-
ed; for the Desire &c. belonging to one are not
perceived by another ; so that Desire &c. would ever remain
imperoeptible ; since all qualities of the Mind must be beyond
the senses.

Vir. P. 431,

Activity and Cessation being found in our own selves we
infer the same in regard to others.

Bhagya on Su. (35).
[P 174, 1.5 to L. 9.]

The philosopher who holds Intelligence to belong to
Matoriul Substances (i ¢, the Materialist) says—

Satra (35).

* INASMUGH AS THE BSAID AOTIVITY AND ABSENCE OF
ACTIVITY Atk THE FOLE INDIOATIVES OF DESIRE AND AVER-
SION, TUESE UANNOT BE DENIED IN REGARD TOo THE BobDiEks
coMposkD oF BARTH AND OTHER MATERIAL 3UBSTANCES,”

- (Sn. 35.)

‘“ The presence of Desire and Aversion is indicated by
Activity and Absence of Activity ; hence it follows that Desire
and Aversion must belong to that to which Activity and Cess.
ation from Activity belong, and to that same should belong
Cognition also ;—so that inasmuch as Activity and Absence
of Activity are found in Bodies composed of Earth, Water,
Fire, and Air,—~it is these Bodies that are endowed with
Desire, Aversion, and Cegnition ; which shows that Intelli-
genco belongs to these material bodies.”

Var{ika on Su. (35).
[P. 431, Ll 6-7.]

What the S3{ra means is that—** Inasmuch as Desire
&o. must reside in the same substratum as Activity and
Absence of Activity, they must belong to thematerial Body.”
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S#fra (86) and Bhagya [P. 174, L. 10 to P, 175, L. 4].

SINOE WE FIND ACTIVITY AND ABSENOR OF AOCTIVITY
IN SUCH THINGS AS THE AXE AND THE LIKB,—

it follows that Intelligence need not belong to the mater-
inl Body. Thatis, if the finding of Activity and Absence of
Activity in a certain thing justifies the attributing of Desire,
Aversion and Cognition to it,—then, inasmuch as such
Aolivity and Absence of Activity are found also in such Tus-
truments as the Axe and the like, Iutelligence should be
attributed to these also. Desire &o. are attributed to the
Body,—and yet we find, inthe case of the Axe &o, that Activi-
ty and Cessation from Activity are not concomitant with Desire
&o. ;— 8o that it cannot be right reasoning to argue that—
“ because Aoctivity and Absence of from Activity are found
in Bodies of Lurth, Water, Fire and Air, Desire, Aversion
and Cognition must belong to these.”

[Says the Materialist]—* Well, in that case, we shall put
another meaning to the words—*{ullingufvat &o, &o.’' (Sn.
85): The ‘activity’ of the material substances, Earth &c., in
bodies,—transitory® (of insects) and durable (of animals and
men),—consists of & particular kind of action, whose presence
is indicated by the aggregation or re-arrangement of the
component particles of those bodies (by virtue of which the
shape of the bodies undergo changes, becoming fatter or lean-
er &o.);—* Absence of Activity’—i.e. Inactivity—is found
in such things as stone &c.; in which there is no such indica-
tion of activity ;—and again, the presence of Desire and Aver-
sionis indicated by * Activity ’ and ¢ Abseuce of Activity’;—so
that, inasmach as we find Activity aud Absence of Activity
in the Atoms of Earth &c., (as shown above), and as Desire
and Aversion are concomitant with these (Activity and
Absence of Activity), it follows that Cognition also belongs
to those same Atoms;—aud thus it becomes established that
Intelligence belongs to material substances (and not to the
Soul)"”

® We adopt the reading waey for ayay. It is found in several Mss. aud is sup-

ported by the Fdfparya which ssys—‘weeg’ wiqly whrrpint waly,
‘eyraty’ feady  dvrpeariint oty | -
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Bhi P 175 [Our answer to the above is as follows]—
“%- 7% What has been put forward is not a valid reason,
as it is not perceived in such things as the Jar and the like.®
In the case of the Karth-molecules composing the Jar and
such things also we find ‘activity ' in the form of a particular
action which is indicated by aggregation or re-airangement
(of parts);—aand we find ‘ absence of activity’ in such things
as the Sound (in which can there is no aggregation) in which
every form of action is absent ;—and yet even though ¢ Activ-
ity and Absence of Activity ’ are found in the Earth mole-
cules and Sound, yet we do not findin them ¢ Desire and
Aversion ;—from this it is clear that mere presence of
* Activity and Absence of Activity in anything ocannot be a
valid ground for attributing to it Desire and Aversion.'

Var{ika on Sn, (36).
(P. 431, L. 10.] ‘

What the SA{ra means is that since we find Activity and
Absence of Aotivity in such things as the Axe and the like,
the premiss put forward by the Materialist becomes falsified.

Sara (87).

WHAT DIFFRRENTIATES THE SAID DEstrRE AND AvEk-
810N (PROM THE QUALITIES OF MATERIAL SUBSTANCES, AND
MALKS THEM OUT AS BELONGING TO SOMETHING OTHER THAN
MareeiaL SUBSTANOES) 18 UNIVERSALITY AND ABSENCE OF
Universanity (Sa. 87).

Bhagye on Sa, (87).

[P. 175, L. 6 to P. 176, L.. 1.}

What distinguishes the qualities of Desiraand dversion and
marks them out as belonging to something other than material
substances ‘is ¢ niyama’ * Universality,’ resiriction, and ‘ ani-

® This is printed as Satra. Bat nosuch Safra is found eitherin tho Nydya-
@chindandha or in Vishvavatha's Vrig}i ¢ orinany manuscript of the Sigra.
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yama,” A4bsence of Universalily, 'The ‘*activily and absence
‘of activity,’ due to the *Desire and Aversion of the cognis-
ant being,’ are such as subsist, not in that Being, but in that
on which he operates; so that the Aotivity and Ab ence of
Activity should belong to only such material substances,
Earth and the rest, as bappen to be manipulated or operated
upon by that Being,—and not to all substances ; so that there
is in this case * aniyuma,’ ‘absence of universality.” For one,
on the other hand, who regards the material substances them-
selves as cognigant (and as such, endowed with Desire and
Aversion), the ‘activity and absence of activity’ due to Desire
and Aversion would subsist in those substances themselves;
and hence there should be *niyama,’ ¢ universality.” For in
the case of the other well-known qnalities of materinl sub-
stances, it is found that the action due to a quality, as also
absence of action due to the cessation or obstruction of that
quality, occurs in all substances ; so that, in the same manner,
the action and absence of action due to Desire and Aversion
(belonging to the Material Substances) should also occur in
all material substances ;—this however is never found to be
the case;—from which it follows that while Activity and
Absence of Activity subsist in the things operated upon or
manipulated, Desire, Aversion and Effort belong to the
manipulator.® '

® The qualities that are recoguised by both parties as belonging to Material
Bubstances are found in all naterial substances, and contiuue to exist as long as
thuse substances exist. For instance, the OJdour of Earth is found in all that is of
Earth, and lasts as long as the Earth lasts. The action of falling due to the qua-
lity of gravity will occor in all material substances, and it will cease to occur only
when the quality is obstructed or counteracted, This is what is mcant by Univer-
snlity, ‘niyama.’ If Desire &c. bolonged to material substances, theae also would have
been co-existent and coeval with those substances ; i.e, they should have been found
in all such substances ; as a matter of fact however, Desire and Aver-
eion and Effort are not found to he g0 ; a.9., Desire &e. are never found in the Jar,
This is what is meant by ¢ Absence of Universalily, Aniyama. From this we
conclude that Desire &c. caunot belong to Material Substances.

There is somo confusion here in regard to theterms ¢ Niyama’ and ¢ Aniyam~'
~The Bhi3ya has taken them inthe scnss of ! Universality' and ¢ Abservce of
Universality ’ respeotively ; the former bolonging to the qualities of material sub-
stances, and the latter to the qualities of tho cognisant Being. The Vartika has, as
we shall see below, taken the terms to mean * restriotion * and * want of restriction,’
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Further, there can be no reason in support of the view that
in each single body there are several cognisers; and yet
according to the person who attributes Intelligence to
material substances, inasmuch there are, in each single
body, several material substances (Particles of Earth, Water
&c.), every one of which is endowed with the qualities of
Desire, Aversion and Effort,—this would mean that in a
single body there are several Cognisers.* If the Opponent
says—* Yes, be it 80,""—we point out that there is no proof for
such an assertion. In the case of several different bodies we
infer the presence of so many different Qognisers from the fact
that each of them is found to be possessed of distinct qualities
of Cognition (Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasure and Pain);
in the samo mannuer, if, in each single body, every particle
of material substance were possessed of its own cognition and
other qualities, then alone could it follow as a necessary
conclusion that these are so many distinet cognisers (in that
single body). [But there is no such ground for Inference).

Further, as a matter of fact, we find that in material sub-

i stances there appear several such actions as
Bha. P. 176. are due to the quality of something else,—and
“this provides the ground for inferring the same thing in other
cases also. That is,in the case of such substances as are
used as Instruments,—a.g. the axe and the like—and also in
the case of such as form the coustituent cause of objects—

the former applying to the qualities of the Cognisant Being, and the latter to those
of naterial substances. This is the difference of opinion upon which Varghamina
asserts that the term ‘niyama' may mean either universalily or partiality, accord-
ing to the meauing that we attach to the term ; aud ‘aniyama’ iy its contrary,
The sense of the argu.nent remains the same.

9 In answer to what has been said in para. 1, in regard to the possibility of
Desire &o. being found in all Earthy substances, the Opponent might put Forward
the case of wine ; grains of barley as a rule are not endowed with the power of in-
toxicating men ; but these grains that enter into the composition of winedo be-
come endowed with that power,—similarly only those particles of Earth are
endowed with Intelligence which enter into the composition of the body of man,
1t is in answer to this that the Bhdsya points out that even so every particle of the
material substances composing the body should be imbued with intelligence ; and
as such form eo many distinot cognisant beings in ewch body ; just as each par-
ticle of wine is endowed with the power of intoxication,
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e.g. clay and the like,—we find that there appear actions that
are due Mo the quality of others;—and this provides the
ground for inferring the same thing in other cases also ;—i.e.
in the case of such things as the trausitory and durable bodies
(of Insects and Men respectively) ; so that we infer that the
action of material substances composing these bodies,—which
is indicated by the aggregation and modification of their com-
ponent particles [which bas been put forward by the Oppo-
nent in the Bhigya on S0. 36),—is due to the quality of
something different (from the material substances).® This
quality (to which the said action is due) subsists in the same
substratum as Effort, and appears in the form of ¢ Samskara,’
¢ Faculty,’ and is called *Merit-Demerit’; like the quality of
Effort, it beara upon all things (rulated to the Man), and urges
to activity all material substances, for the fulfilment of
that man’s purpose.

The theory that Intelligence belongs to material substan-
oces may also be regarded as set aside by all those arguments
that have been shown to prove the existence of the Soul, as
well as by those put forward in proof of the Eternality of the
Soul ; and what has been said (in Su. 8-2-18)—in regard to
¢ Cognition not belonging to either the Sense-organs or objects
of perception, because Cognition persists also when these are
destroyed '—applies with equal force to the denying of Intel-
ligence in the material substances of the Body.t

- Further, what the Opponent has urged (in Sf. 35)—to
the effect that—**inasmuch as the said Activity and Absence
of Activity are the sole indicatives of Desire and Aversion,
these cannot be denied in regard to the bodies composed of
Earth and other substances "—is on the understanding that
the terms ‘arambha,’ Activity, and ®nivpi{{ih, * Absence of

® 1t is not ouly the activity of the Budy as a whole, but also the action of all
its component partioler that go on undergoing re-arrangement during life, that are
all due to the quality ( Dharma dc.) of the Soul ensouling the Body.

1 Because even when the Objects and the Sense-orgaus are destroyed, Cogal-
tion remains,—it is inferred that Cogaition cannot belong to them ; similarly Intelli-
gence cannot beloug to the material substances in the body, because while these
substances undergo changes and destruction during the life of the individual, the
quality of intelligence continues to persist all along.—J'afparya.
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Activity * (used by us in S0, 34) stand for mere action and
cessation of action; as a matter of fact, these two terms—
*Activity’ and ¢ Absence of Activity '—stand (in Sa. 84) for
action of a totally different kind ;* and action of this kind is
never found in Earth and other substances. Hence what has
been urged (in Sh. 85) to the effecct that—*inasmuch as the
said Activity and Absence of Activity are the sole indicatives
of Desire and Aversion, these canuut be denied in regard tothe
bodies composed of Earth aud other substances”—is not right.

Var{ika on Su. (87).
[P. 431, L. 12 to P, 432, L. 6.]

What differentiates, etc. elc.—says the Safra. The ¢ niya«
ma,’ restriction, in regard to ¢ Activity and Absence of Activ.
ity* is this that they pertain to only such material sub-
stances a3 are operated upon (by the cognisant being); g.e.
‘Activity and Absence of Activity’ are found to appear in only
such Material Substances as are operated upon,—and not in
all material substances. If the ‘Activity and Absence of Activ-
ity’ of material substances were due to their own intelligence,
then they would be found in all substances ; as is found in
the case of such qualities as Gravity and the like ; that is, all
substances possessed of Gravity are found to fall,—this also
is another *niyama,’ ‘rule that is found true. From all
this it follows that intelligence does not belong to material

"substances.

There can be no reason in support of the view that in each
single body there are several cugnisers—says the Bhagya. He
who attributes Intelligence to material substances must ad-
mit of several intelligent agents in a single body, as each
body consists of several material ‘substances.  *Let there
be several intelligent agents in a single body ;—what harm

® What is meant by . Activity and Abzence of Activity' in St 34, is not mere
Action and Cessation of Action, but that particular farm of action which is undertaken
for the obtaining of the desirable aud the getting rid of the undesirable thing ; and
,certainly no such intelligent action is ever found in material substances, Without
understanding this, you bave put forward your argument in 8a. 356.—F'd¢parya.
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does that doto us ?"  This is not right ; for if there were
several intelligent coguisers in the same body, then this
should lead us to infer that each component substance in
the Body has its own distinet cognition; ®*—as a matter of
fuct however no such thing is found ; asis
clear fromthe fact that there is ‘recognition’ of
the various Cognitions of & person; and such ¢ recognition ’ is
found possible only in cases where all belong to a single aggre-
gate of several causes and effects. [If each component parti-
ole of the body had its own cognition, then, since such parti-
cles are appearing and disappearing every moment, no ‘recog-
nition’ of any kind would he possible, the particle to whom the -
original Oognition belonged having neased to exist long be-
fora the appearance of the corresponding Rezognition].

Var, P. 432,

Further, what the terms mean is totally different. The
terms ¢ Activity * and ¢ Absence of Activity’ (as used by us)
stand for that particular kind of action which is undertaken
for the obtaining of the desirable and getting rid of the un-
desirable thing. You (the Parvapaksin) on the other hand are
using theso terms in the sense of mere action and cessation of
action, when you assert that—*' [nasmuch as the said Activity
and Absence of Activity are the sole indicatives of Desire and
Aversion, these cannot be denied in regard to the bodies
composed of Earth and other substances” (Stu. 35). That
kind of ¢ Activity and Abasence of Activity’ which reside in
sach substances as are operated upon (by a cognisant being)
belong to every material substancet (which is not the case

“with Desire, Aversion &c.).

® The Tafparys reads nEQQeYIEqr o ﬂi{ But in view of what follows
the reading of the priated texts appears to be more satisfactory,

+ The reading of this last sentence appears to be corrupt. We have tried tomake
some seues out cf the words as they stand ; it is difficult however to construe ‘HEff-

gt with ¢ W {SqRTAraTT:, the Feminine Dual with the Mnsc_ulineﬂingulnr,
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Bhagya on Su. (38).
[P, 176, L. 13 to P. 177, L. 1.]

Asa matter of fact, our denial of Intelligence applies equal-
ly to Material Substances, Sense-organs and Mind ; but (in the
following Sutra) we speak of Miud only, singling it out only
by way of illustration fand our reason for selecting this lies in
the fact that Mind is more likv the Soul than Substances or

Sense-organs]. :
gaoe] Safra (33).

(A) ON ACCOUNT OF RRASONS EXPLAINED BEFORF,—

(B)-ON ACOOUNT OF THESE BEING UNDER THE CONTROL OF

SOMETHING ELSE,—AND (C) ON ACCOUNT OF THEK CONTIN-

GE&NOY, THAT [IF INTELLIGENCE BELONGED TO TRE MIND,

&0.) IT WOULD MEAN THAT THE RESULTS ACCRUING (TO

MAN) ARE THOSE OF ACTS DONE BY OTHEKS (THAN HIMSKLF):.*

—(Su. 48),

(A) The first phrase (‘on account of reasons explained
ahove ') includes all that has been said, beginning from the
Satra 1-1-10, ¢ Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasure, ain and
Cogaition are the indicatives of the Soul’;—all this goes to
show that Intelligence cannot belong to Material Substances,
or Sense-organs, or Mind.

(B) On account of their being under the control of something
else ;—Material Substances, Sense-organs and Mind are
¢ under the control of something else,’ in the sense that it is
only under the impulse of Effort (of the Soul) that they pro-
cevd to the actious of sustaining, propelling and aggregat-
ing ;+ while if these were themselves intelligent, they

© Iu place of (o) WPATEYWIATE Vishvanitha reads EFFATFYWINTY, 'mean-

ing—"* on account of the fact that what accrues to man must be the resultg of his
own acts, The same reading is found iu the Puri Siitra Ms., and also in Sagra
Ms. D, The BAisya, the Vartika aud the Tafparya read as in the printed
text.

$The Ta{parya explains that thesc three actions refer only to the;Body and
the Sense-organs ; the arguments being formulated thus—(a) ¢ The Bodyand the
Sense-organs are under the control of something clse, in the actions of sustaining,
propelling and aggregating, severally,—because they are material,—liko the Jar ;'
and (b) ¢The Mind is under the control of something else,~becuuse it is an ius-
trument,—like the Axe’ 8u that it is clear that all three act ouly uuder the influ-
ence of something elsa,

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



1366 THE NYAYA-SOTRAS OF GAUTAMA

would be independent [and this would be incompatible with
the arguments that bave been propounded in support of the
c?nclusion that the Body is under the control of something
else). : .

(C) On account of the contingency that, if Intelligence be-
longed to the Mind ete., it would mean that the results accrue
ing to Man are those of acis not dume by himself.* Under
8. 1-1-17 it has heen pointed out that ‘-Activity consists in
the operating of Mind, of Speech and of Body’—[and in the
Bhagya on Su, 1-1-2, P. 8, it is shown that Activity, conducive .
to Merit-Demerit, leads to Rebirth] ;- now if Intelligence be-
longed to the Mind, or the Sense-organs, or the Material Sub-
stances, [since the Intelligent beings must be independent
agents, it would be those that would have to be regarded as
the Agents of all Activity, as the doers of all acts ;=~and yet
alltheseare destroyed at death, and the only thing that remains
after death is the Soul, which, being ez hypothesi, non-intelli-
gent, has not been the doer of any deed;—so that the results
occurring in future births, from these acts, would fall upon
the Soul, and not upon the Body, &c.; and] it would mean
that what is experienced by the Soul (on rebirth) is the re-
sult of acts done by others (the Body, &c.). On the other
hand, if the Mind, &o. are held to be non-intelligent [and a
being other than these, i.e., the Soul, be held to be the intelli-
gententity, this latter, being independent, would bethe Agent,
the doer of all deeds], then all these would be the instruments
under the control of the intelligent Agent, and hence it
would be only right that the Person, the intelligent Agent,
acting through those instruments (of the Mind &c.), should
undergo (on Rebirth) the results of acts done by himself,

The actions mentioned;—those of sustaitiing, etc,,—appeat to be such as belong
tothe Body only ; itis the Body only that sustains of upholds things, that propells
things, with the hand, £.i., and that goes on chauging through the diverse aggrega«
tions of its component particles. The last however is applicable to the Sense-
organs also. That is how the Tatparya has spoken of the three actions as re
ferring secerally to the Body and the Bense-orgaus.

® This argument is aimed against those persons who accept the authority of
the Veda, and thereby regard the Man as one to whom the results of acts accrue,
but still attribute Intelligence, not to Man, but to the Body, ete.
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Vartika on S0. (38).
[P. 482, L. 6 to L. 16].

As a matler of fact our denial of Intelligence applies equal-
ly to Materiol Substances, Sense-organs and Mind; but in the
following S@tras we speak of Mind only, singling it out only by

“way of illustration—says the Bhagya.

On account of vreasons explained before elc. efs.~—says
the 8nfra. (A) The phrase—on account of reasons ez-
plained before--i.e, the arguments put forward in the
Satras 3-1-1, el seq., have not been answered by the
Opponent. (B) On account of their being under the con-
trol of something else.—As a matter of fact, the Body,
the Sense-organs and the Mind are under the control
of something else, and it is only through the force of Effort
(of the Soul) that they operate towards the acts of sustain-
ing, propelling and aggregation. If they were themselves
endowed with Intelligence, they would be independent, (C)
On account of the contingency that if Intelligence belonged to
the Mind, it would mean that ths resulls accruing tv man are
those of acts done by others,—~If the Body &ec. were intelli-
gent, then it would mean that the results experienced by man
are the effect of acts done by these Bodies &c., and this
would involve the absurd contingency of such results accra-
ing to man as proceeds from acts done by others. On the
other hand, if the Body &c. are not intelligent, then all these
would be the instruments under the control of the intelligent
agent, and hence i would be only right that the Person, the in-
telligant Agent, acting through these insiruments, should unders
go the resulls of acts done by himself.

Bhagya on Sa. (39).
[P.177,L. 1to P, 178, L. 2|.
The Author now sums up® the well-established reasons.

® ¢ Upasaiigraha’ stands for Upasamhdra—says the Tatparya.
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Stilra (39).

(A) Aiso BY REASON oF ‘ EuiMINaATION’ &ND ALSO
(B) BEOAUSE 1HE REASONS ADDUOKD BEFORE ABE FIRMLY
ESTABLISHED,

TOr (B) BROAUSE OF REASONS ADDUCRD REFORE AND
(C) BY REAsoN oF RrappBarANCE*]—(S0. 39),

The proposition under consideration is that ¢ Intelligence
is the quality of the Soul.’

(A) Parishesa, ¢ Elimination’.—When in regard to a qua-
lity, some likely substratu being denied aund eliminated, and
there being no likelihood of other substrata, we have the cog-
nition of that likely substratum which remains undenied,-—we
have what is called ‘Cognition by Klimination.’t In the
present connection, for instance, we have the denial of
¢ Material Substances, Sense-organs and the Mind ’ (as likely
substrata of Intelligence),—there is no other likely substance
which might be suspected to be that substratum,—and the
only substance that remains is the Soul,—~so that the con-
clusion is that ‘Intelligence is a quality of the Soul.’

(B) Also because the reasons adduced before are firmly
entablished ;—i.e. because all the reasons that have been
adduced as leading to the Conception of the Soul—beginning
with S@. 8-1-) onwards—have not heen answered by the
Piirvapaksin. The reference to the previously adduced
reasons being establihed is meant to indicate (and lend sup-
port to) the aforesaid °reasoning by Elimination’ [i,e. it is
on account of those reasons that we are led to the notion that
the Soul is the only substance to which Intelligence can be-
long]; and it also serves to redirect attention to the direot
‘proofs in support of the proposition under consideration.

Or, we may take the phrase *upapa/f2shcha’ as putting
forward an additional reason; [the meaning being as follows |:
—*The Soul, which is eternal, having performed meritorious
acts in one body, reappears, on the death of that body, in
Hoaven among the Gods; while having performed sinful acts,
it reappears, on death of the body, in the Hells; this *re-

°This is the socond interpretation of the clause Yaghkfahd{fa éshcha, b
the Bhigya (sco below)e thkfahaf{ apapat feshcha, by

p 151" This pnsenge also occurs in the Bhdgya on Sd. 1-1-5, P. 19, Tranelation,
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appearance,” which consists .in the Soul taking to other
bodies, can be possible ouly if the Soul is & lastiug eatity ;
on the other hand, if all that existed was a mere °®series of
sonsations,’ and there were no persisting entity in the shape
of the Soul, thera being no substratum for the said ¢ reappear-
ance,’ it would not be possible.  Then again ‘Samsara,
“geries of births,’ which consists of the connection of a single
ontity with several bodies, is possible,—and * Deliverance’ or
¢ Final Release,’ also, which consists of fresdom from the
sories of bodies, is possible—[only if there is a persisting
entity in the shape of the Soul|;and if there be nothing apart
from the ‘series of sensations,’ since there would be nothing that
could traverse the long path(of Births and Rebirths), there
would be nothing that could be freed from theseries of bodies ;
8o that in that case both ¢ Metempsychosis’ and ‘ Final Release’
would be impossible. Further, if there were nothing but a
¢ series of sensations,’ then each individual living being would
consist of saveral diverse entities ; so that the entire phenom-
enon of his life would be disjointed (the act begun today and
finished tomorrow, being done by two distinct entities, it would
not be recognised a3 the same on both days), undistinguisha-
ble [i.e., not properly distingaished from what belongs to
another person ; the entity finishing the act to-day being as
different from that which began it on the previons day as
any strange persou] and confused [as no discrimination of
personalities would be possible, the entire business of the
world would be mixed upj.* Aud another inevitable result of
this would be that there could be no Recollection ; for what
has been seen by one personality (which was present yester-
day) caunot be recollected by another (that has
taken its place today); for Recollection is only
the recognition by the same cogniser of the previously-per-
ceived thing,—it appearing in the form ¢ I have known this
object before’ ; and it is clear that in this the same cogniser
re-cognises what he had known before; and this re-cognition

Bha. P.178.

® The Td{parya explains the ‘confusion’ as being due to the fact that every
entity, according to the Bauddha sensationalist, being a mere  negation of contrary,’
all persons would be the same, and no distinction as betwcen the *Brahmapa’
and the.‘Kgattriya’ and so forth would be possible ; so that there would be no
discrimination of their duties such as the ¢ Brahmaypa alone shall perform thbe Soma-
sacrifice,” ¢ tho Kgattriya alone shall perform the R4jasaya’ .and so forth.
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is what is called ¢Recollection’; and no such phenomenon

oould be possible if there were no other persistent entity save
a *series of Sensations.’

Vrfika on S. (39).
[P. 432, L. 16 to P. 433, L. 5.]

The author now sums up the well-cstablisked reasons in the
Sttra—-* also by reason of Elimination §o. §o." The Proposition
undey consideration is that ‘Cognition is the quality of the Soul’
—says the Bhasya.

¢ Becauss the reasons adduced are firmly established'—
Since the reasons that have been adduced in
this 4dhyaya in proof of the Existence of the
Soul have not been shaken.

¢ By reason of Elimination'—The quality of Cognition
being denied in reference to the Body, the Sense-organs and
the Mind, there being no other Substance left to which the
said quality could belong, and the Soul being the only likely
Substance left,—Cognition is regarded as being the quality of
the Soul,

The term ¢ Upapaffeh’ may be taken as embodying a
separate reason for the eternality of the Soul.  * Whose
Upapatti, Possibilily, is it that proves the Soul’s eternality ?"
It is the possibility of Metempsychosis and Final Release.
All this is clearly explained in the Bhdgya,

Snira (40).
Rncom.nc'rlc;x (MUST BELONG) To THE SOUL; FOR IT
18 THE SOUL THAT 18 ENDOWED WITH THRE OHARAOTER OF
158 ¢ CogNiseR.'—S. (40).
Bhagya on S1. (40).

[P. 178, L. 4 L, t0 9.]

The term ¢ Upapadya(e,’ ‘must belong,’ is to be supphed
to the Sutra; the sense being that Recollection must belong to

Vir. P, 433,
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the Soul, and not to & mere Series of Sensationg ;—the particle
*{u’ expressing sertitude (‘must’).  *“Whyso?P”  Be.
cause 3t 13 the Soul that is endowed with the characler of the
cogniser ; i.e. * being cogniser ' is the character, the peculiar
characteristic, of the Soul. It is the Soul that is spoken of as
‘ shall know,’ * knows’ and ‘has known,” which shows that
the Soul is related to cognitions appearing at all the three
points of time; and that the Soul has these cognitions per-
taining to the three points of time is realised by each per.
gon in his own experience,—every person having such no-
tions as * I shall know,’ *I know' and ‘I have known,' Hence
it follows that he who is endowed with the said peculiar
feature, to him belongs Recollection, and not to a mere Series
of Sensations, apart from the Soul.

[The Par{ika has nothing to say on this Sa. 40.]

Bhagya on St. (41).
EP. 178, L. 9 to P. 179, L. 20.]

1t has been explained (under Sfi. 33) that ¢ Recollections
do not appear simultaneously, because the causes of Kecol-
lectious do not appear at one and the same time’ ;~=and now the
question urises—* From what causes does Recollection
arise P " :
The answer is that—Recollection arises—
FROM SUCH CAUSES AS—(a) ATTENTION, (b) ASSOOIATION,
(c) RETENTIVENESS, (d) INDICATIVE, (6) DISTINGUISHING
FEATURE, (f) LIKENEsS, (9) OWNEUSHIP, (h) SUPPORTER, (1)
SUPPORTED, (j) RELATIONSBIP, (k) SEQUENCE, (I) SEPABA-
TION, (M) CO-PROFESSION, (8) ENMITY, (0) SUPERIORITY, (p)
ACQUISITION, ‘g) CoVER, (r) PLrasure AND PalN, (s) De-
SIRE AND AveksioN, (f) FEas, (u) NEED, (v) PROFESSION,
() AFFECTION, (@) MeriT AND (3* DEneriT. (ST, 41),

(8) Attention—the fixing of the Mind, with the desire to
recollect something, and the pondering of the peculiarities of
the thing desired to be recalled—is a cause of Recollection.
—(b) Association—is either (1) the arranging of several
things in a connected chain, things so connected bringing
about the recollection of one another, either in the order in
which they have been arranged, or in some other order; or
(2) the fixing of things (in the plexuses of the Body) to
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be remembered with those already known,—such connecting be-
ing done with the help of the Science of Concentration (Yoga).
—(c) Relentiveness—the faculty produced by the repeated
cognition of like things ; and this quality of Faculty, belonging
to the Soul, is called * Retentiveness’; this also, like otliers,
is a cause of Recollection.'—(d) /ndiretive—this is of four kinds
—(1) conjunct, (2) inherent, (3) co-inherent in one substratum,
and (4) contradictory; (1) e.g. smoke is the conjunct ‘indicative’
of Fire; (2) the horn is the inkerent ‘indicative ’ of the Bull;
(3) the hand is the co-inherent ‘indicative’ of the feet ; and
as also Colour of Touch; and (4) the non-material substance
is the contradictory ‘indicative ’ of the material substance.—
(e) Distinguishing feature—as found in & living being—re-
minds us of the race or family to which that being belongs,—
in such forms as ‘this belongs to the race of the Vidas,’ * this
belongs to the family of the Gargas,” and 8o forth.—(f) Like-
ness—the likeness of Devadaffa in the pictures reminds us
of Davaatta.—(g) Ownership—the master reminds us of the
servant, and the servant of the master.—(h) Supporter—one
is reminded by the landlord of his tenants.—(i) Supported
—the servant reminds one of the landlord.—(j) Relationship®
—the pupil reminds one of the Teacher, and the Priest of
the person at whose sacrificial performance he officiates.—
(k) Sequence—as inthe case of a number of actstobe done one
after the other (the preceding reminds us of the succeeding).
—{(1) Sepuration—when one is separated from a person and
feels the separation, he remembers him frequently,—(m)
co-profession—one cutter reminds us of another cutter.—
(n) Enmity—of two rivals the sight of one reminds us of the
other.—{0) Superiority—reminds us of that which has produc-
ed the superiority.—(p) Acquirition—when one has either ac-
quired a thing, or wishes to acquire it, he is frequently re-
minded of it.—(q) Cover—when the sword is remembered
by its scabbard.—(r) Pleasure and Pain—remind us of what
causes them,—(8) Desire and Aversion—remind oue of what
i8 liked nod what is disliked.—(t) Fear—reminds one of the
cause of fear —(n) Need—reminds one of what he needs, in
the sbape of food or clothing.—(v) Profession—the chariot-

®Sone sort of ¢ Relationship’ is iuvolved in all that is enunerated here. Iecuce
‘Relationship * here stands for those other thaa the ones specially enumerated.—

Tatparya.
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maker is recalled by the chariot.—(w) Aflection—one fre.
quently remembers the woman whom he loves.—(x) Merit
—reminds one of his previous births ; and Merit also
enables one to retain what he reads and hears.—(y) (einerit—
reminds one of the causes of pain suffered in the past,

These several causes of Recollection are unever cognised
at the same time; hence no simultaneous Recollections are
possible,

_ The Stitra is merely suggestive of what causes Recollec-
tion; it is by no means exhaustive,®
Var{ika on Su. (41).
(P. 433, L. 5 to L. 12].

It has been poiuted out that Recollections are not simul-
tancous because the causes of Recollection do not appear at
oue and the same time.  * From what causes does Recol-
lection arise " In answer to this the Satra (41) cnumerates
the causes of Remembrance with a view to show that they
cinnot appear at one and the same time.

From all that has been said above it follows that dppre-
hengion 18 nut elernal.

End of Section (3).

B« -y

© There are other causes also ; e.g., Iusavity tends to revive old memorivs—
Tatparya.
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Section (4).
[Stitras 42-45.]
APPREHENSION DISAPPEARS BOON AFTER APPEABANCE.
Bhasya on 8a. (42).
[P. 179, L. 20 to P. 180, L. 15.)

Buddhi, Apprehension, having been proved to be non-
eternal, it would follow that it vanishes soon after appear-
ance; and yet there are several non-efernal things® (e.g. the
Jar) which continue to exist for a time more or less remote
(from the time that they are produced);—hence there arises
the doubt—Is Apprehension eatirely evanescent (disappear-
ing soon after appearance), like Sound ?—or is it durable
for some time longer, like the Jar?

‘We accept the view that it is totally evanescent.
“Why so?”
Safra (42),

Because THERE 1S APPREHENSION oF MotioN, WHICH
I8 FLEETING.

Becausa there is apprehension of Molion whick is fleeting
(not durable).—In the case of the arrow shot from the bow
we perceive a series of motions till the arrow drops down;
and since every cognition is restricted to a single object, it
follows that, just as there is a series of (fleeting) mo-
tions (in the arrow), so must there be also a series of
corresponding cognitions. In the case of the apprehen-
sion of (cownparatively) durable things also, inasmuch

® The printed text as well as the Puri Mss. read *nifydndm’ ; but the sense
reqtiires * anifydndm’ ; the Virgika has neither »ifydndm nor anifydndm. The fact
of nitya, eternal things, being snch as continue to exist longer, can have no bear-
ing upon Buddhi, after this bas been proved to be non-eternal. The meaning clear-
ly is—it having been proved that Baddhi is non-eternal, this wonld naturally im-
ply that it is fleeting, evanescent, disappearing soon after appearance; and
several non-eternal thiugs are found to have longer duration ; hence the Doubt in
regard to Buddhi, asto whather it is entively evancscent or it has some duration.

With the reading * nifydram’ the only sense that can be deduced from the
passage is as follows—* If Buddhi is non-eternal, it ehould be entirely evanescent ;
and if it is eternal, it should continue to exist; hence the doubt.
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as we find that the perception ceases when the thing is hidden
from view, [it follows that in this case alsothere is a series of
several evanescent cognitions] ; that is, when the Jar, which
is durable, is perceived, we have a series of cognitions, until
romething comes between (the Jar and the Perceiver); it is
for this reason that as soon as something happens to inter-
vene, the perception of the Jar ceases. If Cognition were
durable (not evanescent), then the perceptional cognition of
the Jar should continue even if the Jar has been hidden
from view [which however is not found to be the case, and
hence it follows that there is a series of several evanescent
cognitions]. - The phenomenon of Recollection also does
uot® prove the durability of Cognitions; for what brings
nbout Recollection is the /mpregsion produced by the Cogni-
tion (and mot the Cognition itself),  Some people have
argued that—* Cognition must be regarded as durable,
because we find Recollection of things apprehended by the
cognition,—and no such Recollection would be possible if
its cause, in the shape of the corresponding coguition, were
non-eternal.” ~ But the fact put forward is no proof
(of the proposition set forth),  “ Why?” Because what
brings about ‘the Recollection is, not the Coguition, but,
the Impression produced by the Cognition; and this Im-
pression is & quality entirely different from the Cognition.

“ What is said cannot be accepted ; because no reason has
been adduced in its support,'’

[The reason is this]—If Cognition were something durable,
then the perception itself would continue ifor a long tine,
and there would be no room for Recollection at all. = That
is, 80 long as the original Perception would continue to
exist, the object cognised would remain ¢ perceptible,’ and
while the Perception itself is there, no ¢ Recollection ' is
possible.

The Puri Mss, read smrifishcha liigam, *Re-collection does prove;' in
that case buddhyavasthand should read as * buddhyrvyavasfhind.’ But the reading
of tho printed text gives butter sense. Thiugs seen now are remembered after
several days ; this might be regarded as indicating that the coguition of the thing
has continued to oxist during all these days. But tho fact ie that the cognition
is no# the immediate cause of Re-collection, which is directly produced by the
Twpression loft by the coguition,
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Varfika on Sii. (42).
[P. 433, L. 13 to P, 435, L. 4]

Apprehension having been proved to be non-eternsl, it
would follow that it is totally evanescent ; and yet some (non-
eternal) things are found to be enduring in their character;
hence there arises the doubt—as to whether Apprehension
is totally evanescent, like Sound, or it is durable, like the
Jar.  The right view is that it is totally evanescent.

% What is the exact maaning of the term u{pannipavar-
gini, (used in the Bhagya)?"

What it means is that it is destroyed more quickly than
ordinary transient things; it doos not mean that it is des-
troyed immediately after it comes into existence.

“ What is the reason (in support of the view that Appre-
hension is evanescent)?” ([The reasons are the following]
—(A) * Apprehension is more fleeting in its character than
other things,—becanse, while belonging to a definite commun.
ity, and being perceptible by ordinary human beings like
ourselves, it subsists in an all pervading substance (Soul),
—like Sound.’—(B) And in support of the proposition that
¢ fresh cognitions appear at each momant,’ we have the reason
—*because being an Instrument,* each Cognition illumines
(renders perceptible) a distinot object ;—whatever is found to
be an illuminator of an Individual object i3 always found to be
fleeting in its character,—e g. the Lamp ;—and as a matter of
fact each individual Cognition illamines each individual thing
from among such as are coming into existence and disappearing
at every moment ;—hence Cognition also must be fleeting in ita
character;—or (C) ¢ Apprehension is fleeting—because being
a quality, it is perceptible by the internal organ of perception,
—like Pleasure.’

© Cognition is an * instrument ' in the bringing about of the notions of acqniring
or getting rid of the thing cognised,
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It is with a view to point ont all these facts that we have
the S#{ra— Because there is apprehension of motion, which is
Sleetiny.

Question.—* If the Cognition of fleeting objcts is fleeting
s the S#fra implies)—then,* when such durable things as
the Jar and the like are perceived, is the cognition, then,
d.rable, like the Jar P—or is it even then only flesting?”

Answer—In the case of the cognition of durable things
also, the Cognition must be regarded as fleeting, because
there is cessation of Perception.—That is to say, when snch
durable things as the Jar and the like are perceived, then also
Cognitions appear onlyin a series.—* How is this known ?”
—Because the perception ceases when the thing is hidden
from view ; if, like the Jar, its Perception also were durable,
then the Perception shonld have continued to exist even after
the Jar becomes hidden from view. As a matter of fact
however, the Peorception is not found to continue to exist.
Hence the conclusion is that Apprehension is not durable.

¢ Inasmuch as there is Recollection, the Cognitiou must
ba durable. That isy if Cognition were fleeting, there could
be no Recollection, for we never find Recollection appearing
when there is diversity in the cognition ; just as there is no
Recollection of things cogaised by other persons ;—and yet
there does appear the Racollection of things ;—from which
it follows that Cognition is durable.’’

This is not right ; for from the phenomenon of Recollec-
tion itself it follows that Coguition is not durable : If Cogni-
tion were durable, there would be no room for Recollection ;
for ¢ Recollection’ is the name of that re-cognition of things
which is preceded by the cognition thereof, and which appears
on the disappearance of that eognition ; as we find in the case
of the Recollection in the form I have seen this thing’;

©¢ Avasghifam’ is the right reading ; not ¢ budgdhisthifam’.
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and no such Recollection would be possible if the crigiual
Perception itself lasted during all the time.  Further,
Recollection proceeds from something ; hence it cannot serve
as a reason (for the durability of Cognitions). That is, the
Recollection, that is regarded (by the Opponent) as indica-
tive of, reason for, the durability of Cognitions, is not such
an indicative at all ; as it proceeds from something else; what
does continue to exist is the Impression pro-
duced by the Cognition; and it is from this
Impression, through the help of such causes as Attention and
the rest (enumerated in Su. 41), that Recollection proceeds
(and not from the Cognition directly).

 But there is no reason.” If you mean by this that—
‘ What is the reason for asserting that Recollection proceeds
from Impression, and not from the enduring cognitions ?”
—the answer is that the phenomenon of Recollection itself is
the reason ; i.e, if Cogunitiou is lasting, there can be no Rec-
ollection.

Var. P, 435,

Satra (48).
[Objection]—* Ir CuGNITION WERE BVANESCENT, THE

PERCEPTION OF THINGS WOULD BE ALWAYS INDISTINCT j JUST

'LIKE THE INDISTINCT PEROEPTION OF COLOUR DURING LIGUT-

NING-PLASLL”—(S1T, 43).

Bhasgya on Su. (13).
[P. 180, L1. 17-20,]

«If Cognition is evanescent, then the perception of all
cognisable things should be indistinet ; just as during light~
ping-flash, the light ofthe flash being evanescent, the percep-
tion of colour is indistinct. As a matter of fact, however, the
perception of things is quite distinct. Hence the view (that
¢ Coguitions are evanescent ') cannot be right.”

Vartika on Su. (43).
[P. 485, Ll. 8-10.]
“ Jf Cognilion were evanescent §o. ye.—says the Safra.

If Cognition is not lasting, the perception of every percepti-
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ble thing should beindistinct; just as the Cognition of things
illumined by a lightning-flash is always indistinct.”
Siifra (44).
[4nswer]—THE VERY REASON PUT FOLWARD IMPLIES
THE ADMISSION OF WHAT 18 BSOUGHT TO DE . DENIED,
(St 44),
' Bhagya on Si. (44).

[P. 181, L. to L. 21.]

What is sought to be denied (by the Opporent) is that
* Cognition is evanescent’; and this i3 exactly what is admit-
ted when he asserts (in S1. 43) that “ the cognition should be
indistinet like the indistinet cognition of Colour during light-
ning-flash,” For if cognition is indistinct, it follows that it is
also evanescent,

As a matter of fact, the diversity in the character (dis-
tinct or indistinet) of cognitions is due to the diverse nature of
their causes, and not to any diversity in the cognition itself,*
That is, the fact that Cognition is at one time distinct
and at another indistinet, is due to the diverse nature of the
causes of Cognitions; so that where the cause of the cogni.
tion is evanescent, the cognition is tndistinct, while where the
cause is lasting, the cognition is distinct; and the said dis-
tinctness or indistinctness is not due to the non-evanescence
and evanescence (respectively) of Cognitions. Why ? Be.
cause ‘Cognition ' i8 the apprehension of a thing, be it dis-
tinet or indistinct, it i3 what is called *cognition.” What
happens is that, when the special features of a thing are not
perceived,—and ouly its general features are perceived,—then
the cognition is distinet, so far as the cogunition of these gene-
ral features is concerned ;t and if a further cognition of

© This has been printed a8 Sigra. But neither the Nydyasitchinibandha, nor
Vishvanatha, nor any Satra—Ms. reads any such 8a{ra.

4 It appears better toread this passage a8 FTATUTUATTTSYORIGUR—the
meaning being that ¢ when general features are perceived and not the special
features, the cognition is *indistinct,’ But in deference to the Va@rfika—and in view
of the reading in all Mss.,,—we have admitted the reading of the priuted text,
and translated it in accordance with the explanation of the Varfika.
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something else (in the shape of the speocial features) does not
appear, this ia due to the ahsence of the necessary causes;
—on the other hand, when the thing is perceived, as along
with its general features, and also as along with its spevial
features,—~then the cognition is clearly distinet ;—and
where the special features being unperceived, the general
features alone are perceived, the cognition is® clearly indistinct
—{[but only so far as the special features are concerned}. In
the present coutext, the presence of special fealures is clearly
¢ something else’ (vigaydntara)in comparison with the pressnce
of general features ; and if there is no coguition of this ‘some-
thing else,” (and there is consequent indistinctness, this is
due to the absence of the causes of that cognition,—and not
to the evanescent character of the Cognition (as the Oppo-
nent seems tu think). [un fact a coguition that i3 quite iu keep-
ing with the character of its ofject is always distinet ; g0 that
each Cognition pertaining to its own particular object, even
the cognition of generalities, should be regarded as distinc,
so far a8 its own particular objsct is concerned ; and similarly
the cognition of peculiarities shonld be regarded as distinet,
8o far as its own object i3 concerned ; for the simple reason
that eash cognition pertains to its own particular object. So
that when the Opponent brings forward (against us) the
contingency of cogaitions being indistinct,~what is that
object of which the cognition would have to be indistinct, on
account of the eoanescence of cognitions ?

As a matter of fact, there being several features in the
object perceived, there arises a diversity in the cognitions (of
that object) ; and it is to the presence or absence of such
diversity that distiuctness or indistinctness is due. -That is,
every object has two kinds of features, general and special,
and in regard to each of these there are diverse cognitions ;
if both these kinds of features are present (and perceived)
in an object, then the coguition is distinct, so far as that
object is concerned ; if however only the general features
are perceived, the coguition is indistinct. It is in this man-
ner that we can explain the appearance of distinct and indis-
tinct cognitions, '

® lu pluce of wgwgyt fafiy, read wgugaffy, as iv Puri, Ms. B,
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{P. 435, L. 10 to P, 436, L. 4.)
The very reason put forward §ec. §o.—says the Sifra.

What has been urged by the Opponent in St 45 is net
right ; as it involves self-contradiction. When he says—¢ be~
cause cognitions would be indistinct they should be regard-
ed as lasting "~~he admits the evanescent character of cognie
tions, which is what he has set about to traverse; and since
he admits it, he contradicts his own assertion that ¢ Cogni-
tion is lasting.’ Further the indistinctness of cognitions
being due to other causes, it can not indicate their evanescence
[hence it is not right to say that if cognitivns are evanescent,
the perception of things should be indistinct]. Whether
apprehension is distinct or indéatinct is not due to the durabdility

~or evanescence of the Cognitions ; it is due to the difference in
the causes of apprehension. Then again, what has been urged
is an impossibility j that is, as a matter of fact there is no
such thing as an dindistinct Cognition ;—why ?—becanse
Cognition is nothing more than the apprehension of the
thing [Cognition per se being always distinct]s cognition
consists only in the apprehension of things; and this
‘apprehension of things’ is twofold—oune pertaining to the
general features of the thing, and another pertaining to its
special features. That which pertains to the goneral features
is distinct, so far as the general features are concerned; so
also is that which pertains to the special features (distinct
in so far as the special features are concerned) ; and so on
every cognition of a thing is distincf, so far as that thing is
concerned. Thus then, when the Opponent brings forward tha
contingency of cognitions bsing indistinet,—what is that object
of which the cognition would have to bs indislinct, on account
of the evanescence of Cognitions?  (Bhagya),
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« But this would go agninst the ordinary experience of
men : If there areno distinct and indistinct
cognitions, then whence do we have such ex-
pressions in ordinary ‘usage as—* I perceive distinctly’?"

Var. p. 346.

There is no force in this; as the usage is capable of an-
other explanation. In regard to things endowed with general
and special features, there is no distinctness ov indistinciness
in the eognitions themselves; the cognition is regarded as
#ndistinct simply beeause the thing is cognised only in -its
general features, and the desire for perceiving its speciat
features remains unfulfilled.

Bhigya on S&. (45).
[P. 181, L. 21 to P. 182, L. 5.]

As a matter of fact also, mere evanrscence either of the
the cognirion or of the engnised vbject, does not necessarily
make the apprehension indistinct [as the Purvapaksin asserts
m S, 43]).* What has been urged is not ¥ true ;—~

Salra (45)

THr SATD PERCEPTION WOUED H¢ LIEE THE DISTINST
PERCEPTION OF THE GONTINUOUS SEKIES OF LAMP-FLMES,—
Sa. (45,

Even if Cognition is evanescent, the perception of things
must be regarded as distinct—why P—because it is like the
perceplion of the continuous series of lomp-flames; i.e., when
the flames of a Tamp appear in & continuous series, every one
of the perceptions thereof is evanescent ; as also is every one
of the mndividual flaines perceived ; ard inasmuch as every
perception pertains to its own individual object, there exist
as many pireeplions us there are flames; and yet in this
case we find that the pereeption of each of these flames is
quite distinet.

°In Su. 44, the author has met the Plirvapakga by a sort of silencer, pointing
out to him that his own statement admits what he seeks to demolish. Now, in the
following Sigra, he states his real argument against the Opponent’s contention,

¥ Vishvanitha, and also the Virtika fake this g as part of the Sa{ra.
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Vartika on Su. (45).
[P. 436, L. 4 to L. 11.]

Further, the premiss (of the Opponent’s argument) is not
true ; it is not gnite true that whenever the cognition and the
object cognised are evanescent, the perception is indistinct.
What the Opponent alleges is net true, as the said percaption,
elc., etc.—says the Safra. In the case of the Lawmp-flames it
is found that each individual flame appears in a continuous
series—and thus there is evanescence of the cognised objects,
as also of their cognitions; and yet the perceptioa of them
as ‘flames’ is quite distinct, and just as it happens in the
case of the Flumes, 80 wou d it be in the ease of other things
also.

Thus it is established that Apprehension is tetally
evanescent,

End of Section (4).

Section (5).
[Sttras 46—55.]
A pprehension is not a quality of the Body.

Bhagya on Sa. (46).
(E. 188, L. 5 to L. 9.]

Intelligence or Sentience would appear to be a quality of
the Body, as it'is found to be present wheun the Body is pres-
ent, and abseut when the Body is ubsent ; but—

AS A MATPER OF FACT, IN SUBSTANCES WE PERCEIVE
THEIR OWN QUALITIES AS ALSO THE QUALITIES OF OTHERS j
80 THAT THE MATTEE 18 OPEN T0 DOUBT.—(Shtra 46.)

The mere fact of Intelligence being present when the
Body is present leaves the matter doubtful; for in water we
perceive Fluidity, which is its own quality, as also warmth,
which is the quality of another substauce (Fire). Heuce
when we perceive Intelligence in the Body, there arises a
doubt as to whether the Intelligence perceived is the quality
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of the Body itself, or it is the quality of some other
substance.
Vartika on Su. (46).

[P. 436, L. 11 to P. 437, L. 4]

Tnteltigence or Seutience wonld appear to be a qualily of the
Body,—as it is found to be present when the Body is present,
and absent when the Body is absent. When one thing is found
to be present during the presence of another,and absent during
its ubsence, then it is regarded as belonging to this other
thing ; a8 we find in the euss of Colour &ec.

But the mere fact of Sentienre being present daring tho
presence of the Body caunnot prove that it is a quality of the
Body ; because existence of one thing during the presence
of another is possible also when ome is the quality of some-
thing totally different; e g.—(a) Cognition, Disjunction and
Faculty are pot the qualities of Motion, and yet these are
present only when there is Motion, and absent when Motion
is absent ;—(4) again Sound appears only when Cogunition,
Disjunction and Sound are there, and yet it is not a quality
of these. In fact that one i3 the qua]it:y of another is shown
only by its being perceived in the latter ; i.e. when Colour
&c., are actually perceived as subsisting in a eertain object,
they are regarded as a quality of that object. Further, if
one were to seek to deduce the fact of Sentience being a
guality of the Body from the fact that it is present when the
Body is present,—the premiss would be one that is not true
(not adwitted) ; for all that ean be said is that
although Sentience is perceived, it is not per-
eeived in the Body; it is open to doubt whether Sentience
subsists in the Body, or iu something else. Even admitting
that Sentionce is  perceived in the Body, it is doubtful wheth.
er it is a quality of the Body or of something else; for as a
matter of fact in substances we perceive, ele. efc.—says the
Satra ; the meaning of which is quite clear,

Vir. P. 437.
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Bhagya on S, (47).
[P.182 L. 10 to P. 183, L. &.]
[Vidddana.)

Sentience is not a quality of the Rody.  *Why?”
Broause CoLOUR AND OTHER QUALITIES CONTINUE TO
EXIST AS LONG As THE Bopy exists.—(Su. (47).

As a watter of fact, the Body is never found to be with-
out colour and such other qualities ; without Sentience, on the
other hand, it is actually found (when itis dead, for in-
stance); in the same manner as Water is found without
warmth. Hence the conclusion is that Sentience is not a
quality of the Body [just as warmth is not gnality of water].®

“ It way be like Faculty.”

That cannot be ; as there is no cessation of any canse
(of Sentience). In the case of Faculty,it is found that
when it ceases to exist in am object, (the Body, e.g.)
this object is 1ot quite the same as what it was when the
Faculty was present; for as a matter of fact, Faculty
ceases to appear in an object only when the object has
become deprived of those factors (such as Propulsion
and the like) that were conducive to the appearance of
the Faculty ;—in the case in question on the other hand,
when Sentience ceases to appear in the Body, the Body
is exactly what is was when Sentience appeared in 1t
|and there is no deprival of any factors, the only cause of Sen-
tience, according to the Opponent, consisting in the Body
itself, which is still intact]. Hence (the case of Sentience
not being analogous to that of Faculty) it is not right to
urge, in answer to our argument, that “the absence of
Seatience in the Body is like the absence of Faculty.”

1f (in order to escape from the said difficulty) it be held

that the cause of Sentience in the Body is something else
(and not the Body itself), then this cause could subsist either

© The reason is formulated in the form of a Hypothetical Reasouiag, by Vishva-
piatha.—* If Bentience were a quality of the Body, it would,like Colour &c., exist
as long as the Body exists,’ The Parishuddhi formulates it in the form of a regu-
Jar Inference : - ¢ Sentience, &c., are not the quality of the Body,—because, like
Sound, they do not exist as lang as the substratum.’ Colour, in this case, being
treated as an Instance per conlra.
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in the Body itself, or in some other Substanee, orin both (the
Body as well as another Substance) And none of these can
be maintained ; because there would be no reason for any
BL& P. 183 restriction (such a8 the following ) : («) The

e cause of sentience subsisting in the Body itself,
there would be no reason for any such restriction as that Senti-
ence should appear therein at certain times, and not at others ;
—(b) the cause of seutience being in some other substance,
there can be no reason for the restriction that while senti-
ence appears in the Body, it does not appear in pieces of stone
and such other things ¥ ;—(¢) if the cause of sentience subsists
in both (Body aund the other substance), thera can be no reason
for the restriction that Sentieuce appears in the Body, and
not in other substancss that belong to the same catogory as
that Body.

Vartika on Su, (47).
{P. 457, L, 5 to P. 438, L. 4.)

Sentience cannot be a quality of the Body,-—hecause Colour
and other qualities conlinue lo exist as luny as the Body exists ;
the S#(ra has cited the instance per contra (see Bhagya); (the
argument being)—the qualities that belong to the Body
continue to exist as long as the Body exists,—e g. Colour and
other qualities ; —Sentience however does not subsist as long
as the Body lasts ;—hence Sentience cannot be a quality of
the Body, An instance per similarity, wo have in the form
of the warmth of water.

“It may be like Paculty.”  If you mean by this that
—* Just as Faculty, while being a quality of the Body, doea
not subsist as long as the Body lasts, so would Sentience
also,”—then, our answer is that this is not right, as there is
no cessation of the cause. Of the Faculty, the cause does not
consist of the Body only ; as a matter of fact, it is found to
appear when there are such causes present as Propulsion and
the like; so that it is only natural that Faculty should appear

® Puri Ms. B rightly reads a na after * logtddisvifyafra.’
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in the Body when these causes are present, and should not
appear when the causes have ceased to exist, No such appear-
ance and won-appearance should be possible in the case (of
Sentience) where the only cause (the Body) continues to
exist.  “But the cause of Sentience also may be (some-
times) absent in the Body.”  If you mean by this that
—'Just as the cause of Faculty is (sometimes) absent, so
may also the cause of Sentience be,"—this cannot be right,
for vome of the alternatives possible is admissible. The
eaunse of the appearance of Sentience in the Body—does this
cause subsist (¢) in the Bodv ? or () in some other substance ?
and if it subsists in the Body, does it subsist as long as the
Body lasts ? or is it occasional (due to some cause)? If it
subsisted as long as as the Body lasts, then the Body should
never be found without Sentience, the cause of Sentience
being always present. If, on the other hand, it be occasional,
then that whieh is the occasion er eause of
the cause of Sentience should also be sent-
jient. (&) 1f the cause of Sentience subsists in some other
substance, then it behoves you to explain the reason why the
cause subsisting in some other substance produces Sentience
in the Body, and not in anything else, Further, is the cause
subsiating in the other substance eternal or non-eternal? 1f
it is pon-eternal, is it durable for any length of time? or
transient, lasting for a moment ? All these quest.ioné would
arise in regard to the ecause, just as they do in regard to
Sentience itself.

Var. P, 438,

Bhagya on Su. (48).
[P. 183, L. 4. to L. 8.]

Some people might argue thus:—* In the case of the
object possessed of the quality of dark colour (e.g. the un-
baked Jar), we find that there is cessation of that Colour
(while the object continues to exist); and in the same manner
there may be cessation of the quality of Sentience (while the
Body, of which it is a quality, continues to exist).”
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Sa¢ra (48).
THis ROWEVER IS NOT RIGHT ; BECAUSE (IN THE CASE

OF THE ORJECT CITED) THKRE IS APPEARANOE OF ANOTHER

CorLouR DUE TO BAKING. (S@. 48).

In the case of the object cited (i.e. the Jar) there is nota
total disappearance of all Colour; all that happens is that
the dark Colour having disappeared, another Colour, red, is
groduced by baking ;—in the case of the Body, on the other

and, there 18, at death, a total disappearance of Sentience (and
nothing appears in its place),*
Vartika on St. (48).

Some people argue that—** Things are found to possess
the quality of Dark Colour,—aad yet such colour does not
continne to exist as long as those things last.”  This
however is not right ; becauss there is appearance of another
Colour due to baking—says the S#t¢ra. When the other Colour
appears (in the Jar), there is not a total destruction of the
Dark Colour; the cessation of Sentience (in the dead Body)
on the other hand, is absolute.

Bhagya on Si. (49).
(P. 183, L. 8 to L. 14.]
Further,

INASMUCH AS QUALITIES PRODUCED BY HEAT ARE FOUND
TO BX DUE TO THE PRESENCE OF COUNTER-ACTIVE FORCES,
TRB ORITIOISM BASED UPON THE ANALOGY OF THESE CANNOT
BE RIGHT, (ST. 49,

As a matter of fact, qualities are found to be produced
by heat in only such substance in which there are present
forces counter-active (destructive) of the previous quality ;
that this is 80 is shown by the fact that the qualities produced
by heat are incompatible with the previous qualities. In the
Body, on the other hand, we do not find present any force
counteractive of the quality of Sentience,—by reason of the
presence whereof there could appear any new quality in-

® Viehvanitha takee this S2fra as coming from the Opponent ; the meaning
being—* The Sigdhinta view is not right ; as we find new colours produced (and
old ones destroyed) by heat, while yet the substance remains the same.”
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compatible with the (previous) quality of Sentience; and it is
only from the appearance of such new quality that the counter-
action (destruction) of Sentience (and hence the impossibility
of its continuing as long as the Body lasts) could be inferred.
Thus there being nothing to counteract the quality of
Sentience, it should continue in the Body as long as the Body
lasts (if it is a quality of the Body). As a matter of fact
however, it does not so continue to exist. Hence the conclu-
siou is that Sentience is not a quality of the Body.

Var{ika on Su. (19).
[P. 438, L. @ to L. 17].

For the f{ollowing reason also (Sentience cannot be a
quality of the Body)— Inasmuch as qualities produced by heat
eto. elc.—says the S8¢ra. It is only when there is destruc-
tion of the previous quality of e substance that there appears in
it another quality incompatible with the former, e.g., the
Red Colour appears (in the Jar) only after the destruction of the
previous Quality of Dark Colour. In the Body however we do
not find appearing any new quality, contrary to (incompati-
ble with) the quality of Sentience ;- all that is found is that
there is total cessation of Sentience.  You migh’ assert that
—In the Body also there does appear the new quality of
insonlience.”  But that would rot be right; for the exact
pature of such a quality cannot be determined; the quality
of ‘insentience’ that you speak of—is it some positive
quality contrary to sentience ? or is it a mere negation of sen~
trenca ? If it were the former, then it could be 8o recognis-
ed [which it is not];—if, on the other hand, it isa mere
neyation of sentience, then it cannot be regarded as a quality
(appearing in the Body, in place of sentience).

Bhagya on $0. (50).
(P. 183, L, 14 to P. 184, L. 1.]

For the following reason also Sentience cannot be & qua-
lity of the Body :—
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Satra (50).

BBOAUSE IT PERVADES OVER THE ENTIRE BopY.*
Sa. (50).

As a matter of fact, like the Bady, all its component parts
also are pervaded by the appearance of Sentience ; and there
is not a siugle part of the Body where Sentienes does not
appear ; and under the circumstances, if Sentience belonged
to the Body, this would mean that, like the Body, all its
eomponent parts are sentient, and hence in each single per-
son there would be several sentient beings! So that, just
as the restriction in regard to Pleasure, Pain and Cognition
[that the pleasure appearing in Devadatta's body is felt by
him alone, and not by Yajiiada ta and so forth] is iandica--
tive of the fact that there are several sentient beings,—one to
each individual body,—so would it alen be in regard to the
single body |every component part of which being endowed
with seutience, it would follow that there is restrietion as to
the Pleasure, &c., of each snch part; so that the pleasure
appearing in one part of the Body would be felt by that part
alone, and not by any other part of that same Body). As
a matter of fact however, no such thing actually happens.
%:tl;ce we conclude that Sentience is not a quality of the

d Var{ika on Su, (50).

[P. 438, L. 19 to P. 439, L. 4].

For the following raason algo Seatience cannot be a
quality of the Body,—becauss if pervades elc. étc.~says the
S8{ra. Like the Boxly, the component parts of the Body
also are pervaded by the appearence of Sentience.  *“ What
is the meaning of this pervasion?” It
means that no part of the Body is without
Sentience ; for tho sinple reason that (under the Opponent’s

Vir. P. 439.

® According. to the Plrishullhi, this Siifra contaius the following argu-
ment :—* Bentisace caunot bs & specific quality of the Budy—because it is &
quality that pervades over the whole of its substratomn,—like Sound.’ It
§2¢3 on to remark, —Tuis moeaniug of the Sira was so clear and pateut that
tlie Bh1gyakdra did nit thiok it necessary to mention it, and he put down
only that interpratation of it wirerehy it bacame conaected with, and introductory
10, the following 81fras’
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theory) all parts of the Body would be equally capable of
producing Sentience; so that like the Body, these parts also
would be so many Sentient beings.  * Yes, we grant
“that the parts of the Body are sentient.”  That cannot be;
that would lead to a restriction of cognitions ; that is, if like the
Body, all its component parts were so many distinct sentient
beings, then there would be a restriction as to their cogni-
tions [the cognition appearing in one partof the Body would
have no connection with another part).

Bhasya on Su. (51).
[P. 184, L. 1 to L. 5).

[Objection]—*“ It has been said that ¢ there is no part of
the body where sentience does not appear;’ but—

““THIS IS NOT RIGHT %; FOR IT 18 NOT FOUND IN SUCH
PARTS OF THE BUDY AS HAIRS AND Na1Ls, (Sa. 51).

“In bairs and in nails we do not fail any sentienceappear-
ing; so that it i8 not right to say that € pervades voer
the entire body.”

Vartika on Sa. (51).
(P. 439, L. 5.]

“ The parts of the Body cannot be regarded as sentient,
for no sentience is found in the hairs and in the nails. This
Sfitra is meant to be the statement of an example {against the
Siddhantin’s argumzat).”

Sufra (52). :
[Answer]—INasuuca as THE Boby EXTENDS oNLY
80 PAR A8 THB BKIN, THERE IS NO PuSSIBILITY OF SkN-
TIKNCE APPEARING IN SUCH THINGS A8 Hains aND Nairs,

(Su. 52),
Bhagyas on Sa. (52).

[P.18%, L7 to L. 9.]

*Body’ has been defined as ¢the substratum of Sense-
crgans ; ’ so that the Body, which is the receptacle of life,

+ The ua, appearing i the printed text as part of the Bh.igya, should form
part of (k¢ Sajra ; such being the reading of all Sitra texls.
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mind, pleasure, pain and cognition, can be regarded as ex-
tending only up to the skin; hence itis natural. that no
Sentience would appear in the Hairs and Nails. The pre
sence of such things as Nails and Hairs in the Body is due
to the action of certain things [and they do not form constitu-
ent parts of the Body]

Vartika on 8. (52).
fP. 439, Ll. 8—9.]

Inasmuch as &ec. §e.—says the S#{ra. Hairs and Nails
are things that are only in eontact with the Body, and not
its constituent parts. Hence there is no possibility (of sen-
tience appearing in them).

Bhasya on Sa. (5R).
[P. 184, L. 9 to L. 13.]
For the following reason also Sentience cannot be a
quality of the Body: —
Satra (53).
BECAUSE ¥T DIFPERS IN CBARACTER FROM THE QUALI-
1188 or THE Bopy—(S0. 53). .
Qualities belonging to the Body are of two kinds—(1) Im-
perceptible, e.y, Gravity, and (2) Perceptible by the eenses,
e.g. Colour, &c. Sentience is a quality of a totally different
kind from the said qualities : It cannot be regarded as im-
perceplible, because it is capable of being sensed (felt) by itself ;
nor can it be regarded as perceptible by the senses, because it
18 cognisable by the Mind.* FKrom this it follows that Sen-
tience is the quality of a substance totally different from
the Body.
Vartika on Su. (53).

[P. 489, Ll 12—14.)

Qualities of the two are of body kinds—(1) Some are per-
ceptible by the external Sense-organs, e.9. Colour, &v., and
(2) some are beyond the senses, e.g. Gravity. Sentience is a
quality of a lotally different kind ; it eannot be regarded es

® The eorrect order appears 1in the Varfika—see below. Theright read-

ing woaldappear tobe  wraeawr WRAVTIAT Afirume eredaT,
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perceptible by the external sense-organs, because it is self-appre-
hended ; nor can it be regarded as beyond the senses, becuuse
it is actually perceived by means of the Mind.

From all this it follows that Sentience cannot be a quality
of the Body.

Sitra (54).
[Objection}]—* Wrar 1s uRGEL 18 NoT BIGHT; a8

THERE 18 DIFFERENCE IN OHARACTER AMONG COLOUR AND
OTHER QUALITIES (BELONGING To THE Boox).” (Su. 54),

Bhasya on Sa. (54).
| P. 184 Ll 15—16.]

“ Just as, evenithough differing in character from one
another, Colour and the other gualities do not cease to be
qualities of the Body,—in the eame manner, Sentience also,
though differing in character from Colour and the other
qualities, need not cease to be a quality of the Body.”

Vaitika on S, (54).
(P. 439, Ll 24—18.)

“ Colour &c., though differing from one another, yet
remain qualities of the Body; similarly Sentience, though
differing from Colour, could still remain a quality of the
Bedy.”

Stfra (55).

[4nswer]—INasmuca as CoLoUR AND THE OTBER
QuaLITIES (OF the BoDY) ARE PERCEPTIBLE BY THE SENSES,
THERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN THESE (BELONGING TO TEE
Bopy). (Su. 535).

Bhasya on Su. (55).
[P. 184, L, 18 to P. 185, L. 2.}

¢ Also because they are not perceptible’—(this should be
added to the S#{re); [the meaning of the Stitra being]
Colour &o., though differing among themselves, yet do not
go beyond the limits of the two kinds (mentioned under Su,
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58); and Sentience also, differing from Colonr &e., should
fall within the limits of these two kinds, if it were really a
quality of the Body ;—as a matter of fact, however, Sentience
is found (as shown under 8. 53) to lie beyond the limits
of the said two kinds;—hence it follows that Sentience
cannot be a quality of the Body.

Though the fact of S-ntience not bslonging to the Body
has already been established by what has been said above
(in Section 8) in regard to Cognition not belonging to
Material Substances, or Sense-organs, or Mind,—yet it has
been dealt with over again (in the present section), for the
purpose of stating additional arguments (such as pertain to
the Body specifically) ; specially becanse the more is truth
investigated the more fully established it becomes.

Vartika on Sa (55).

Inasmuch as Colour &o, §o.—says the Sifra. What the
Bitra points out is the fact that the Qualities of the Body
fall under two heads. In regard to the difference among
Colour &o., there is not possible either any universal affirina-
tion [such as *all that differ from one anotherin being gesta-
ted or smelt &c. &o. must belong to the Body '], or any univer-
sal negation [such as ¢ all that differ from one anotherin being
gostated or smelt &c., canoot belong to the Body * ]; hence
among these there is mere * diffsrence of character’ ; and thus
there is no premiss —either universal affizmative or universal
negative—that could prove that Sentience is a quality of
the Body. Hence the analogy put forward (in Su. 54) does
not hold good.

The reasons that we can deduce from what is said in the
present section are the following:—(a) * Sentience canunot
be a quality of the Body,—because while there appears no
other cause, and there does not appear any other contrary
quality, it does not continue to exist as long as the Body
lasts,—just like the warmth of water.’—The fact of Senti-
ence pervading the entire body (put forward in Sa, 50) is
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not an argument (in support of the conclusion that ¢ Senti-
ence does not belong to the Body’) ; it has been put forward
only with a view to point out that the theory that Sentience
belongs to the body involves the incongraity of having to
admit the presence of several sentient beings in the same
body.  (b) “Sentience cannot be a quality of the Body,

—because it is not perceptible by means of an external organ,
—like Pleasure &c.’

*“ What is dealt with in this Section has already been
fully dealt with before ; why should it have been introduced
againp”

It has been re-introduced, because the more is truth invest-
igated the more fully eatublished it becomes.

End of Section (5).

Section (6).
{Butras 56—>59.]
Treating of the Mind.

Bhagya on 3. (55).
P, 185, L, 2 to L. 9.]

The character of Apprehension haviug been éxamined,
it is now the turn of Mind to be examined ; and the question
arising—Is there only one Mind in each body, or several *
~—[the answer is)

T'He MIND MUST BB ONE ONLY ; SINCK THERE 1S NON-
SIMOULTANEITY oF CoaniTions. (8. 56).

¢ It has been explaived in 5a. 1-1-16 that *the nou-simultancity of Cogui-
tione is the indicative of Mind ;' this would be true,if there were several Miuds
in a body, or if the Mind wers of large dimensions. The present enquiry is under-
taken for the purpose of fiuding out some means of concentrating the Mind ;
aitempts at coucentration could be fruitful only if there were only one Mind ; if
there were seveial Minds, there need be no attempt at concentration ; no abstrac-
ticn of the Miud or Meditation would be possible.
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There are two kinds of ‘non-simultaveity of cognitions’
~—(1) the non-simultaneity of several cognitions produced
through the same Sense-organ, and (2) the non-simultaneity
of cognitions of several things produced though several
Sense-organs. Of these two the former is not what is spoken
of as indicating the singleness of the Mind,—this‘non-
simultaneity * being due to the fact that one Instrument
(such as Sense-organs are) can, by its very nature, accomplish
only one thing at a time ;— it is the latter ‘ non-simultaneity '
of the cognitions of several things through several Sense-
organs that is regarded as indicating the singleness of
Mind. “ How does that non-simultaneity indicate the
singleness of Mind?" If there were several Minds, it
would be possible for several Sense-organs to be in contact
with several Minds simultaneously; whereby there should be
several cognitions appearing (through these contacts) at one
and the same time ;—but this never happens;—hence the
conclusion is that, inasmuch as cognitions of things appear
only one after another—and never simultaneously—there
is a single Mind (in one body).

Var{ika on Su. (56).
[P. 440, L. 9 to L. 17.]

Apprehension has been duly examined ; it is now the turn
of the Mind, which we proceed to examine ; and the question
arising—Is there only one Mind to each Body, or there are
several Minds P—the answer is—The Mind must de one only
§e., §e. It is a patont fact that Cognitions appear only
one after another; and this fact proves the singleness of
Mind. “How?”  Ifthere wereseveral Minds, it would
be possible for each of the several sense-organs to be in
contact with the Mind simultaneously ; and as several objects
may be lying near, it would ba possible for the several cog-
nitions of these several objects to appear at one and the same
time.

That *non-simultaneity of cognitions,’ which is found in
the case of the cognitions of several things by means of one
sense-organ, i8 not what is regarded as indicating the single-
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ness of the Mind ; because that *non-simultaneity ® is due to
other causes ; that is, it is due to another cause, in the shape
of the nature of the ‘ Instrument’ (which canaccomplish only
one thing at a time ; and the Seriso-organ is an instrement),
Sufra (37).
[Oljection]—* WHAT MaS BEEN ASSERTED 18 NoT

RIGHT ; FOR AS A MAITER GF FACT WE DO PEROEIVR

SEVERAL AOTIONS {COGNITIONS) AOTUALLY APPARING SIMUL=

TANEOUSLY.” —(8{1, 57).

Laasye on Sa. (57).
[P. 185, Ll 11—14.]

“[When the pupil perceives his Teacher going in the
forest] he has the following notions,—*this Teacher reads—
walks—bolds the water-pot—luoks at the path—hears tho
sounds proceeding from the forest—becomes frightened— keeps
on the lookout for signs of serpents or tigers—remembers the
place of destination*’;—he does mnot notice any order of
sequence among these cognitions; so that all these may be
regarded as appearing simultaneously ;—and hence it fol-
lows that there are several Minds.”

Vartika on Sua. (57).

What kas beets asserted 1is nol right, ele. elc.—says the

Satra. The rest is clear in the Bhasya:

Sutra (58).
[4nswer]—THe sAID PEKCEPTION 18 LIKE THE PERe

CEPTION OF THE FIRE-OIRCLE; AND 18 DUE 7O THE BAPIDITY
oF MoTioN—(Sa. 53).

Bhasya on Su. (58).
{P. 185, L, 16 to P. 186, I.. 9.)
In the case of the whirling fire-brand, even though there
is sequence among the several perceptions of the fire, yet it

is not perceived, by reason of the extreme rapidity of mo-
tion ; and the sequence not being perceived, there arises the

® The T8tparya adopts the readiog QYR and explains it as EYTTAR.
The right reading appears to be that found in the Puri Ms. B, Tymfiyx.
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idea of the continunity (of fire in revolution), which gives
rise to the notion that there is a single circle of fire ;—simi-
larly in the case of cognitions also, Sequence, even though
present, fails to be perceived by reason of the rapidity of the
cognitions or actions ; and the Sequence failing to be per-
ceived, there arises the notion that the actions (or cogni-
tions) appear simultaneously,

“But is the notion of the simultaneity of cognitions
due to the non-perception of sequence iu them ? Or, is the
perception of simultaneity due to the actual existence of
simnultaneity P—You do not show any cnuse for accepting the
one or the other view in preference to the other: [so that
the matter must be open to douk:).”

We have already explaineu that cognitions of several
things, due to the action of the sense-organs, appear one after
the other; and this cannot be denied, being directly per-
ceptible by each man for himself. Further, whenever we
think of a number of things seen or heard before, our
ideas of them nlways appear one after the other, and never
simultaneously, and from this also we can infer (that the
coguitions in the case cited in St. 57 are not simultaneous).

In the case of the cognitions of syllables, words and sen-
tences, and those of their meanings, sequence fails to be per-
ceived by reason of rapidity.  “Howso?”  [Asamat-
ter of fact the phenomenon involves the following process]
—when the several syllables composing a sentence are pro-
nounced, there appears one anditory perception in conuec-
tion with each one of those syllables,—then the hearer recog-
nises one or several syllables as forming a word,~having
recognised the word, he ponders overit,—by this pondering
he recalls the meaning of that word,—ponders over a num-
ber of words as constituting one sentenc-,—h:ving cognised
the meanings of the words as syntactically connected, he re-
cognises the meaning of the sentence.—Eventhough there are
80 many cognitions involved (in the process of our comprehen-
sion of the meaning of a sentence), yet by reason of the rapid-
ity with which they appear, their sequence fails to be per-
ceived. Thisexample explains the ordinary notion of simul-
taneity that people have in regard to Cognitions.

[While the above facts cannot be gainsaid by either
party},—in support of the contrary view—that Cognitions do

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHASYA-VARTIKA 3-2-58/9 1399

actually appear simultaneously, there is no instance which is
free from doubt (and admitted by both parties), on the
strength of which it could be inferred that there are several
Minds in a body.

_ Varfika on 80.(58).
[P. 440, L. 19 to P. 441, L, 5].

The followinq St¢ra supplies the answer to the foregoing
Vir. P. 44, Sttra: The said perceplion etc. elc.—says
the Sttra. Just as in the whirling fire-
brand, the sequence, even though present, is not perceived, —
80 also in the case of cognitions, the sequence, even though
present, is not perceived, Ly reason of rapidity. There is
no instance, admitted by both parties, of the simultaneous
appearance of several cognitions,—~on the strength whereof
we could admit that there are several Minds.

Safra (H9).
FoR REASONS ALREADY MENTIONED, THE MiND
MUST BE AToMIO, (S0. 59).

Bhasya on Sa. (59).
[P. 186, LI 11—12).

That Mind is atomie, and that it is one,—both these pro-
perties of the Mind Iollow from the non-simultaneity of Cog-
nitions, 1f the Mind were something large, then it would
be possible for it to be in contact with several sense-
organs at one and the same time ; and this should give rise
to several Uognitions simullansously.

Vartika on Sa. (59).
[P. 441, L1 7—8].
For reasons elc.—says the Siifra. That the Mind is ato-

mio is to be deduced from those same reasons that have been
put forward in support of the view that it is one only.

CEEEE————

End of Sscti-n (6).

EEEE———
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Seotion (7).
[Stutras 60—72,]

The Body is formed under ths Fifluence
of the Unseen Eores (of Desting).

Bhasya on Su. (60).
[P. 186, L. 12 to P. 167, L. 9.}

® The Mind, along with the Sense-organs, is found to
operate only within the Body, never outside the Body ; of
the cognising person also, all experien-ing of objects, consist-
ing of apprehension &c, is found to occur only in the
Body ; so also his acquiring of *he desired and abandoning
of the undesired thing,—and al' other operations carried on
by man. Withr egard to the Body, thereis a diversity of opinion,
which gives rise to the following doubt:—Is the formation
of the man's Body due to his ¢ Korman’' or, is it

® Since the Mind operates only in the Body, it is only right that the exact
nature of the Body rhould be examined after the character of the Mind has beeu
discussed,—says the I'drgika. An examivation of the Miud requires an examina-
tion of its receptacle, Body, also—the Tugparye adds.

The use of the present enquiry consists in the determining the relation of a
particular Soul with & particular Body, and the birth and Final Release of that
Soul, as also what is called * Death.! If wecan prove that the connection of the
Soul with the Body is due to the past deeds of that Sonl, all these phenomens
become ezplained ; thus alone is use faund for the lawy relating to the duties of
the several castes and conditions of man. Thusit is that all that has gone befcre
in the Nyayasiitra becormes justifcd—Parishuddhi.

Man's experiences occur in the Body ; the Mind, like all Seuse organs,
functions in the Body ; and these facts can be explained only on the lasis of
Man’s body being due to his past deeds. Hence the necessity of the present
enquiry. It would seem that the proper accasion for this investigation was the
Section that dealt with the B.dy itself. But it eomes in more naturally in
connection with the Mind, which is the prineipal instrument of all man’s pleasure,
pain &c. . . . . Sume peaple think that the Body of the child is due tothe
Karman, uot of the child itself, hut of the Father. But this is not right ; because
the Body of man must be the product of the sctsof that person who regards
that Body as himself, and acts for the experiences obtained through and in that
Bedy.— Verdhandna.
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the product of the material substances, independent of any
* Karman'? We hear several opinions expressed on this
point, The truth on this point is as follows ;—

Sitra (60).

Tue ForMATION OF THE BoDY I8 DUE TO THE PERSIST-
ENCE OF THE EFFEOT OF PKEVIOUS AOTS.—Sil. (60).

The term fpurvakritam,’ *previous,’ stands for those
deeds, or actions in the shape of the ¢ Activity of Speech,
Cognition and Body,’ that were done (by the person) in his
previous body ;—the ¢ effect * of the said ‘acts’ consists of
Merit and Dewmnerit produced by them ;—the ‘ anubangha,’ ¢ per-
sistente,’ of that * effect,” means the continuing of it as subsist-
ing in the Soul;—and the ormation of the Body is out
of the material substances as operaled upon by the said
Bhi. P. 167 ¢ persistence  of Meritd Demerit,y and not
T ont of the material sabstances by themselves.
That particular Body belongs to a Soul subsisting in which
the Soul regardsitas 1, attached to which and desiring
experiences in which that Soul obtains the various kinds of
objects and acquires (brings about) Merit and Demerit;
and when this Body falls off (on deah), auother is brougyt
into existence by the force of the ¢ Feoaculty ' in the shape
of the said ¢Merit and Demerit’ along with (and operating
upon) the material substances; when this second body has
come into existence, there go on again actions for the
fulfilment of the mnian’s purposes, just asin the previous
bady ; and the man’s activities go on as in the previous btdy
All this phenomenon is possible only on the basis of the
assumption that the production of the Body is out of ghe
material substances as operated upon by the Soul’s acts, In
the case of such objects as the chariot and the like, we find
that being intended for the accomplishment of man’s purpose,
they are brought into existence out of such matter sub.
stances as are operated upon by man’s quality in the shape
of Effort; and on the analogy of this we can infer that the
Body, being meant to accomplish the man’s purposes, comes
into existence out of such material substances as are operat-
ed upon by some qualities belonging to the man (such for
instance as his Merit and Demerit), -
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Var(ika on 8. (60)
[P. 441, L. 8 to P, 442, L. 20.]

The Mind along with the Sense-organs, operates in the
Body ;* so that when we discuss the nature of the Body, it
may be regarded as the discussion of Mind; hence we
proceed with the discussion of the Body ; the question being
~—Is the production of the Body brought about by material
substances independently of the ¢ Kurman’ of the Soul, or
is it brought about by them, as influenced by this Karman?
This doubt arises on account cf the difference of opinion
on the point ; we have heard of Civerse opinions expressed
about it.

The truth is that—The formation of the Budy &e. &e.
—says the S&fra. The term ¢ previous acts’ stunds for thosa
actions, in the shape of the activity of Speech, 'ognilion and
Body, that were dona by the person in his previous Body ;—the
Seffect’ of the said acts consists of Marit and Demerit ;.roduced
by them—the * anubandha’ * persistonce * of that ‘ affect ' means
the continuing of it as subsisting in the Soul. That there are such
effects as ‘Merit and Demerit ' is shown by the fact that

_the time of fruition (appearance of the results) of man's
acts is not fixed ; that is, it is not certain whether the effects
of a man’s acts will acorue to him during the present life or
in another world, and in another birth. When the material
substances are influenced by the said Moerit and Dewer:t,
they bring about the Body, which is not brought about by
the material substances by themselves.

How is it that Karman, which is called ¢ Merit and
Demerit,! doss not bring about its effect at

ar, P, 442,
Vi the same time as (i.e., immediately after)
itself ? ¥

® Both edition reads QWI by which the meacing would be ¢ the Mind
functions in the Body which is eqripped with the Sense-organs’. The Bidyya

and the Td{parya both have QFETUOR | henoe we have adopted this reading.
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Who says that it does not bring about its effect ? All
that we mean is that the time of fruition is uncertain: When
all the various causes bearing upon the thing are present,
and while present they are not obstructed in any way, then
certainly the act does bring about its effect immediately
after itself; and in cases where the action does not bring
about the effect immediately, this is due to the obstruction
caused by the peculiar circumstances attending the Karmio
residuum that is undergoing fruition; thatis, a present act
fails to bring about its effect immediately, because it is
obstructed by that Karmic residuum of the man which is
undergoing fruition,—i.e.,, that Dharma and Adharma
whose effects have not been already experienced ;—or the
non-appearance of the effects of actions at all times may some-
times be due to the obstruction caused by the fructifyiniy
Karmic residuum- of other living b ings, whose experiences
are akin to those in question ; —or again, the non-appsarance
of the effects may be due to the acts being obstructed by
the acts of those other living beings who would be sharers in
the ‘ Karman’ of the man in question ;*—or because such aux-
iliary causes as Merit and Demerit are not present at the
time j;—or Merit and Demerit do not bring about ,their effect
at all tiwes, as theauxiliary causes themsel ves are obstructed by
the acts of other living beings. In fact this process of
*Karman ' is incomprelieusible, and is cannot be previously
determined by human beings ; what we have been pointing
is only by way of illustration.

% What is the reason in support of the Proposition that
it is only such material substances as are influsnced by
Karman and not those that are mnot so influenced, —that
bring about the Body P "

® E.g., the effect of the good acts of & man are are apt to be aoulllfied by the
evil deeds of his wife or son.
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We state the reason as follows:—(A) ‘ The Body must
be the product of such material substances as are influenc:
ed by a specific quality of the Soul,—because while
being a product, it is capable of fulfilling the Soul’s
purpose—all that is capable of fulfilling the Soul's pur-
pose is found to be the product of such material substances
as are influenced by the specific quality of the Soul,—
o.g. the Chariot which is capable of fulfilling a man’s purposes,
is found to the product of substances influenced by the
specific quality of the Man, in the shape of his effort,—the
Body is also found to be just such ; —hence the Body must
be the product of substances influenced by something else.’
Or (B) ‘Because it is the source of pleasure and pain, like
the Jar and such things’;—(C) ‘because it is a product,
like the Chariot &o.’ ;—and (D) ‘because while being percep-
tible by an external organ of perception, it is endowed with
Colour and such other qualities, like the Jar.' [For these
several reasons the Body must be the product of substances
influenced by the Merit and Demerit of the Man],

Bhasya on 8u. (61).
[P. 187, L. 9 to L. 18.}

On this point the Atheist argues as follows : —
Sifre (61).

“ THE FORMATION OF THE BoDY OUT OF MATERIAL 8UB-
STANOER 18 EXACTLY LIKE THE PRODUCTION OF MATE-
RIAL BODIES OUT OF MATERIAL SUBSTANCES.” 5. (61),

“ From out of material substances themselves—independ-
ently of ¢ Karman'—are produced material bodies, in the
shape of Sands, Pebbles, Stones, Orpiment and Soot; and
they are taken up (by men) on account of their being capa-
ble of accomplishing the purposes of man. In the same
manner the Body, being produced out of material substances
independently of man’s * Karman,' would be taken up by him,
of account of its being conducive to his purposes.”
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Var(ika on Su. (61),
[P. 442, L. 21 to P. 448, L. 5.]

On this point the Atheist argues as follows:—* The
Sormation of the Body ele. ele.—From out of material
substances themseloes—independently of Karma—are produced
material dodies, in the shape of Sands, Pebbles, Stones, Orpi-
ment and Sool, and are taken up on account of their being
capable of accomplishing the purposes of man, and the Body
also would be similarly produced. This S#{rs is meant to
point out the invalidity of tha premiss—¢ because the Body is
oonducive to man’s purposc '—(which has been put forward
by the Sidghantin in the Vartika, p. 442, L1, 15§—16).”

Sufra (62) .
THIS CANNOT BR ACOEPTED ; BEOAUSE WHAT IS URGED I8
STILL TO BE PROVED— (S0. 62).

) Bhasya on Si., (62).

Just as it is still to e proved that *the formation of the
Body is independent of Karman,’ so is it still to be proved that
¢ the production of Sands, Pebbles, Stones, Orpiment, Soot
and such things is independent of Karman' ; so that being itself
still to be proved, the said premiss cannot serve as a valid
reason,

Vari{ika on Su, (62).
{P. 443, L. 5 to L. 18],

- 1f what is urged in S0. 61 is meant to be a reason (put
forward as proof of the conclusion that ¢the Body is pro
duced independently of Karman '), then, it cannot be admitted
as a valid reason, being, as it is a mere statement of an ex-
ample. If, on the other hand, the reasoning is meant to be
—*material substauces, independently of Karman, bring about
the Body,—because they are capable of accomplishing man’s
purpose,—like Sand &o.’,~then, this cannot be accepted be-
cavse whai i8 urged is alill to &s proved. - Just as it is still te
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be proved that the Body is produced out of material sube
stances, irrespectively of Karman, so is it still to be proved
that the production of 8and &o. is independent of Karman (Des-
tiny). In fact, that the production of 8and &o. also is dve to
®Karman’ is proved by the same reason (of this being conduc-
ive to man’s purposes). And in support of this conclusion we
have the instance, admitted by both parties, of the Chariot
which is found to be produced out of substances influenced
by a specifio quality of man; and there is no such instance
available in support of the conclusion that the production of
anything is independent of Karman.

Bhagya on 8u. (63).
(P. 187, L. 17 to . 188, 8,]
What has been urged (in Sa, 61) in regard to the ¢ pro-
ductioa of material bodies out of material substances’,—
any analogy between this and the case in question '

THERE I8 NONE ; BECAUSE PARENTS ARB THB CAUSE
oF FoRMATION (or THE Bopy).  (Si. 63).

‘What has been urged by the Atheist bears no analogy to
the case in question.  *“ Why?"”  Becaunse the ¢ material
bodies’ mentioned (Sands &o.) are produced without seeds;
while the Body is always produced from seeds. The term
¢ parents’ stands for the ovule and semen, which constitute
the ¢seeds’ (of the Body); and what brings about the birth
of the Body out of the material substances in the mother’s
womb are—(1) that * Karman' of the personality himself,
which is conducive to the experiences to be gone through by
him in the mother’s womb, and (2) the ‘¢ Karman’ of the Pa-
rents which is condueive to the experiences resulting from
the birth of the child. Thus it is established that there is
connection with ¢seeds’ (in the shape of Semen and Qvule).

Varpika on St. (68).
[P. 443, L. 1310 L, 19

What has been urged above in regard to * the formation of
maleriol dodies out of malerial substances’ bears no analogy
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to the case in queslion, ‘because Parenis are the cause of the
production of the Body' The term °Parents’ stands for
the ovule and semen, The ‘Karman’ (Destiny) of the Parents,
conducive to the experiences resulting from the birth of the
child,—and the Karman of the personality conducive to the
experiences to be gone through in the mother's womb,—both
these Karmas conjointly bring about the birth of the Body
in the mother’s womb, It isin this manner that the ¢ con-
nection of the seeds’is established ;* aud it is on account
of this connection of the seed that the child born belongs to
the same genus as its parents.
Sulra (64).
AND 80 ALSO I8 THE PooD,—(ST. 64).
Bhasya on Su. (64), [P. 188, L. 8 to L. 14,)

‘the cause of the formation of the Body'—this has to be
added, being the principal clause (of the sentence of which
Stitras 65 and 64 are component parts).

‘Food’ is what is eaten and drunk; and the juices,
brought about by the digestion of the food, entering into the
seed embedded in the mother’s womb, undergo development
along with that seed; and in that seed there is as much
development as suffices for the accretion of the necessary
aggregate ;—the acerction thus formed goes on to develop
into such aggregates as (1) the cell, (2) the mass, (8) the
footus, (4) embryo,} (5) arteries, (6) head, and (7) feet &c.,
—and ultimately into what comes to be the substratum of
the sense-organs ;—wheun the fostus has been formed, the
juices of the food are absorbed by it through the umbilical
cord, and it eontinues to grow till it becomes fit for being
born. No such development is found to occur in the case
of food lying in the dish (and not eaten by a person): From
eli this it follows that the development of the Body of the
ohild is dependent upon the karman (Destiny of the
Parents).

* gy Wty is the right reading.

+ From (1) to (4) are the names of the several shapes of the duveloping
fotus—says the Tatparya.
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Parlika on Su. [64).
[P. 443, L. 21 to P. 444, L. 5]

Also because food is the cause of the production of the
Body—such is the complete sentence. It is also meant to be
a circumstance that pats the case of the Body on a totally
different footing from that of Sands, Pebbles &o. * Food’ is
what is eaten and drunk; the digestion of
these produces certain Juices; these go on deve-
Joping in the mother's body ; and aggregating into the shape

of the footus in the womb they cowme to form the Cell &eo,
and finally develop into Hands, Feet, &o., throngh the acore-
tion of material substances influenced by ¢ Karman'’
If the material substances were not influenced by Karman
(when developing into the fostus), then similar devel-
opment should attend the food in the dish also.  There
is however no such development of the food in the dish.
Hence the conclusion is that in the formation of the human
body, the material substances do stand in need of the influ-
ence of Karman or Destiny.

Sufra (65).
SPECIALLY BEOAUSE, EVEN WHEN THYSICAL OONNECT-

10N 1S PRESENY, THERE IS NO CEBTAINTY (IN THN APPEAB-
ANCE or THE BrrEcT). (S0, 6%),

Bhagya on 8. (65).
[P. 188, L. 16 to L. 18.]

As a matter of fact, every connection of the Parents does
not bring about conception; and the only explanation of
this is that there is no conception when the necessary influ-

# yragfy is the right reading ; the seuse being that—* if the Destiny of the
Parents had nothing to do with development of the fostus, and this was due
to the independent action of the material substances themaelves,—then the food

ia the dish should also develop into the foetus iu the same manner as the food
saten by the mother,

Vir. P. 444.

Downloaded from https://www.holybooks.com



BHASYA-VARTIKA 3-2-65/66 1409

ence of Karman (Destiny), is absent ; and when this influence
is present conception does take place. This is the only ex-
planation possible of the ssid uncertainty of conception.
1f the material substances were independent {of any such infiu-
ence a8 Destiny), there should be certainty of ‘conception ;
for under that hypothesis, there would be no element want-
ing in the causes necessary for the formation of the Body.

Vartika on St. (63).
[P. 444, L. 7 to L. 9.]

Specially because olc. ele.—~says the S#tra. If in the for-
mation of the Body, the material substances were independ-
ent of Karman (Destiny), then, every connection of the
parents should lead to the birth of a ochild. If, on the
other hand, they are dependent upon Karman, the uncertainty
becomes easily explained.

_ DBhagya on Sn.(86).
[P. 188, L. 18 to P. 189, L. 12.]

Further,

Jusr .As KasmaN (DEsTINY) 18 THE OaUsE oF THE
FORMATION OF THE Boby, 80 IS IT ALSO OF THE OONNEOT-
10N oF THAT BoDY (WiTH A PARTIOULAR SouL).® (8. 64),

It is, as a matter of fact, impossible for the Body to be
formed out of the Earth and other material - substances,
independently of Destiny,—~the Body consisting, as it does,
of an aggregation, brought about by means of an arrange-
ment or disposition, most difficult to encompass, of such
{(heterogeneous) components as—(1) the arteries through
which the bodily humours aud life-breath flow. (2) the bhum-

®This Sa¢ra anticipates the objootion that, when a body is born, it comes into
contaot with all Souls—since all are equally omnipresent,—so that a body should
belong to all Souls equally. The answer is that, though in a geaeral way all Souls
arein contact with the Body, yet the special connection of the body with one in-
dividual Soul is due tothe Destiny of that Soul ; which Destiny determines the
exact body fit for the experiences in store for that Soul.

Wouldit not be simpler to take the S3¢ra to mean that ¢the connection of
Porents alsois dueto the Destiny of the Soul to be born of these parents’ This
would be more in keeping with the context,
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ours of the body culminating in the semen, (3) the Tendon, Skin,
Bones, Veins, Muscle, embryo and foetus, () head, arms and
belly, (5) the thighs, (6) the Wind, Bile and Phlegm per-
meating the Body, and (7) the mouth, throat, chest, stomach,
intestines and bowels ;—consequently we conclude that its
formation is due to Destiny. In the same manner if among
the causes (bringing ahout the body) there i8 nothing that i3
related to any particular Soul, the Earth and other material
substances that would constitute the body would be equally
related to all the Souls—among whom there would be nothing
to distinguish one from the other,—and there being nothing
in the Earth &o. themselves that would connect them with
any one Soul, and with the rest, the Body formed out of
these would be the common substratum for the pleasure,
gain and cognition of all the Souls;—as a matter of faot

owever, each Body is found to be connected with only one
particular Soul ; and the only explanation of this restriction
i8 that Karman (Destiny) is a cause that brings about the
formation of the Body ; so that the Karmic residuum of each
Soul being restricted to itself, it produces a Body fit for being
the substratum of the experiences of that particular Soul in
whioh the residuum subsists, and connects that body with
that Soul. Thus it is found that just as Destiny is the couse
of the formalion of the Body, so is it also of lha connection
of that Body with a particular Soul. What we mean by
* connection ’ is the relation that each Body bears to an
individual Soul.

Var(ika on Su, (66).

[P. 444, L. 8 to P. 445,L. 9.]

Objeotion :—*¢ The connection with all Souls being equal,
they should all have a common body,—there being nothing
to restrict a body to any one Soul only.”

Answer :—1f what you mean by this is that—** One Body is
related to all Souls, through conjunction brought about either
by conjunction or by motion; and in the Body itself there
is nothing that could restrict it to any one Soul ; nor is there
- any thing in the Soul whereby any one Body could be the
means of the experiences of that Soul only; and yet such
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restriction is actually found to exist; hence it behoves the
Siddhantin to explain this restriction (of one Body to one
Soul),”’—then our answer to this is provided in the next
Sutra :

Just as Destiny ele, ete.—says the Sagra. That same
Destiny which brings about the Body also serves to restrict
the connection of that Body. If the formation of the Body
were not due to Destiny, then we would have the incongrui-
ties already noted above.  ‘““But to what is due the subsist-
ence of the Destiny in a particular Soul?”  1f you mean
by this that—* even if Destiny is what restricts the forma-
tion of the Body, whence does the restriction of Destiny

arise ? "—then our answer is that it is due
to the restriction of the bringing about of its
own connection ; that is, when one Boul becomes connected
with one Body, the Destiny resulting from this connection
belongsto that Soul.  “But wheuce the restriction inregard
to the connection 7 This question shall persist in the same
manner as that relating to the restriction of the Destiny.”
Not so; for Mind is the cause of restriction; that is, the
connection brought about by the Mind belongs to that Soul
to whom the Mind belongs. “The same question arises
in regard to the Mind also; the Mind being equally related
to all Souls, whence the restriction ?”  Destiny itself is
the cause of this restriction; the Mind belongs to that partic-
vlar Soul with whose Destiny it is bound up, * How
does this come about at the beginning of creation (when there
is no Destiny)?" This objection has no force, since we
do not admit of any such thing as the *beginning of crea-
tion;’ the world is without a beginning, as has been proved
under Sutra 8-1-1Y; and the objection urged is applicable
only if the world has a beginning, and not if it has
none, :

Var, P. 445.
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Sifra (67).
By WHAT HAS BEEN BAID IN THE PREOBDING SOTEA
THR ABSENCE OF UNIVERSALITY HAS EEBN EXPLAINED [i.e.,
SBHOWN TO BE IMPOSSIBLE, INEXPLIOABLE UNDER THE PORVA-
PARSA (Su. 67)].*
Bhasya on Si. (67).
[P. 189, and 14 to P. 190, and 15.]

What is called ‘aniyama’, ‘absence of universality’, has
been explained—by what has been said in the preceding
SQtra,—*‘just as Destiny is the cause of the formation of the
Body so is it also of the connection of that Body with a
particular Soul,’—as impossible und inexplicable under the
theory that the formation of the Rody is not due to Destiny, t

Q. * What does, Nigama, * Universality, mean here ?"

A. Whatis called *Universality ' here is the idea that
the body of one Soul is the same as that of all Souls ; so that
what is meant by ‘Mnyama,’ ‘absence of Universality,’ is diversis
ty, distinction, peculiarily,—i.e., the idea that the body of one
Soul is different from that of another.} .

® All the commentaries explain this Sitra as aimed against the following
Biiikhya-doctrine :—* The formation of the Body is net due to Destiny ; it is due
to the functioning of Primordial Matter; this Primordial Matter, through its
own inherant activity, indzpandantly of Murit, Do-asrit &:., evolves the several
products.”

The Sittra hag been rendored according to the erplanation provided by the
Cominentators, Would it not be simpler to render it as follows—‘ What has been
said disposes of the objection that there could be no restiriction as to which Soul
should have which Body.’

t+ We have adopted the reading—rsqragfrfirerait 73 wiimw ......
FRT mye: which has been adopted by the Tugparya ; according to which
and the Vartika, this sentense should bs construed that :—JTsqRAYYY -

wi wwiffreat iﬁ.m The Tafparya explains the purport
as follows—* The abaeuce of Universality—i.c., the fact that no single Body can be

common 0 all Souls —that has been described in the preceding Sitra—has deen
szplained—i.e., showu to be impossible under the theory that the formation of the
Body is Lrought about by .naterial substances indspendently of any such influence
a3 that of Destiny.' )

t ¢ Niyama stands for Usiversality, the idea of all Souls hiving a common
body ; ¢ Aniyama® means non-universalily, the idea that one Soul has one body and
another a totally different one—Td¢parya.
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As a matter of fact, we actually find such diversity or
distinotions in the birth of bodies as (4) one is born in & high
family, another in a low family, (b) one is praiseworthy
and another blameworthy, (¢) one is full of diseases while
another is free from diseases, (d) one is complete while
another is maimed, (¢) one is full of suffering while another
is full of happiness, (f) one is endowed with excellent charac-
teristics of man while another is quite the contrary, (g) oue
is endowed with good properties while another possesses
bad properties, (k) one has efficient and anuvther weak
sense-organs. [These are the cruder differences ordinarily
perceptible] there ara several subtler differences, which are
innumerable. All this diversity in the birth of Bodies can be
due only to the Destiny attaching to each individual Soul
(which determines the character of the Body into which that
Soul is going to be born), On the other hand, if there were
no such diverse Destinies, attaching to individual Souls, (as in-
fluencing the birth of the Body), then—there being no
difference among the Souls themselves, and the Earth and
other material substances (as constituting Primordial Matter)
being the same in all cases, and there being nothing in these
substances to lead to any restriction,—it would come to this
tbat all bodies belong to all Souls. As a matter of fact how-
ever, the life of Souls is not found to be so (that is, such as all
bodies belong to all Souls). Heuce the conclusion is that
the formation of the Body canuot but be due to the influence
of Destiny.

Further, the separation (freedom) of the Soul from the
Body is also rendered possible by the possibility of the
exhaustion of Kurman (Destiny). ®* That is to say,
when the formation of the Body is due to Destiny, it becomes
possiblet for the Soul to become separated (freed) from that
body.—** How ? "'— T'hrough the possibility of the exhaustion of
Destiny. 1t is possible for Destiny to be exhausted in the
following manner :—Right Knowledge having destroyed Illu-
sion, the person becomes free from all attachment,—he

© This appears as 824rd in the printed text, But no such Siigra is found in
the Nyadyasicki-nibangha, nor iu Sutra Mss. C. aud D., nor in Vishvanatha's

Viifti. .
+ For ¥xqw read 3qqw as fooud in Puri Ms. B.
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commits no further deeds, by body, speech, or mind, which
could lead to his re-birth ; so that there is no further accumu.
Iation of Destiny, and all past accumulation becomes exbaust-
ed by his passing throngh the experiences resulting there-
from ; thus (in the absence of Destiny) there being nothing
to bring about a further Body, when the present Body falls
off, no further Body is formed, and hence there is uo further
bondage (for that Soul), 1 the formation of the Body were
not due to Destiny,—as of the material substance (Primordial
Matter) itself there can be no destruction,—there would be no
possibility of the Soul ever beeoming freed from the Body.

 Farlika on S, (67).
[P. 445, L. 11 to L, 19.]

By what has been said &o. &c.—says the Sifra. * What
is meant by Niyama?”  *Niyama' stands for the notion
that ¢ just as one body belongs to one Soul so does it belong
to all Souls’; so that aniyama, ¢absence of Universality ’
stands for diversity, distinotion, the notion that *the body of
one Soul is totally different from that of another.’

As a matter of fact, living beings are found to have
distinct bodies of varying kinds; this could not be possible
if the formation of bodies were due to material substances
independently of Destiny ; while (if it were due to Destiny),
inasmuch as there is diversity in the Destinies of men, a
diversity in the bodies would be only natural.

The separation of the Soul from the Budy is also rendered
possible by the possidility of the eahaustion of Destiny. There
are two causes of the Body—manifested and unmanifested ;
of the Unmanifested cause, which is called ¢ Destiny,’ there is
exhaustion due to the experiencing of its results ; and when
Destiny has been exhausted, material substances (the mani-
fested causes), even though present, do not produce another
body ; and hence Final Release becomes accomplished. IE
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Destiny bad no influence (over the substances forming the
Body}—the cause of the Body, in the shape of the material
substances, being eternal (indestructible), the destruction of
what would render the Souls free and hence released ?
Siigra (68).
® Ir [T BE ASSERTED THAT—‘ TRE FORMATION OF THE
Boby 15 DUE 70 * ApRISTA ' () € NON-PERCEPTICN, ® O (B)
UNSBEN QUALITY ] ”"—THEN [OUB ANSWER IS THAT) IN THAT
CASE, EVEN AFTER FINAL RELEASE- THERE WOULD BE
LIKELIROOD OF A Bopy BEING PRODUCED. (Sil. 68).

Bhasya on Su. (¢8).
[P. 190, L. 17 to P. 191, L. 15.]

{A]“1t is adurshana, ° non-perception,’ that is spoken
of as udrista, (in the Si¢ra). As a matter of fact, the forma-
tion of the Body is brought about by ¢ non-perception.’ "I'hat
is, as long as the Body bas not been formed, the perceiver,
being without a receptacle (abode), cansot perceios things, the
things to be perceived by him being of two kinds—(a) the
object (Sound, Taste, Odour &e.) and the diversity or diferance
between the Unmanifested (Primordial Matter) and the Soul ;
—and it is (in view of this ¢ non-perception,’ and) for this
purpose (of accomplishing the perception of these two kinds
of things) that the Body is brought iuto existence. Hence
when the said perceptton (of both kinds of things) has been
accomplished, the material substances have done all thoy had

© The priuted text, as also the Nydyasichinibangha, includes this clauve also
snder the Sitra. But neither Vishvanatha nor any SGgra Ms. reads the Satra so ;
according to these the form of the Sitra is siwply ‘ punasfatprasasigo’ pavargé.
But from the Bhdsgya (L. 191, L1 10 &c.) itis clear that the text of the Sagra iv
an printed,

The Var{ika aud the Td¢parys explain this objection as proceeding from the
Saskhya (A). The Bhasya latter on, P.191, L. 10, offers another explanation,
whereby the objection is represented as coming from the Jaiva (B),

The Tagparys bas explained the term ‘Adrigta’of the Sitra, which the
Bhasya says, is syncnymous here with ¢ adarskana,’ non-perception,’—to mean the
non-perception of such objects of enjoyment as Sound aud the like, as also the
non-perception of the distinctiou betwoon 8.ul and Matter,
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todo (in connection with that perceiving Soul) and conse-
quently do not produce any other Body for him ; and in this
manner the * separation from Body ’ becomes possible. "

If you hold the above view, then onr answer is that
—in that case, even after Finol Reloase, there would be
likelihood of o further Body being born, That is, there
would be likelihood of another Body being produc.
ed for that Soul. According to you, there is one
¢ non-perception '—i.e., impossibility of perception—while
the Body has not been formed ; and there is °impossibility
of perception ’ after the Body has ceased to exist,—which
also is another ¢ non-perception ;’—and between these two
¢ non-perceptions’ there is no difference ; so that, even after
Final Release, inasmuch as *non-perception’ [which, accordin
to you, is the sole cause of the production of the Body
would be there, there would be every likelihood of another
Body being produced.

“But the fact of the purpose of ths Body-prodiction
Raving been accomplished forms the point of difference
(between the two * non-perceptions).”*

This cannot be right; becuuse as a matter of fact, we
find production or accomplishment as well as non-accom-
plishment. That is, if what you mean to urge is that—
“ When perception (of ordinary things, and of the difference
between Soul and Matter) has been accomplished, the
material substances have their purpose fulfilled, and as
such, do not go to form another Body ; and this forms the
point of difference [wherein one kind of *nen-perception,’
that due to the cessation of the Body upon Final Release,
differs from the other kind of ‘non-perception,’ that due
to the non-existence of the Body, before it has been pro-
duced],”’—then, our answer is that this eannot be right;
because we find production on accomplishment as well as
on non-accomplishment ; that is, as a matter of fact we find
that Bodies are produced again and again (for the non-
released Soul), even though the wmaterial substances have
their purpose fulfilled by the Soul’s perception of the things
of the world; and inasmuch as the Bodies produced
again and again do not (always) bring about the perception

® This is printed as SGtra. But no such Sitra is found anywhere.
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of difference between Soul and Matter (which is the only
purpose left to be accomplished for the Soul by these
subsequent bodies), the production of all these bodies must
be regarded as purposeless.

From all this it is clear that, under the theory that
the creation of things is not due to Destiny, the formation
of the Body cannot be regarded as being for the purposes
of ¢ Perception ;" while under the theory that the said crea-
tion is due to Destiny, the formation of the Body can be
rightly regarded as being for the purposes of ¢ Perception ;' as
(under this latter theory) ¢ Perception’ consists in ezperience,
which is the result of deeds done (i e. Destiny).

[B] The clause *tadadristakdritam’ may be taken as
representing the theory of other philosophers :—* Adrista is
the name of a particular quality of Atoms, which brings about
action or motion ; it is when urged by this quality that the
Atoms combine and bring about the Body; whereupon
this Body is entered by the Mind, which also is urged to it
by its own quality of ¢ Adrista’; and when the Body has
become entered by the Mind then the Perceiver begins to
have his perceptions.”

‘Che answer to this theory also is that—* there s likeli-
haod of another Body being produced '—since the Mind is not
destroyed ; that is, even after Final Release, there would
be likelihood of a further Body being produced, as ¢ 4drista,’
the quality of Atoms, is indestructible (and hence persists
even after Release).

Var{ika on Su. (68).
[P. 44 ,L. 1 to P. 448, L. 8.]

It may be asserted that—it is due to adrista; that is,
the formation of the Body is due to edrigta,—the world
‘adpista’ meaning adarshana, non.perception. That is, at
the beginning of creation, Primordial Matter becomes active
by reason of the Soul’s purpose; and becoming thus active
it brings about the Body undergoing modifications from
the Mahat onwards; and it is only when the Body has been
produced thatthe Perceiver perceiveés the things to be per-
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ceived ;—things lo be perceived being of two kinds: (1)
Objects and (2) difference between Soul and Matter ; and
when this gerceplion has been accomplished, Primordial
Matter, having its work accomplished, does not act any
further. Thus then, it is * non-perception’ (of Objects and
of the difference between Soul and Matter) that should be
regarded as the cause of the formation of the Body, since it
comes about only when the former is present.

In accordance with this theory,* even after Final Releass
there would be likelikood of a Body being Produced. Accord-
ing to the above there are two kinds of ‘non-perception ;'
(1) t that which is regarded as the impossibility of percep-
tion, before the activity of Primordial Matter, and (2) that
impossibilily of perception which comes subsequently, after
the formation of the Body has ceased ;—now there is no
difference between these two ®non-perceptions;’ so that if
the formation of the Body be attributed to ¢ non-perception,’
then it should come to this—just as Primordial Matter
becomes active for the accomplishment of man’s purpose,
before he has perceived the difference between Soul and
Matter [thisactivity being due to* non-perception ’ of difference
between Soul and Matter],—so in the same mauaner, even
after the Final Release of the Man, that matter should
become active (by reason of ‘non-perception’ which is still
there, in the shape of the impossibility of perceiving the objects
of perception), But no such activity (after Final Release) is
admitted (by the Sarnkhya). Hence the formation of Body
caonot bo attributed to * non-perception.’

¢ But there will be this difference between the two
¢ non-perceptions’ that in the case of one the work has been
accomplished.”

° Read Wy % for weaTeda

t ﬁ‘ﬁnﬂmﬁm is the right reading.
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This cannot be right ;* because as a matter of fact we
find material substances active, when their work has-been
accomplished as well as when it has not been accomplished :
E.g. the first Body of the Soul having accomplished the
work of the perception of Colour and such other objects of
perception, the second and suhsequent Bodies could not
be the means of bringing about the perception of Colour
&o, (since this perception has been already accomplished) ;
but this second and other subsequent bodies are actually
found to be the means of the perception of Colour, Sound
&o. ;—and from this it is clear that material substances are
active also after their work has been accomplished. Then
again, the formation of the Body being for the accomplish-
ment of the Soul’s purpose,—and this ¢ purpose’ cousisting
of the perception of the difference between Soul and Matter,
—since the second and subsequent Bodies do not accomplish
this purpose, the formation of these must be regarded as
purposeless.

“ What we mean by *non-perception’ (as the cause of
Body-formation) is & particular kind of desirs to perceive.”

If you mean by this that—'* Non-perception does not
mean absence of perception, it means only the desire to
perceive, and no such desire can arise when Primordial Matter
has accomplished its work in regard to the Person,’—this
is not right; becavse before the activity of Primordial
Matter has set in, the said desire cannot appear; until
Primordial Matter has actually evolved into Mahat &o., there
can be no desirs fo perceive; how then can
sny such desire be the cause of the said
activity (of Primordial Matter)P ¢ By reason of omnipo-
tenoe, it is there at that time also,”  If you mean by this

® The right reading is o Jew uft

Vir P. 447,
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that—¢ Primordial Matter is endowed with all cansal poten-
cies, and endowed with these potencies, which constitute
its own essence, Primordial Matter is omnipresent; and
since it is omnipresent, there is desire fo perceive in the
Matter, even before its activity has set in,”—then, this
cannot be right; as in that case there would be uno possibility
of Final Release. Just as the Desire to Perceiva is there
(before activity), so also would the ¢ Percoption of Difference
between Soul and Matter® be there (by reason of the omm-
presence of Primordial Matter); so that (if during the
activity of Matter also, the said Perception is there)
there would be no Final Release at ull. In fact while
the Perception of Difference is there, there should be
activity of Primordial Matter ;' and your theory involves the
furtherincongruity that even when the Parception of Difference
is there, the Desire to Perceive does not cease. Further,
according to you that which exists never loses its being, so
that where the Desire fo Perceive exists (it can never cease),
whence could there be Final Release ? Then again,
Desire to Perceive and Parception of Difference being mutually
contradictory, how could they- exist at one and the same
time ?

If the Opponent were to say that what he means by *non-
perception’ is ajidna, Ignorance,—he should be met with
the following alternative :—'* What is *ajiidna,” ‘Jgnor-
ance’? Is it absence of knowledge? Or wrong knowledge ?
“ What do you mean by this?"”  If it is mere abssnce, then
no Final Release is possible, for before the activity of
Primordial Matter, as also after its work has been accom-
plished, this absence of knowledge will be there, ® If, on the -

® Before the activity of Primordial matter there is absence of knowledge, ot
difference between Soul and Matter, and after Primordial Matter hu done its work,
there is absencs of knowledgs, of ordinary things,
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other hand, ‘ajiana’ stands for wrong knowledge, that cannot
be right ; as before the activity of matter, no such wrong
knowledge is preseat (there being no objects that could be
known].  “ Why should the wrong knowledge be absent
(before the activity of Matter) ?”  For the simple reason
that (according to the Saiikhya) wrong knowledge is a quality
of Buddhi (which is not present before the activity of
Primordial Matter). Further, after V’rimordial Matter has
done its work, Buddhi would cease to exist; how then could
its quality, wrong knowledge, remain ?”  * But in accord-
ance with the theory that Products are ever existent, the
Wrong Cogsition is always present.” By saying this you
set aside Final Release enmtirely. “Why?”  Because
to hold that Wrong Knowledge is ever present means that
Right Knowlédge (which leads to Release) is ever absent.
Further [if it be urged that Right Knowledge also is ever
present, according to the S#ikhya theory of every Product
being ever-existent], Right Knowledge and Wrong Knowledge
(being contradictories) can never exist at the same time;
hence it cannot be right to hold that activity (which is preceded
by Wrong Knowledge, ew-hyprthesi) isfor the accomplishment
* of Right Knowledye. According to your theory there is
nothing that i8 non-existent,—and what is existent never
loses its being ; so that all things being always existent, it
behoves you to explain for the sake of what thing should
Primordial Matter become active. If you hold that the
activity of Primordial Matter is for the purpose of manifesting
(what already exists in an unmanifested form),—then the
question remains as before : 1s this manifestation existent
‘before the said activity ! or non-existent ?  “What is
meant i that what was unperceived before (activity) becomes

® AT, DOt TR, is the right reading.
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perceived (after).”  When a thing becomes peroerved
is there any fresh quality produced in it ? or does it become
perceived without any such quality being produced ? If you
hold that it is perceived after a particular quality has been
produced in it, then this involves a self-contradiction on your
part, * If, on the other hand, you hold that it is perceived
without any fresh quality being produeced in it, then, it
Vi, P. 448, behoves you to explain le.xy in that case, it is
not perceived before (activity of matter). In
fact howsoever much you may try, you can never explain the
‘production of any fresh quality; while if you deny the pro-
duction of a fresh quality, you cannot explain the per-
ceptibility and imperceptidility of the thing.

If, on the other band, the formation of the Body is due
to Destiny, then it is only right that for the purpose of bring-
ing about the perception, material substances are influenced
by the quality of the man (in the shape of his effort) and
thus bring into existence his Body :—for unless the Body is
produced, the Perceiver, being without an abode, cannot
perceive things,

Others have explained adrigla (te which the formation
of the Body is attributed) as a quality of Atoms. In the
case of these people also, there would be likelihood of a Body
being produced, also afler Final Release, as what brings about
the Body is a quality of Atoms (which is * ever present) ; so
that even after Final Release there could be a possibility of
Bodies being produced.

Sii{ra (69).
THERE SHOULD BB "NO SEVERANCE OF CONNECTION,—
THIS BEING DUB TO THE ACTION oF MIND.} (S0. 69),

® The ides of anything being produced after is not compatible with the
l.ﬁkhyl theory of ¢ manifestation,’ p

4 This Sagra is not fovud in the Purt Bﬂu -Ms.; it is !omd everywhere else.
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Bhagya Su. (69).
(P. 191, L. 17 to P. 19%, L. 8.]

[Another objection against the Jaina view, referred to in
the latter part of the Bhasya on Su. 68.]

If the mind enters (into the Body) by virtue of ¢ adpists,’
the Uunseen Quality of the Mind, there should be no severance
of connection (between the Mind and the Body). For under
this view,* to what could the moving out of the Mind from
the Body be due? Uander our theory the said moving out
(of the Mind from the Body, at death) is due to the fact
that one set of Karmic Residuum (to which the dead Body
owed its existvnce) having heen exhausted, another set of
Karmic residuum (to whicn the next Body would be due)
sets up its fruition.t  “The moving out of the Mind
would be due to the unseen quality (4drista); that same
unseen quality which has been the cause of entrance (of the
Mind into the Body) will also be the cause of its ezit.”
This cannot be right ; for one and the same thing cannot be
the cause of both lifa (which is what the entrance of Mind
means) and death (which is what is meant by the Mind’s
ezit) ; according to your view the same Unseen Quality would
be the cause of both life and death ; and this is absard,

Vartika on S0, (69).
[Pc 4“8. Lb 10 to L- 15.]

" There should be no severance of connection etc, elc.~says
the Si¢ra, [The view traversed here is as follows]—* Atoms
combine, among themselves, by reason of their Unseen
Quality, and having combined, they bring into existence the
Diad and other products, down to the Body ; and this Body is

entered by the Mind, through its own Unseen Quality."

Our answer to this is that whatleads to the entrance of the
Mind into the Body [i.e. the Unseen Quality] being eternal,
by what could its exit (from the Body) be brought about ?
“" o ww is better than gew

1 R CUTRTEY <1000, TETPR—These words bave no connection with the pre-

. sent context. They are not found in the Puri Mss., nor in any other maauscript
save one,
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According to our theory, it is only right that upon the exhaus-
tion of the (former) Karmic residuum, ezit should be brought
about by the (next) Karmic residuum and death should
ensue, It will not be right to assert that the Unseen Quality
of the Mind would be the cause of both (its entrance and
ezit) ;—becanse one and the same thing cannot be the cause
of both life and death,

Stifra (70).
INasMucR As DEATH WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE, THE

BoDY SHOULD HAVE TO BE KEGABDED AS EVER-LASTING.
(Sa. 70).
Bhagya on Su. (70).

[P. 192, L. 5 to L. 8.]

When, on the experiencing of the fruits (of all deeds)
there is exhaustion of Karmie residuum and the Body
falls off, it is called ‘death’; and under the influence of
another Karmio residuum there is ‘rebirth.’ Now, if the
formation of the Body were due to the waterial substances
themselves, independently of Destiny, what is it the exhaus-
tion whereof could lead to the fall of the Body, which is
called ‘death’ ? And there being no death we understand
that the Body should have to be regarded as ever-lasting. For
if Death were due to mere chance, (and not to a specific cause
relating specifically to the individual), then there could be
no difference in the manner of death (in several persons).”

~ Vartika on Su. (70).
[P. 448, L. 15 to L. 18.]

Inasmuch as Deuth ele. eto.—says the Safra. What we
mean by saying that ¢ the Body should have to be regarded as
eternal’ is that Death would not be possible ; because, as. we
have already explained (Text, L. 448, L. 12) *the Unseen

®Somme persons die in the wowb, some as soon a8 they are born, and so forth.
If death were not the effect of & specific cause, it should be either ¢terwal, like
Akdsha, or an absolute non-entity, like the sky -lotus,~T dfparya.
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Quality, which is the cause of the entrance of the Mind, is
eternal, and there is no such Unseen Quality as would be the
cause of its exit." If Death were due to mere chance, there
would be no diffsrence in the manner of Death.
Bhasya on Si. (71).
[P. 192, L. 8 to L. 11.)

The Opponent,—with a view to criticise what has been
urged against him, to the effect that ¢ there would be likeli-
hood of another Body being produced’ (Su. 68),—argues
‘a8 follows ;—

% I'r WoULD BB LIKE THE ETERNALITY OF THE DAKK COLOUR
or THE Atom.”"*  (Su. 71).

“ Just as the dark colour of the Atom (of Clay) is eternal,
and yet when it is obstructed (set aside) by fire-contact (in
baking), it does not appear again,—in the same manuner the
Body though formed by the Unseen Quality (of the Atoms),
would not appear again, after Final Release.”

.Vartika on Su. (71).
[P. 449, L1 1-38.]

“ It would be like etc, elc.”—says the Sa(ra ; this is the
answer that they give to what has been urged agaiust them.
- % Just as the dark colour of the Atom is eternal, and yet it
is set aside by fire-contact, in the same manner the Unseen
Quality of the Atom and of the Mind (even though eternal)
would be set aside by Bight Knowledge.” :
Siutra (72),

THAT CANNOT BE; AS THIS WOULD INVOLVE (A) THE
 ADMISSION OF WHAT I8 NOT SUPPORTED (BY REASONING OB
mor)} ((B) or, THE ACORUING OF WHAT I8 NOT EARNED, ]
 (Su. 72)) '

®This Sdfra, though not found in Sugra Ms. C,is found everywhere else.
1The Td{parya construes the Satra thus :—pramdpéng avisayikrifam ‘akrifam’
—rrajyula prafyakidgamaviruddham—iasya * abhydgamal’ abhyupagamah

" fafprasangdf. Thisisthe interpetation that has been adopted in the translation ;
s also a seoond interpretation (B), put forward in the Bhasya.

i}
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Bhagga on Su. (72.)

(P. 192, L. 13 to P. 198, L, 22.]

(A) The instance cited (in Su. 71) cannot be right;—
® Why ? ’—because this would involoe the admission of what
is not supported. The term ‘supported’ stands for not com--
patible with any right Qognition; the ‘ablydgama’ of that
means its acceptance, avowal; the meaning thus is that he
who believes what has been said (in Su. 71) would be avow-
ing what is incompatible with all right notion. Hence the
instance cited cannot be right; since what is asserted is
neither perceptible, nor coguisable by inference. Thus what
the Sufra (72) urges is the fact that what has been cited by
the Opponent is something still ‘o bs proved.

+ (B) Or, the Sttra may be e~plained to mean that—That
cannot br, as this would incoloe the accruing of what is not
earned. A person who, on the basis of the example of the
Dark Colour of the Atom, seeks to support the view that the
formation of the Body is not due to Destiny, draws upon
himself the incongruity of the accruing of the unearned. That
is, the theory would involve the contingency that pieasure and
pein accrues to the man without his baving done the acts
leading up to that pleasure and pain.  If, in answer to
this, you say “ yes, be it so ;”—then our answer is that this
would be contrary (a) to Verception, (b)to Inference and (c)
to Scripture : ' ~

(a) To Perception it would be contrary in the following
manner :— That the Pleasure and Pain experienced by each
individual Soul is distinct is a fact perceptible to all persons.
“ What is ths distinction ?" The distinctions are such
as sirong and weak, belaled and quick, divarse and uniform,
and so forth. (Under the Opponent’s theory) there can be
no speciality in the causes bringing pleasure and pain to each
individual Soul separately ; and unless there is some speci-
ality in the cause there can be none in the effect. If, on the
other hand, the advent of pleasure and pain is due to Destiny,
—inasmuch as it is possible (a) for the acts of diverse per-
sonalities to be strong or weak &o., (8) for their Karmic resi-
duum to be correspondingly more or less potent, and (o) for
their acts to beof diverse or uniform character,—it is only -
right that there should be a corresponding distinction in the
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Pleasure and Pain resulting from those acts. Aund since no
such distinotion in the cause would be possible on the theory
of the Opponent, there should be no distinction in the resulte
ant pleasare and pain :—and this would be incompgtible with
(contrary to) a fact known by Perception.

() The Opponent’s theory would be contrary to Infer-
ence in the following manner :—The distribution of Pleasure
and Pain among persons is found to follow from the distri.
bution of their qualities; e.g. when an intelligent person,
having recognised a certain pleasure as broughtabout by a
cortain means, desires that pleasure; he makes an effort to
obtain that means, and thereby obtains the pleasure ; and he
does not obtain it otherwise [1.e. if he does not put forth the
said effort] ;—similarly, whcn a person, having recognised
a certain pain as brought about by a certain means, desires to
avoid that pleasure, he makes an effort to avoid that means,
and thereby avoids that pain: and not otherwise.
Now in the case in question, we find that there are certain
pleasures and pains that accrue to a person without any
effort on his part (such for instance as the sufferings due
10 & mis-shaped body]; and on the strength of the well-known
facts just mentioned, we tnfer that the distribution of these
pleasures and pains also must be due to some other quality of
the intelligent being (if not his direct effort) [and this other
quality is Merit-Demerit constituting the person’s Destiny,]
This inference would be contradicted if the accruing of
pleasure and pain were held to be not due to Destiny.
The said ‘other quality’ (Merit-Demerit), being imperceptible,
is called ‘agdrigia’ (Uuseen Force, Destiny), and since the
time of its fruition is not definitely fixed, it is regarded as
tndefinite® ; while Apprehension and the other qualities of the
Soul are perceptible and evanescent.

(c) The Opponent’s theory would be contraryto Scripture
in the following manner :—There are several Scriptures writ-
ten by sages, containing the instructions imparted by those
sages, in regard to the performance and avoidance of
actions ; and the effect of such instruction we find in the

o We bave translated the reading avyavasthifam ; though to Eeep up the
contrast with the ‘evanescence’ of Buddhi, spoken of in the nex!; sentence,
S vyuvasfhifam,’ permanaut ‘ lasting,’ would appear to be the better reading,
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shape of activities of men consisting of performancein due
accordance with their respective castes and 'conditions of
life, as also in the shape of cessation from activity, conmist-
ing of avoidance of action. Both these kinds of actions,
good and evil, would be impoasible, under the philosophy
of the Piirvapaksin ; so that this philosophy is contrary to the
view (in consonance with Scriptures) that the accruing of
pleasure and plain to persons is due to Destiny.

Thus the conclusion is that the doctrine—that * the forma-
tion of the Body is not due to Destiny, and the accruing of
Pleasure and Pain is not due to Destiny’’—is clearly wrong
and is maintained only by the worst sinners.

Thus ends the Bhasya on
Adhyaya 111,

Far¢ika on S0. (72).
That cannot de eto. etc,—says the Siéfra. The term
' akyrifabhyagama’ means the avowal of a view in support of
which there is no proof ;—this is what the 8i{ra means.

Or, the Sii{ra may be taken literally' as it stands; the
meaning being that the theory involves the absurdity of a
man suffering the consequences of what he has not done.
This has been explained in detail in the Bkasya.

¢ Soul, Body, Instrument, Objects, Apprehension and
Mind,—every one of these things has been described in
this discourse in its true form.

Thus ends the Zar{iks on
Aghyaya 111,
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